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FOREWORD 

Navya Nyaya represents one of the finest products of human 
intellect that has been sustaining India's intellectual culture for 
the last few centuries. It offers devices of logical argumentation 
and supplies us with a novel set of terminology for mapping reality. 
It originated at Mithila, flourished in Bengal and traversed the 
whole of India to influence the thought processes of Indian 
intelligentsia in diverse fields. It exerted influence on different 
systems of thought so much so that they adopted the Navya Nyaya 
methods to counter their opponents and propagate their thesis. 
That Navya Nyaya can still serve our academic needs need not be 
overemphasised. A re-look of Navya Nyaya language and 
methodology at this 1. T. age may be highly rewarding. 

The Asiatic Society, Kolkata has been successfully 
organizing Courses on Navya Nyaya: Language and Methodology 
since October, 2000. It was conceived, developed and imparted by 
Professor V. N. Jha, Director, CASS and by him with Dr Mrs Jha of 
CASS, Pune at the Asiatic Society. On the first level course Navya
Nyaya-Bh~a-Pradipa by Mahes~ Chan~ra ~yayaratna was taught 
by Mrs Jha. The mission is to reviVe the nch mtellectual tradition of 
Nyaya and to relate it to the universal model of thinking and 
modern theories of language communication. At the first level 
(repeatedly given in various parts of ~ndia including Kolkata), the 
course was primarily concerned wtth ~he methodology of the 
philosophical understanding of the Nyaya system. In the more 
selective second level (Kolkata having the rare experience of being 
one), Professor Jha concentrated exclusively on the language 
communication theory of the Naiyayikas. The issue is seminally 
important to the diverse disciplines of modem knowledge system 
from humanities to sciences including social sciences, where the 
need for perfect communication through language is very important. 
Before entering into the intellectual dialogue, one can learn different 
aspects of the pn;>blem of communication from this rich Nyaya 
tradition. The Sabdabodha process explained on the basis of 



Navya-Nyaya-Bh~a -Pradipa.and Bh~a Pariccheda with Siddha 
nta-Muktavali is really enchanting in many respects. 

The Asiatic Society is happy to publish the Navya- Nyaya
Bh~a-Pradipa with Introduction, translation and annotations in 
English, prepared by Dr Mrs Ujjwala Jha in the light of deliberations 
and interactions in the workshops held earlier. The book will serve 
as a primer of Navya Nyaya Language and Methodology for those 
interested in understanding our rich cultural heritage in modern 
context. 

Kolkata 
December 20, 2004 

Dilip Coomer Ghose 
General Secretan; 

The Asiatic Society 
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PREFACE 

In May, 2000 Prof. V. N. JHA began his mission of 
spreading Navya-Nyaya studies country-wide. He had conceived 
the idea of an intensive course in Navya-Nyaya Language ·and 
Methodology since long but the mission of teaching this course 
in various places in India actually began in May 2000. Prof. N. 
P. U nni, the then Vice-chancellor of Sri Sankaracharya 
university, Kalady, took an initiative in organising the said 
course in his university from 15 th May to 26th May 2000. The 
course attracted the attention of Sanskrit teachers as well as 
philosophy- teachers. In this very first course of its kind around 
20 to 25 teachers from different colleges of Kerala and 
university departments participated. . 

The course was deviced as having two components : 
(I) Exposition on basics of Indian Philosophy and (2) Reading 
of a 19th Century Navya-Nyaya-text. Both the components were 
taught every-day in two sessions of two hours each. Prof. Jha 
alone taught this course. It was welcomed and well appreciated 
by all the participants. 

The same course was repeated in Kolkata at the Asiatic 
Society from Oct., 22 to Nov. 3, 2000. Prof. Manabend~ 
Banerji was the secretary of Asiatic society. It is because of him 
that the course was organised at the society· He insisted that I 
must take at least some classes. Prof. Jha suggested I should 
read some portion of the text. _So, for three days I taught the text 
of Navya-nyiiya-blui~~ii-pradipa, the 19th century text at the 
Asiatic society. It was well-received by the participants coming 
from Sanskrit and philosophy departments of universities and 
colleges. It was here that I thought of helping prof. Jha more 
meaningfully by reading the whole text. It would serve two 
purposes: (i) the text-reading could be completed within 
stipulated time and (ii) more importantly, for me, it would aive 

• • 1:> 

some relief to Prof. Jha. Otherwise It was certainly a strenuous 
job. Thus, when the same course was organised at the oriental 
Research Institute, Baroda, I taught the whole of the above-



2 I Navya-Nyiiya-Bhii!jii-Pralpa 

mentioned text written by Maheshachandra Nyayaratna. This 
course was held between I 7th May and 28th May 200 I. 

In Kolkata and in Baroda teachers from philosophy
departments participated enthusiastically. In Kolkata about 
twenty teachers participated and in Baroda the number went to 
above forty. The demand for the course by those who 
participated was ever-increasing. Many of them wanted to 
repeat the same course and some teachers actually did do so. 
And why not? Here was an opportunity to listen to an ideal 
teacher with his unique way of presentation and collect the vast 
panorama of Indian Philosophy in the most palatable and lucid 
manner just in the span of ten-twelve days. Another speciality 
was that those who were really interested in studies alone 
participated as the course would end in an examination. Though, 
procuring higher number of marks was not the aim of the mature 
teachers and participants, still, the spirit of examination could 
achieve quite a great amount of seriousness on the part of the 
participants as desired and anticipated. 

The same course was repeated in two more places : Pune and 
New Delhi. (I) It was conducted at the Centre of Advanced 
Study in Sanskrit, University of Pune from 17th Sept. to 29th 
Sept. 200 I. This course was sponsored by the Indian council 
of philosophical Research, New Delhi. and (2) It was conducted 
at the Centre for Sanskrit Studies, JNU, New Delhi from 1st 
Oct. to 12th Oct. 2002. This was sponsored by Rashtriya 
Sanskrit Samsthan, New Delhi. 

In both these courses also I shared the responsibility of 
teaching the same text. I had started translating the text into 
Englsh in the period of Baroda and Pune-courses but I could 
complete the same only after I taught it for the third time in 
JNU, New Delhi. Thus, readers will find an English translation 
of the text of Navya-Nyaya-Biui~a-Pradlpa (NNBP), in this 
work, along with notes and the same graphs and diagrams 
which I used while teaching the text all the three times. In some 
places some more diagrams have been added. These diagrams 
really make the point more understandable. In this attempt the 
original text has been edited carefully and some of the lacunae 
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have been removed from it. Still, if some mistakes are left in the 
text, they are always revisable. 

In this context let me express my gratefulness towards those 
because of whom I could complete this work. My husband is my 
sole source of inspiration. He not only works hard himself but 
is never tired of asking me just one question, "Did you complete 
Your work?" This work is some times translation, some times a 
critical edition still some times an article or some times a 
monograph ! His question induces me into 'work' like anything, 
refuting all mimarhsa declarations that only 'optative suffix' 
induces an activity in a listener ! ! I must be grateful to god 
Almighty for giving me my most revered 'guru' and husband in 
just one act of kindness and compassion. 

I must mention also a very special person's name here. It is 
Vedashree, our daughter. Though she helps me in every writing 
of mine in her own small little ways always, she has a special 
relationship with this course. She has been 'the invigilator' of the 
examination held at the end of the course since the course at 
Kolkata in 2000. She is addressed as 'the strict invigilator' or 
'the special person' or sometimes 'the youngest participant' by 
many an honourable person of this country. May God bless her. 

I am sincerely thankful to Prof. Manabendu Banerji, the then 
secretary, Asiatic Society, for inspiring me into coming forward 
and teaching the text. It is because of his insistence that I could 
help Prof. Jha more meaningfully in conducting these courses. 

I am grateful to Prof. Rajendra Na~avati, the then director, 
Oriental Institute,Baroda, who orgamsed the course in his 
Institute. He took all possible measures to make our stay at 
Baroda comfortable in the scorching Sun of May ! 

I sincerel'y thank all the particiipants of the four c~urses 
mentioned above for both listening to me patiently and also for 
their appreciation. 

I should specifically mention here the name of Prof. 
Sitarhshu Mehta, famous Gujrathi Poet, Ex-Vice-Chancellor 
Saurashtra University, who participated in the Baroda-course. H~ 
not only attended the course with all patience and sincerety but 
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also appeared for the examination with all seriousness. He 
admired my way of reading the text so much that I felt really 
embarrassed. But, he himself being a poet, a lover of language, 
perhaps, could enjoy the real rhythn of Sanskrit lanouaoe in his 

b b 

heart. He also praised my way of controlling the class and 
technique of teaching. I take Prof. Mehta's comments as his 
blessings and affection for me and bow down to him· as he is 
quite senior to me in all respects. I should also remember Prof. 
Kane, the then V.C. of theM S University, Baroda, who did not 
only grace the Inauguration and valedictory sessions but also 
attended our classes for one whole day ! I am thankful to him. 

Dr. Uma, Dr. Madhu, Dr. Anamika, Dr. Piyali, Dr. Bhavani 
etc. were quite senior participants to listen to me in the Kolkata
course. I am grateful to them for their genuine appreciation of 
the course. Mrs. Reeta and Miss Meeta also deserve mention 
for their love and care. Dr. Uma and Dr. Piyali Palit repeatedly 
attended the course. 

Dr. Kanshiram, Dr. Mithilesh Chaturvedi, Dr. Shashiprabha 
Kumar etc. were some senior persons who participated in the 
course at JNU, New Delhi. (The number of participants was 
fifty-nine). Dr. Kanshiram and Dr. Mithilesh attended the course 
with all sincerity and also appeared for the examination 
wholeheartedly! I am thankful to them. 

The whole idea behind the mission which was conceived 
solely by Prof. Jha was this : Through these courses teachers 
should be trained and then they in turn should go on training 
their students. If this continues the tradition of navya-nyaya will 
be revived. It is a matter of immense pleasure for me to put on 
record that when I am writing this preface, 'the first such course' 
by the trained teachers of Kolkata, independent of Prof. Jha and 
Dr. Mrs. Jha is being taught at the Asitic Society of Kolkata 
from 13th May to 31st May 2003. Thus, the dream seems to be 
coming true. If the same happens also elsewhere the day of 
revival of Navya-nyaya will not be very distant ! Let us pray 
to God that let India again thrive with her age-old intellectual 

tradition. 

Pune 
22nd May, 2003 
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A gap of one year has lapsed since I wrote the above. In 
the meantime, the course has been repeated at the Chinmaya 
International Foundiatiori (CIF) at Kochi, Kerala from 24th May 
to 5th June· 2004. The manuscript could not reach the publisher 
only because I wanted to adq some more diagrams in the notes. 
In the course at CIF the participants were not only Sanskrit 
scholars and teachers. They came from varied fields like 
commerce, science, engineering, computer and what not. There, 
even, were such participants who did not know Devanagarl 

·script what to talk of Sanskrit language? There also were 
swamijis of the CIF who had come from various centrs of the 
CIF such as Mumbai, Chennai, Pondicherry, Coimbtore and 
also from USA. 

This course was appreciated by one and all. The text of 
NavyaNyiiyaBhii$aPradlpa was taught again completely and was 
enjoyed by everybody. Swami Advayananda, the Acarya of the 
CIF, Adisankaranilayam, a staunch Vedantin and many of his 
colleagues and students enjoyed the text. They almost are 
convinced that here is a method of convincing others. It is a tool 
for proper thought process and is useful in every walk of life. 
There were students who personally told me that they never 
thought of learning Sanskrit in their Life time but now it is 
inevitable ! They just have to capture it ! I think this is the best 
certificate that a teacher can get. There is no bigger reward for 
a teacher than this ! We both of us are so lucky to have many 
such blessed souls around us ! This is the best kind of blessing 
that the Almighty has showered upon us, for which we both are 
grateful to Him. 

Another special feature of this course was, Purvamlmarhsa 
system of Indian Philosophy was introduced and I tried to 
impress upon the participants the significance and relevance of 
Purvamlmarhsa (PM) in the 21st century and in the centuries to 
come. This was very well appreciated by the audience and they 
put the demand to have one full-fledged independent course on 
PM next vacations. Many participants of the Kolkata course like 
Dr. Bhavani, Dr. Piyali, Mrs. Rita and at least one participant 
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of the Baroda course Prof. Nanavati. Repeated the course at the 
CIF. 

The Asiatic Society of Kolkata has been organising this 
course since the year 2000. After the first course is October 
2000, the Asiatic Society organised 2nd Level Course in Navya 
Nyaya Language & Methodology and also an advanced level 
course in June 2002 and December 2003 respectively. They 
showed their interest in bringing out an English Translation of 

I 
Navya-nytiya-bha~a-pradipa as it is not available. I am thankful 
to them for this act of kindness. 

Thus, to sum up, one may say, whenever a certain thing is 
accomplished many a hand has· helped the accomplishment ; 
many a mind has worked for the same and many a brain has 
exerted itself. I bow down to all those who encouraged me to 
bring out .. this volume and actually contributed towards its 
success. 

I am thankful to the Research committee of the CASS, Pune 
University for accepting this as my Research Project. I, received 
the grant of Rs. 50001- for this work. as the Departmental 
Research grant. This made my work easier on the financial front. 
I thank the university authorities for the same. 

Ujjwala Jha 
Pune, 15-6-2004 

Finally, my manuscript is ready and is going to reach the 
publishers shortly. It is a matter of pride (which actually is a vice 
in different contexts!) that the enthusiastic participants of the first 
course at Kolkata have been meeting regularly at the prestigious 
Asiatic Society to continue the activity of understandingy navya
nyaya since last more than six months. They, with the grace of 
almighty and good wishes and full co-operation of the Asiatic 
Society authorities, are going to conduct the course for new 
participants, again independent of Jhas (!) and the number of 
participants accepted by the Society so far is 68! This course will 
take place from 25th October to 3rd November 2004. The Dream 
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has turned to Reality. This, by all means, is the grace of the 

almighty and the proof that 31f~, CfiCff , Cfl{UT , • ~ and~ , 

all the five have come together favorably. I must be grateful 
to these 'beloved students' of mine many of whom are older 
than me, for taking the mission of Prof. Jha further with all 
faith and kindling the lamp of more and more interest in the 
minds of younger generations ! They are doing their duty 
honestly and wholeheartedly ! I bow down to my students(!) for 
this. May God bless them and always be on their side ! 

Last but not the least, my thanks are due to Mr. Nandkishor 
Khurjekar for neatly preparing the camera-ready press-copy. 

22nd Oct. 04, 
Vijayadasami. 

Ujjwala Jha 



INTRODUCTION 

The Nyaya system of Indian philosophy has two phases : 
(i) ancient and (ii) modem. The first phase marks the beginning 

of the Christian era and continues almost upto lOth century A.D. 
The second phase begins around the lOth century A.D. and 
continues up to the date. The second phase, though began around 

lOth cent. A.D., reached its best around 14th cent. A.D. when the 
magnum opus of GaQgdopadhyaya, namely, the Tattvacintiimm:zi 

was written. As the ancient nyaya developed through the 
commentary of Vatsyayana (on the Nyaya-siitra of Gautama) and 
then many sub-commentaries over one thousand years, the 
modern nyaya also developed through the commentaries and 
sub-commentaries on the Tattvacintiimm:zi of Garygda over 
centuries. 

The main focus of modern i.e. navyanyaya was to difine 
terms in a precise manner and then to' formulate or evolve a 
language which may be called 'the precise medium of 
communication'. It was necessary to evolve a new or should we 
say an artificial language to do away with the possible amibiguity 
which is a basic quality of any natural language. Natural 
language cannot be totally ambiguity-free. Let us take an 
example : Suppose someone syas : 'x' is in the room; someone 
else say_s : 'x' is not in the :room. Both of them claim that there 
statements are true. If both these are true and we conjoin· them 
by adding one 'and' what will be the result ? Let us see : After 
joining both the statements the following statement will emerge 
: 'x' is in the room and 'x' is not in the room. Now, if we name 

the first statement, ' 'x' is in the ~oom' by the name 'p' then the 
statement afte'r conjoining both of them will be~ 'r: and 'not p'· 
which is written in the symolic logic as : p· -P· This is an 

obvious contradication. In other words, both of them cannot be 
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true simultaneously. One can notice that we have introduced the 
notion of 'time' to understand the contradication. In other words, 
the two statement~ are not contradictory if they are made in two 
different segments of time, say, one in the morning and the other 
in the evening. Thus, by inserting the element of 'time' , apparent 
contradiction is removed. 

Let us think of another possiblity. One may agrue that both 
the statements stand 'true' at 'the same time'. Yes, this also is 
possible, only if we modify the meaning of the word 'room' in 
the original statement. As 'x' has a limited size, 'x' cannot 
pervade the whole of the room. Accordingly, 'x' may be present 
in the room at a particular point, say, a chair, and certainly 
everywhere else in the room 'x' is not present i.e. 'x' is absent. 
Thus, if we are talking about, 'x "s existence and absence in the 
same room at the same time, then 'the part' or 'portion of the 
room' may be inserted in the statement by which ali 
contradiction, doubt, ambiguity are removed. This, precisely, i:; 
the technique adopted by the modern nyaya to remove any 
ambiguity that may occur by the use of natural language. 

Now, why should navya-nyaya focus its attention to this 
feature alone? This was the need of the hour. Let us begin at the 
very beginning. 'Dialectics' is the only method for any 
philosophical discussion. This was adopted by all philosophers 
and the same was going on through many centuries, particularly, 
between buddhist logicians and naiyayikas. Many a time, the 
discussion, the definitions, the arguments made by one side were 
mistaken to be otherwise by the other side. If one goes through 
the texts on ancient nyaya, one finds ample proof to the 
statement made here. This is why the definitions have been 
revised and restated by the later philosophers. This situation must 
have led to the evolving of a new language, which, if used in 
'dialectics' will not lead to any ambiguous or misunderestood 
conception. Thus, navya-nyaya language is an outcome of 
rigorous thinking of indian philosophers in this direction. 
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One can expereience the focus of navya-nyiiya on the precise 
means of communication if one goes through the Tattva
cintiimal}i and the commentaries on the same. From this it may 
be clear why the ancient nyaya is described as issue-oriented 
(~->r~) and the modern one as epistemotology-oriented (or 
rather methodology-oriented) i.e >f111UT->r~ .Even our author of 
Navya-nyiiya-bhii~ii-priidlpa (NNBP) Maheshchandra Nyiiyaratna 
comments : "A hair -splitting subtlety in the discussion of mean
ings of terms is, thus, the distinguishing characteristic of modern 
nyaya. Poverty of matter is its great drawback" but adds in the 
same breath, "Notwithstanding this·drawback, howerver, it is an 
excellent training for the intellect, which, under its discipline, 
acquires a power of precise thinking that is beyond all price. 
Without a study of modern nyaya, it is impossible, again, to thor
oughly understand certain Sanskrit works on philosophy, Law, 
Rhetoric and even Grammar; for exmple, the Citsukhl, a com
mentary by Citsukhiiciirya on Nyiiyamakaranda (a treatise on the 
Vedanta philosophy by Anandabodha), the Diiyabhiiga

prabodhini, a commentary by Srikr~Q.a Trakiilaii.kiira on 
Dayabhiiga (a treatise on the Hindu Law of inheritance), the 
Kiivyaprakiisiidarsa, a commentary by Mahesvara Nyayiilaii.kara 
on Kiivyaprakiisa (a work on Rhetoric),and Paribhii~endu-

. sekhara and Mafiju~a (works on Grammar) by Nagesa Bhana". 
(vide : pp 2-3 of the NNBP under the sub-title "Brief Notes on 
the Modern Nyaya system of philosophy and Its Technical 
Terms) 

This comment of our author of the Navyanyiiyabhii~iipradlpa 
makes the scope as well as limitation of navyanyaya amply clear. 
This is not the occasion to discuss the limitation of modern nyaya 
rather we should get acquainted with the scope of it here. Our 
author has mentioned a few siistric texts, which cannot be under
stood in a proper manner unless one is well versed in 
navyanyaya. This is so, because, once the language and method

ology were evolved, all systems adopted it as the means of 
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communicaion. Hence almost all texts after 14th century A.D. are 
written in navya-nyaya language. 

If one wishes to study different texts he must know the 

modern nyaya. It is like this ; If one does not know mathematics 
one cannot do physics or chemistry or biology (or even 
psychology or sociology for that matter) in a perfect manner. The 

same is the case with navya nyaya. Thus, it makes it essential 
for one to learn and master the language and methodology of 
navya-nyaya (of coures, if one cares to study any sastric texts 

written after 14th centuey A.D.) to understand various systems .. 

To facilitate his very learning of the same, our author 
presented the methodology through his learned, lucid and simple 
paper . on navya-nyaya technicalities.Yes, the text of 
Navyanyayabha~apradlpa was originally a paper written by our 
authour Maheshcandra. He wrote it somewhere in early ninetys 
of 19th century A.D. Jt turned into the form of a book when 
Kalipada Tarkacharya added his Bengali translation and the 
commentary Suprabha to the paper. The same is published by the 
Sanskrit College, Kolkata in 1973 in the Book-form. (vide 

. Calcutta Sanskrit College Research Series No. Lxxix) 

The N avya-nyiiya-bhii~ii-pradlpa 
Before we say something about the text that we are going to 

study, let us look into what the author has to say about it. He 
says, 'The technicalities of modern Nyaya have hitherto repelled 
student of Sanskri from its study. The immemorial practice has 
been for Naiyayikas to explain verbally to their pupils the 
meaning of each term as it turns up in the course of their 
teaching, and the explanations are after certain set formulae. 
A book called the Nyayako~a was brought out in Bombay by 
Bhimacharya Jhalakikar in 1875, and this book is a Dictionary 
of Technical terms used in Nyaya. The explantions it gives are, 
however, not full enough, and the work itself has not yet come 
to be generally known. I propose, therefore, in this papaer to 
explain some of these technicalities and this in simple Sanskrit, 
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as I cannot hope to be able to make matters equally clear though 
the medium of English. My method of interpretation is not the 
orthodox one usually followed by Pandits, which I have thought. 
proper to abandon as it is not one calculated to make matters 
quite intelligible' .... (vide : p. 5 of the Brief Notes on the Modem 
Nyaya system of Philosophy and its Technical Terms in the 
NNBP, Kolkata, 1973) 

I think, this comment of our author, makes the purpose of 
Writing Navyanyayablzti~apradlpa quite clear. It also becomes 
obvious that the purpose of our course and the purpose of NNBP 

are one and the same. This is why, the same text was selected 
by Prof Jha, for our course in Navya Nyaya Language and 
Methodology : Level I, to bring home many an idea of navya 
nyaya for the Sanskrit and philosophy-teachers of the Universites 
and colleges primarily and also for the teachers and researchers 
in various other fields like computer, engineering etc. Later on. 
That, 'this text is an apporpriate choice to achieve our goal' will 
be felt by every reader of this book. 

Let us now say something about the text that we are going to 
study. The purpose of writing the text is made clear by our author 
in his comment stated above. One may say that he has more than 
fulfilled our expectatious from him. He has confined himself to 
the technique of navyanyaya through which the language of the 
same is evolved. 

The metaphysics acepted by the modem nyaya system is taken 
for granted and as per the purpose of the text he has never tried 
to elaborate on the metaphysies or epistemology of navya-nyaya. 
He straight away begins with the technique and discusses the 
important concepts which are involved in formulating the 
a1tificial language. They are : 

(i) Property and property-holder (dharma and dharmin) 
(ii) Universal and Extraneous Factor (Jati & upadhi) 

(iii) Relations : Direct & Indirect (sambandlza : sak~~tit and 
paramparti) 
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(iv) Relat~on of completion (collective and simultaneous rela
tion. (Paryapti sambandha) 

(v) Counterrelatum and Base-relatum (Pratiyogin and 
anuyogin) 

(vi) Absence : Mutual and Relational (abhava : anyonyabhava 

and samisargabhava) 

(vii) Delimitors : Property, Relation, Time, etc. (avacchedaka 

: dharma, sambandha kala etc.) 

(viii) Cognition : non-qualified and qualified (nirvikalpaka and 

sa-vikalpaka jiiana) 

(ix) Qualification : Already known .and yet to be known 

(siddha and sadhya-vise~m:z.a) 

(x) Determinate cognition and Doubt. (niscaya and samsaya) 

The above-mentioned are the main topics covered by our 
author. In course of the discussion he has touched upon many 
more points in his lucid manner. His speciality is : he makes the 
point; then gives appropriate exmple to bring home the point 
which is made and lastly tries to simplify the matter by giving a 
~ormal ceriterion to grasp the point just at the expression level 
Itself. One may mention his tricks to obtain a delimiting property 
(vide:Text no/ 30) ; his criterion to distingunish between two 
absence (vide:Text no. 36) etc. 

Some times, however, what our author says may be revised a 
little. For instance, while explaining the difference between 
occurrence-exacting and non-occurrence-exacting relations, our 

author comments:~~ ~m fufcf~= crfuf:tlli4Cfi: qfi!'IRllActi~l ... 

-mB:t~ w:q.:il -q:q"hh't<\41 q:fum 3ffm\Tfr<:T'l11Cffg ";f ~. ~ 
~~141~ \1 cg'I:!Rtli4Cfi: ~~: 1 d5f HC(141fu~: Agcllfc;>l<."'::tlflT 

~ ~ ";f <qqfu I "fcn;:g ~~w.fif: "0__-ta"--sr~: ~: >1 g~ ;:(II 
<:r~ -~-w:q.:m -::r clfnRlliCICfi ~ ~ mN {:q,c:n•F•"<±l~il ·~ 
1"1\iiCJr~· ~ ~ ·~ Tl\i11 • ~ ";f ~= fcf;;:g · <tl\iicnlll-llOF?IT • ~ 
~:I 
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Here, two points should be noted. As usual our author has tried to 

give a formal criterion to differeneiate between the C£RiR<:!I4Cfi and 

C£f4R414Cfi ~~ (vide Text no. 16) As we can look into the 

detailed discussion in theText mentioned, let us simply look into 

the point which needs to be revised. It is regardings the formal 

criterion to reeognise the non-occurrence-exacting relation. The 

author says,·~ ~'i.e. possessive suffix cannot be used in case 

of this type of relation whereas we do have expressions like , '~ 

~:,'Thus, it is a possible exprssion. It does not create an idea of 

iidluira-iidheya-bhiiva between "fur and his ~ . Both of them are 

related by the "f"Cf-t-crrfl:r-'>1T"Cf relation. The understanding simply 

is: ~"1R"'6fCIC'CIR*"'4Cfi: "fur: I So what one should observe is, the rule 

stated by the author is, though general, not very hard and fast. 

The second point is regarding the expression-.:r-ft 'll'iiCl 1•1._. As 

we have discussed it in the notes on the Text no 16 let us not discuss it 

here. 

Still one more point needs our attention. It is the definition of 

universal(~) given by out author. If runs as follows :it-., ~ 

fuf<qo:Tj{<\q(UI(q[T~ C(Cfi\ilki'I4-~01:11UIIqCfiilo<:~ll"'lrct'l1fci't 'licffu, t:r wiT "\iff"fu: I 
It is obvious that the term '"\iff"fu' should not occur in the definition of 

·~'. '>TCI111: 'would have been a better choice. 

While discussing the entities which are known only through 

their Pratiyogins, our author mentions two such entities. The 

third entity, one may remember, which is known as sa-pratiyogika

pradartha is 'similarity' i.e, Sadrsya. (vide Text no. 25.) 

Another important point discussed by our author is that of·~ 

~~·. The expression' 3f<t ""1" 1ft ~ f&:("a:Cltf is an expression 

which represents a 'fact'. Therefore, though a little ambiguous it has to 

be explained in a proper manner. Our author has succeeded in making 

us understand the same. He explains that 'number two' has to exist in 

each of the two things first and thei1 it can exist in both of them. Now, 

this will be easy to understand if the relations, by which number two 
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exists individually in each of the two and collectively in both, are 
different. Thus, our author explains, number two exists individually 
in each by the relation of inherence (as it is a quality) and it exists 
collectively and simultaneourly in both by the relation called~. 

Kalipada Tarkacharya,however, brings to ournotice thatJ agadlsa 
differs from others on this point. According to him by only one 

relation ,namely.~, numbertwoexists in two entities individually 
as well as collectively. The logic behind this opinion is : 'that which 
does not exist by a certain relation in someting individually cannot 

exist in a group of things collectively by the same relation'. (vide: 
Suprabhap: 19ofthetextofNNBP) 

One can see that both these positions have some logical stand 
behind them. They are held by the philosophers to answer 
different situations. Those who are interested may look into the 
Jagadlsi on Avacchedaktva-Nirukti-D[dhitih of Raghunatha 
Siromal)i. (vide : Avacchedakatvanirukti of Jagadisa, Master 

MaQimala Mal)i no. 200, Benares, 1948, pp.38-44) 

Our author, however, has made clear that his approach is not 
the orthodox one and the way he has tried to explain the 
necessity of accepting 4llfM ftRiH.f is logical as well as simple. 

To sum up, one may observe that whatever apparent 
shortcomings one comes across in the text are actually the 
shortcomings of scarcity of time, sometimes energy etc. In other 
words, these are human limitations, because, in the case of any 
human work one can always say, 'had there been some more 
time, the work would have been better'. In reality, there never is 
'more time'. Thus, these are inevitable limitations of God's 
supreme (imperfect) creation. What one is always free to do is to 

look into the positive points, the plus points of any human work. 
So far as our NNBP is concerned, one may say, though brief it is 
the only work of its kind. It is simple, lucid, easily 
understandable and capable of removing all fear about navya
nyaya from the mind of its reader. Our author flourished in the 
I 9th century A.D. That he was well versed in nyaya is obvious 
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from the work. One may get some more information about our 
author in the Calcutta Sanskrit College publication mentioned 
before (pp.95-98.). 

The above mentioned publication also contains one appendix 
(parW~fa) by Kalipada Tarkacharya. In this appendix Kalipada 
has touched upon those points which are relevant and our author 
could not include them in the NNBP. The points are: 

(i) Definition of definition (lak~a~w-lak~a~w) 

(ii) Fallacies (lzetvablza.w'i~z) 

(iii) Five types of (ii) (paiicavidha-hetudo~a~z) 

(iv) Obstructor (pratibandhaka) 

(v) Reason (hetuM 

(vi) Cause (kara~za) 

(vii) Effect (karya) 

(viii) Two Types of cause (kara~w-dvaividhya) 

(ix) Three types of cause (kara~w-traividhya) 

(x) Meaning of the expression 'one of the two' 

(anyatarasabdasyartha~1) 

One can see that even if some more points are added by 
Kalipada Tarkachrya, still, the text cannot become 'c.:omplcte' in 
the true sense of the term. But let us say that no text can be 
'Complete' in the true sense of the term; perhaps that is not the 
aim of writing any book. The purpose of our author behind 
writing the NNBP and the prupose of the present translator 
behind the present work, namely, English translation of the 

NNBP are. identical :To facilitate understanding of tht beginners 
of the study of nyiiyasdstra. If readers find it useful the purpose 
of both the works will be served. 

DO 
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THE LAYOUT OF THE PRESENT WORK 

The text of Navyanytiyabhti~~tiprad[a which appears 

continuously in the Calcutta Sanskrit College Publication, is 

presented here by dividing it into different numbered units, such 

as : Text 1, Text 2 etc. While dividing the text the care, 

generally, is taken that one unit covers one point. Wherever the 

point is too long, it is further divided into meaningful units by 

cutting the text meaningfully. This will facilitate the 

understanding of new students, on one hand, and will be easy to 

refer to for anyone, on the other. The unit of text is followed by 

English translation of the unit and it is followed by 

understandable notes. The notes contain diagrams which make 
the point under discussion visible. After this introduction appears 

the key to read the diagrams where meanings of different signs 

have been given. At the end of the book is added one glossary 

of technical terms followed by a select Bibliography. One can 

look into the English parellel of a Sanskrit term in just one glance 

in the glossary. Sometimes I have translated pafatvatva as 'cloth

nees-hood'. I am aware that this is not good English and the state 

of being clothness' would have been better translation. But I have 
translated in the above manner just to show that it is something 

very much abstract which on e does not need genereally ! In 

special cases, however, when one is speaking about the uni versa! 

'clothness' the more abstract concept like 'cloth-ness-hood' comes 

into the picture (of the content of cognition). 

oo 
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ABOUT THE GRAPHS 

In the notes I have used graphs or diagrams to make the 
point visible tQ eyes. But one must know how to see and read 
the diagram. For facilitating the same let us now look into the 
signs and their meanings for which they stand. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Sign 

~ 
Meaning 

'x' is in or on 'y' which means x 

is located on the locus 'y'. The 
line stands for the relation be 
tween the two. 

'x' and 'y' are mutually described 
which means 'x' describes 'y' 
and 'y ' describes 'x •. 

'x' delimits 'y' or 'y' is delimited 

by 'x' which means 'x' is the 
'delimitor' and 'y' is 'delimited'. 

'x' and 'y' are related 

1) 'x' causes/produces 'y' which 
means 'x' is the cause and 'y' the 
effect. 

(2) 'x' is related to 'y' which 

means 'x' is counter-relatum and 
'y' is base-relatum of the rela
tion between them. 

'x' resides in all the four loci 

smiultaneously and collectively 
pervading all of them fully. 
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(7) Q-~J absence I 

(8) 

(9) 

'x' is the counter- positive of the 
absence. which means it is an 
·absence of 'x'. 

'x' is inherent property of 'z ' 

and 'y' is a contextual property 
of 'z' which is delimited by 'x'. 

'x' is inherent property of 'z '.and 

'y 'is a contextual property of 

the same 'z'. 'R' is the relation by 

which 'z' resides in 'p' (i.e. its lo 

cus). 

Both 'x' and 'R' delimit 'y' the 
contextual property of 'z', which 
resides in it only in a particular 

context. 

It needs to be mentioned that absence is sometimes shown 

with'-' sign. e.g. 1::j(Jmci is shown as m.' 

These are some of the basic structures which appear in our 

diagrams or pictures. If these are tmderstood and remembered 

it will not be difficult to read the pictures. 
oo 



mf: 1w:ffi ~ ~ ~: "'H w:f: I 311Cfi IS!II~cirfc:Rn:rc:f ~ "QGTW: 
""lO! ~3'ihlGN ~ ~ -mi ~ w:rf $fga!ood I <:Br ~: C«ffi "'H m:Gf tn=f: I 

~~~ \i11fd~OICfi4fflli fu6d;:Jlfu \i11fu~olcti4ffut~ w:rf: 1 ~ 

~~ 3iq~fCl~ai "fut>dfu~~ 31iQ~~: w:f: I "ti'T3t~ 
crcm ~ ~ w:f: ~ I -3"11CfiiS!IIft{<il_1! ";f ~ -3lfQ C«ffl ~ ~ 
";f ~ 3M w:f: I 3B ~ -3"11CfiiS!I'"!_31qf~qGI~ ~ ~ 1 

English Translation 

Property : that which is contained, which resides, which 
exists is called a property. Excepting ether etc. Everything 
exists somewhere or the other, therefore, everything is called a 
property. Whatever exists somewhere is called a property of 
that. For example, in a substance reside universal, quality and 
action so universal, quality and action are properties of a 
substance. 

In the threads i.e. parts exists 'the whole' substance, namely, 
cloth, therefor~, the cloth, though a substance is called a 
property of threads. 'Water' is contained in a 'pot' so 'water' is 
the property of pot. 

As ether etc. do not exist anywhere (in a fixed locus) they 
are not property of anything. This is why ether is called an 
unlocated entity. 

Note : If one wishes to know and master the neo-logical language 
one has to understand the methodology of the neo-logic. The author, 

thus begins with the basic concepts of neo-logic. A Nee-logician looks 

at the world as a meaning i.e. the referent of a word. Everything which 
can be an object of true cognition is said to be refened to by a word. 
The fictitious things, therefore, cannot be referred to by any word. 

Thus, a criterion to decide whether something really exists in the world 
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is two-fold as per the nee-logic. The thing must be knowable and the 
thing must be namable, When both these conditions are fulfilled, the 

thin~ in question has to be real. Thus, the general definition of a thing 

(padiirtha) which is nothing but a referent of a word is :jFieyatvaJJl 
abhi ndheyatvam vadartha-slimtinva-laksanam. 

Thus, every word in language refers to something and everything 

in the world has a naming word or name in simple language. Another 

point to remember in this connection is everything is referred to only 

by its own name. The same thing nco-logicians put in this way- a word 

is used by a speaker only when there is a ground to use that word. This 

ground has a beautiful name in Sanskrit : sabada-pr<rvrtti-nimitta · 
Now, what should be this 'cause of using a word' ? The neo-logic says: 

it is nothing but the inherent property of the particular thing which is 

i.e. which functions as the 'ground for using that particular word with 

reference to that particular thing'. This implies, whenever a word· is 

uttered by a speaker with reference to a particular thing that person has 

located the inherent property of that particular thing in the same. To 

take a concrete example, when one utters the word 'pot' he or she has 

located 'potness' in the thing about which the person is talking. This 

may be confirmed by the fact that one never uses the word 'pot' with 

reference to, say, pen or cloth or wall or anything which is not a pot. 

Therefore, the nee-logicians argue that, first the inherent property of a 

thing is located and through the property does one identify the propertY

holder, namely, the thing. 

Thus, to cut the long story short, according to our system, 

( let us refer to the navya-nyaya-system as 'our system' henceforth in 

this work), 'reality' appears in a specific structure. The structure may 

be represented in the following diagram : 
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In the structure shown in the above diagram, whatever may be the 
'x• it is a property of 'y' by thestraight-line relation. Thus, ·x· is a 
property, y is the property-possessor and the straight line is the relation 
between the two. Because of this relation alone ·x • becomes the 

property of 'y'. In other words, 'xis on y' or 'xis in y' or 'x resides in 

y' or 'x exists in or on y' are all feasible expressions which point to the 
basic structure of reality i.e. 

In all such cases 'x' is callecl a property of 'y' no matter what 'x' is. 
To make the point clear some examples have been taken : Firstly, 
the author shows that substance holds in it : the universal, the quality 
and the action. This may be understood through the following two sets 

of graphs : 

en 

~ ~ ~ 
(~) II·~I~ i ~ ~ ' 

It is easy to understand that a substance possesses properties such 

as universal, qualities and action or activity as these abstract or 

abstract- like things need some concrete substratum to reside in. They 

simply cannot exist without the help of a substance. But the concept of 
'property' in our system is much comprehensive than we think it to be. 
Thts needs to be borne in mind while understanding the statement 
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mentioned above that 'x' is called a property of 'y' no matter what 'x' 
is in the case of 

To bring home the comprehensiveness of the concept of dharma 
or property the author has taken up two more examples : orie that of 
cloth and the other that of water. The locus of cloth is the threads and 

the locus of water mentioned by the author is a vessel. Thus, the two 

sentences : 'in the parts, namely, threads resides the whole, namely, 
cloth' and 'there is water in the vessel' represent or depict the following 

two realities : 

One can remember the basic structure of reality, namely, 'x' resides 

in 'y' and can just replace 'x' by {I) pafa or cloth and (2} Water, 
whereas 'y' by (1) threads and (2) a vessel respectively. In the basic 
structure of reality we have seen that 'x' is a property and 'y' the 
property possessor- or locus of that property. If we apply our 
understanding in the present two cases then in the first case, cloth is 
the property of threads which is its locus and in the second one water 

is the property of the vessel which is its locus. 

This shows that even substances like cloth or water are prope11ies 
when they are located in their locus. We can add any amount 

of examples like 'pen on the table' or 'book on the shelf' which will 
only make our work bigger. It will certainly not add anything more 
to our knowledge. So let us refrain from it and go further. The 
point that we have made through these examples is this that the concept 
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of 'property' is not restricted to anything abstract alone but it stands 
for anything which is located somewhere. The Sanskrit terms for 
dhar111a and dharmin are also iidheya and iidlulra respectively. So to 
remember the basic structure of reality let us have the same graphs 
again : 

Let these graphs be printed in our brains and then let us proceed 
further. 

The discussion so far ga-ve us the impression to the effect that 
anything in this universe can become a property provided it is located 
somewhere because the most independent of the categories ·namely 
'substance' also is or can become a property. True. But there are certain 
substances which, in our system, are omnipresent. They exist every

where. Let us take the case of ether. Ether is present everywhere. So 

if a question is asked, 'where does ether exist?' It may be answered in 

two ways : (I) Everywhere and (2) Not in any particular locus. One 
feels, the two are different only on the level of expression. 
Semantically, there is no diffe~ence. To explain : Something exists 
everywhere or something is omni-present means something does not 
exist anywhere in particular. In other words, If we stick to the example 
of ether given by the author, we may say, one cannot show, one cannot 
locate ether anywhere. Therefore it is called unlocated (a-vrtti). That is, 
ether does not posses c"idheyatcl with reference to a restricted adhiira. 

It cannot be described as an adheya of any specific locus. 

This is the reason why the author says : As ether etc. do not exist 
anywhere (in a fixed locus) they are not property of anything. This is 
why ether is called an unlocated entity. Here, one question is still 
unanswered and that is : what is included in 'etc.'? The answer is one 
can include all omni-present substances as well as the atomic ones. 

DO 
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I TEXT-2 I 
w:f!S >rw:rn: fi;fctu: ':i11RH'i41fU~ I -Wt ~ fuf"''"'lt<\41Uii"'ittl 

QOcfl'itl Jh::r ~au 1 a uih.fl~cqfq) cqqfu, tt wit" "\i'1'T'fu: 1 c:rm fuf"''"'!~li!fiaT 

~rfuf'IOI"11CfiiHC\4't"amcrT 3lftr~ "'i~64fCI\i11fai~'IOI'ffcffit: I 

"\ilTfu!S mtfRi -;m:J CfiOII~l'ril~~: "QGT~: I 

English Translation 

Primarily, property is of two types : (i) universal and (ii) an 
extraneous property. Universal is that property, by which, 

substances of same type, though different from each other in 
appearance, ate included in the same class. For example, 
human beings, belonging to different regions, different in 
shape, appearance and nature are included in the same class 
by the universal human-being-hood (or mankind). Universal 
or Jtiti is same as samanya which is enumerated in the fourth 
place by Ka~ztida (in his VaiSesikasutra) in the list of 

categories (of entities). 

Note : After grasping the basic structure of things, namely, the 
structure of dltarma-dharmi-bhava in general, it is necessary to 
understand the nature of dharma, that of dharmin and that of bhiiva 
in particular. Accordingly, the author has taken up the first concept 

first. It is the concept of dharma. 

Dharma, the author says, is divided into two types, i.e. Jati and 
upiidhi. This division is primary one. Because, as we have seen before. 
anything can become dharma. Even one substance can become dharma 
or property of another substance. But that will be taken up later. The 
very basic question in this connection is, what do we understand when 
we hear the word dharma. To answer this, the author says, the primary 
classification of dharma is two-fold, namely, jati and upiidhi. 
lil·: · ·t•n the two, jati or universal is an inherent special feature or 
charactcri.,:,.: of a thing by which the same belongs to a particular class. 
Say, for instance, numu~yatva (or human-being-hood) is a special 
feature, an uncommon, inherent characteristic of human beings by 
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Which i.e. on the basis of which they form a class of human beings. 
All human-beings do not look exactly alike. They are different so far 
as the shape, colour or nature are concernd. They also belong to 
different regions but still all are called human-beings only because 

all possess human-beings-hood. Ka~u/da, the Vai§e~ika-siitra-kllra has 
accepted 'universal' as an independent category of entities. He counts 

the categories as follows : dravya, gu~w, karman, siimt'inya, vise~a and 

sanzavt'iya. 

In this list the fourth one is samanya. This is the same as jati. In 

other words, 'jt'iti' and 'samiinya' are synonymous. One can use one 

for the other. Therefore, our author says: jt'iti is the fourth category 

stated by Ka~ziida, i.e. siinultJ)'G. 

So far as upt'idhi is concerned, one has to say that it is not inherent 
as the universal is. It is somewhat extraneous to the thing. For example, 
t'ika.~atva is an upiidhi why? Because to understand it, we have to take 
recourse to Sabda. We understand t'ik(/Satva as a property of the locus 
of .~abda. So, one needs an external help, as it were, to understand an 

IIJJ(tdhi . 

If one tries to remember the basic division of dharma in a 

picture-form the picture may be drawn as : 

jati 

a-KhaQc;la · 

upadhi 

sa-khal)c;ia 

One point may be noted here: while defining the termjati our author has 
stated :iR' ~ fuf'4"'"1{<':41UII14Rl T!,Cfi'111<:1l(0E',<X!IU11Ycn.€lo<:lll""l"(1'4fcit 'l1cffu, 
~ wTI ~:I One feels that while definingjt'iti one should not use the 

same term in the definition. This is known as a fault of iitnuiSraya. The 
wordjlili is used in the definition in the sense of type. So our author could 
haveverywellsaid Q,Cfi9Cfilfr<:r <:._ci:UOII~ .... ~: 1 Butsomehow,he 
has used the same word which needs to be understood in the sense of'type' 
as we have done while translating the text into English. DO 
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I TEXT-3 I 
"3"Ql'fmftr"Ti: f!li!Osl41f!IHEiUsl4ifU~ "fufuU:I ~ (~)tffl 

""CI'"ffit~"fmfUS:I <m ~fu~~1=t fl&os14Jf~w:f~-mc«!_l 
<:rw ~~ ""Rf.a &14a@Js·•re~a'i'Cl41 "ffi'l'~ ~ Ml'IMI§'rMJqa 3W: 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ wf: ~&Usl4ifU: I ~ {CI~aH'!OI4 ~ 
~01Jc-4cfi"'{C\Q wf:l1=t"'a" fi&Usl4ifU:I {CI4~\J11("(01Jswn-m~l"ffi'l'~~ 
*14~::mRt .:msmiWfu .:H~Jaa'lfRl 1 "" 

English Translation 
Uptidlzi (the other type of property) is also of two types: 

divisible and indivisible. That which has part (parts) is divisible 
and that which cannot be divided into parts is called an indivisible 
property. For example, beasthood. It consists of possessing bristle 
and tail. Thus, that possesses many parts like bristle, tail etc and 
hence, beasthood in the form of a substance is a divisible 
extraneous property. Similarly, in the case of a sentence, nipaviill 
ayam (he is handsome), riipa which is a quality, is a divisible 
property. Riipa (color or beauty) is nothing but the locus of the 
universal rilpatva. Thus, nipa has two parts or aspects one is the 
universal nlpatva and the second is asraya or locus. 

Note : The second type of property, namely, uptidhi (which should 

be translated as an extraneous property ) is, further, divided into two 
kir)ds : (i) with parts and (ii) without any parts. The example given is 

pasutva. Beast-hood is not a j{//i but it is an uplidhi. Why? Because it 

can be defined as, 'possessing bristle and tail.' Now, this definition 

shows that pa.~utva can be divided into various parts like bristle, tail, 

etc.etc. Therefore, it is said to be a divisible uptidhi. Similarly, the 

author says, riipa i.e. colour or beauty is a divisible property. When 

one says that, 'this man is nlpavan', n"ipa becomes an upcldhi. What 
is nlpa? It may be defined as the locus of a universal called nlpatva. 

This shows that nlpa has two constituents. It has the universal nlpan•a 

and its locus. So nlpa is an upadhi which can be divided into two 
parts. 

oo 
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TEXT-41 

4Wi:ttfcn(ltil ~ qj64('CC s:;Oll('Cttfu;jttfuai't_ ~ ~ fu~ ";t 

~ ahtH&\o('Ctila~ f'cH<\qqg.•flfttillrl'"fr: 3i&oiJqtf~: 1c:rw ""'tac-aq 1 
~ ~ 

1'l'f.a 3i""'tac-afcH1m~ wf~1 4!ij('Cttfuaq_101ta('Cty_ ~fu~";t 

~I 

English Translation 

That which does not have any particular parts i.e. which 
cannot be divided into further parts, like humanhood, 
substancehood etc. By nature which is partless is an indivisible 
proper.ty e.g. bhclvatva or being. It is some property opposite to 
non-being or absence. This cannot be divided into parts as 
beastness can be. 

Note : Exactly opposite of sa-kha~ufa is a-kha~!cfa upiidhi. That 
which cannot be divided, in other words, that which cannot be defined 
in terms of its various parts is an akha~!cfa upc7dhi. for example, 
bhavatva or being or positiveness. What is it? If this question is asked, 
the answer will be : It is something other than non-positive. In a way, 
it docs not give you any new information, as it were. 

DO 

TEXT- 5 I 
;jtirldq ~mtn ~I ~ ~: ftqalll-~~ ~~I 

~ 

~&Osl41~ ";{oWl 0B:1 f'Ct'(CI4ft'"'±4r~ ft't'Cif"''frl ~:~~:I 

English Translation 

Even jati or universal does not have any parts. But universal 
resides (in its locus) always by the relation of inherence. such 
is not the case of akha~14a-upadhi. It exists (in its locus) bv the 
self-linking relation and this is why both have been mentioned 
differently. 
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Note: A question may arise, at this juncture in the mind of an 
alert reader: does a universal have any parts or it doesn't? The answer 
is : universal also is pm1less. Then the further question may be : Then 
why is it mentioned specifically that the indivisible extraneous propertY 
does not have any parts? The author tries to meet with this question 
in the present paragraph. He states : universal resides in its locus 
always by the relation of inherence, and never by any other relation. 
This is not true about an upiidhi. Upiidlzi resides in a locus by linking 
itself with the locus i.e. by a self-linking relation . Thus, the difference 
between the two is maintained and it becomes necessary to mention 

them independently. 
[JCJ 

TEXT- 6 I 
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~ c:r~ 42fck~'1 . "'liCifCilt=a"l "'a" fiiCifW"""fl -mft'fR: I -3«'1" ~ 

'31jf~&4'1 I"N11fli&Oitq ltt~fufhtiQ~Im.ri f.t (CIM"""f~~~' ~ 
lfP~'Q: ft~oalf.fln'!_ 1 

English Translation 

Universal and the indivisible extraneous property when not 
mentioned in knowledge i.e. When not expressed in words, are 
known as they are i.e. they do not appear in knowledge with 
their qualifiers. For instance (let us take a sentence which is 
nothing but an encoded cognition) 'A cloth is (a) positive 
(entity).· In this cognition the universal· namely tlothness 

' ' \ 
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(patava) and the indivisible extraneous property, namely, 
positiveness (bluzvatva) are understood as includ d · (the .. ,A em 
meanings) of 'cloth' and 'positiVe · s they are not mentioned 
by words, their cognition does ~ot occur as qualified. But the 
cognition (of both the properties) takes place without any 
cognition of their qualifiers i.e. not qualified (by any 
qualification). On the other hand, when they are expressed in 
language, there, their cognition also occurs as qualified i.e. with 
the cognition of their qualifiers. For example (let us take a 
sentence :) 'In this substance both positiveness and clothness are 
there'. Here,. both positiveness and clothness are mentioned in 
Words clearly and hence the state of positiveness and the state 
of clothness appear as qualifiers to positiveness and clothness 
respectively. This is why 

'It is not accepted (in the syste~) tha.t anything other than 
unverbalized universal and unverbahzed mdivisible extraneous 
property is known without its qualifier.' 

Note : Jtiti i.e. universal and akha~](jopcldhi.e. indivisible 

extraneous property are grasped without any qualifier when they are not 
verbalized. To understand the exact import of this let us begin at the 

very beginning : every verbalized cognition is a qualified co;nition and 
'qualified cognition' presupposes the cognition of qualifier. This may 
be understood with a simple example. It is that of 'blue pen'. If one 
does not know the meaning of the term blue (i.e. if one does not know 
what is 'blue') then one cannot grasp 'blue pen'. Now, 'a pot' is also a 
qualified cognition and hence, it is necessary to understand 'potness' 
beforehand if one has to know 'a pot'. Here, a question may arise in 
the mind of an alert observer : 'what about potness? Docs one have to 

know the state of potness to know potness?' In answer to this question 
the attention must be drawn to the very first statement of the 

explanation above. It says that every verbalized cognition is a qualified 
one i.e. occurs along with its qualification. In other words, non

verbaliged cognition is not a qualified one. It means it does not take 

place after the cognition of its qualifier. In the above example, "potness' 
is not expressed in words. What is expressed is 'a pot'. Therefore, 

'a pot' is a qualified cognition and its qualifier, namely, potncss as is 
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not expressed appears in the cognition of a 'a pot' as non-qualified 

one. Thus, the answer to the question above is, for knowing potness 
in the cognition of 'a pot' one need not know the state of potness 
beforehand. 

This stand is based on the following logic : (I) No qualified 

cognition is possible without the cognition of the qualification. 

(acquired before-hand); and (2) If it is accepted that the qualifier of the 

qualifier also must be known then the very qualified cognition will not 

come into being ever. Simply because if this is allowed then it will 

result into an infinite regress. (3) Thirdly, whatever is an immediate 

cause, alone should be treated as the cause to a certain effect and not 

also the mediate one. Only because the mediate one is not a necessary 

one. Here, the concept of superfluousness of a cause is involved. All 

that is to be treated as superfluous or redundant which is not directly 

or immediately involved in the coming into being of an effect. 

Thus, if 'potness' is expressed in a sentence it is a qualified 
·cognition as it is verbalized and in such a case it is necessary to know 
the state of potncss for the one who wants to know potness. 

This is how the system has formed a maxim that, 'a universal and 

an indivisible extraneous factor, when not verbalized, alone appear in 

cognition without their qualifiers., In other words, excepting non

verbalized universal and indivisible extraneous factor each and 

everything is known through some property which is its qualifier. 

We may try to present the same through the following : 

.____r-_f----~ /qualifier/ qualification 

1-----~ /inherence. 

~ /qualified/ qualiticand 

The above picture is the picture of the congnition of'a pot' or 'gha{a~1'. 

It may he described in Sanskrit as: m ~ ~ >::Jc:fCl!(lr;qcj:; ><16Gl>!Cf,/'!ch" 

~M:ll iJ ~4 '~ rf-ct ~ 
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The other picture may look like this : 

no >ICfil1: (to >1Cfil1:) 

>ICfil1: /qualifier 

~ /self-linking 

~ I qualified 

Thus, it may be observed that there, practically, is no difference in 
the two pictures excepting the names of the qualifieds and the 
qualifiers, Just because when ghafatva is mentioned in words, it 
becomes the object of qualified cognition and hence its qualifier 
appears in its cognition. 

DO 

I TEXT -71 
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English Translation 

Relation is closeness or proximity. It causes the qualifierness 
and qualificandness in two different things. For example : 
Contact is the relationship which causes the relation of 

qualificand and qualifier such as (between) 'A man with a stick'. 

Had there not been contact between the stick and the man the 
cognition 'a man with a stick' which is (the cognition of) the 
relationship between the qualifier (the stick) and the qualificand 
would not have arisen at all. 

Note : The cause of the cognition 'a man with a stick' is the 
'contact' between the stick and the man. It is understood from the 
simple fact that if the stick is placed somewhere in the corner of the 
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room and the man is located somewhere away from it then the 
cognition 'man with a stick never arises. It may be picturised like 
this : 

So long as the picture lacks the line of relation between the two, 

the cognition da~1ql puru~d~1 is not possible. But when both the things 

are close to each other i.e. when the man holds the stick the picture 

above changes. One (of the two i.e. stick in this case) becomes the 

qualifier because of the proximity and the other (of the two, man in 

this case) bocomes the qualificand. The picture bocomes something 
like the following : 

vise~ar:~a/ qualifier 

Sam yoga/ contact 

vise~ya/qualificand 

In short, the main func!ion of relation is that it assigns the stat11s 
of qualifier ano quillificand to two different thin,;o.. Tn our present 
example, when the stick is at a distance from the person it i~ not in a 
position to act as a qualifier to the man whereas when the man holds it 

it necessarilv lJI'"li!;..::; ::,.: man. 

Thus, the points to be remembered in this context arc : 

(i) Relation is closeness 

(ii) It exists between two entities 

(iii) Because of it one of the two entities qualifies the other. 

00 
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I TEXT- sl 
~~m 'ft;:fuU:I "m8;tk4'<'4'll~ I ~UI"'d{ltlk:d: ~U: 

" 
"ma;tiR"IiO<SI~U: I ~T;J~-~- fCI'l<\QI~~·U: I~~:, 

~\if&qf~,~'4it '11f(1lROm;~~~ ~~~T;J'QGT~ 

'"lf~ ~-~-~-';f(llR: ~UT: Sln"l<:4;:rl( 

English Translation 

Relation is of two types : direct and indirect. That relation 
which does not consist of any other relation is called direct 

relation. It is of many types, such as : inherence contact, and 
self-linking relation. For instance, in the case of 'handsome 

man', 'there is water in the vessel' or 'there is absence of cloth 
in the house' etc, handsomeness in man, water in the vessel, 
and the absence of cloth in the house are related respectively 
to the man, the vessel and the house by inherence, contact and 
self-linking relations (respectively). 

Note : To exemplify the relations or direct relations, our author has 

given three cases and they are : 

(i) Handsome man 
(ii) there is water in the vessel, and 
(iii) there is no cloth in the house 

The first case is the case of inherence. Inherence is said to be the 
eternal relation in our ~ystem. Here, the word 'eternal' has a certain 
restricted sense, It means inherence is a relation which brings two 
interdependent things together. They are interdependent in the sense 
that they are never known separately. In other words, so long as one 

. exists, it exists depending upon the other. When this much is said the 
question arises what could be the pairs of things which are related by 
this relation? In our system five pairs of entities are accepted to be 
related by the relation of inherence. In other words, inherence is 
possible only in these five cases. The five pairs are : 

(i) gu~w and gu~un i.e. quality and substance 

(ii) kriyll and kriy(/viln i.e. action and substance 
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(iii) Jiiti and vyakti i.e. universal and individual 

(iv) avayavin and avayava i.e. whole and parts 

and 

(v) vise$a and nityadravya i.e. particularity and eternal substance. 

To understand and remember it through concrete manner : 

( ~) 

(~) 

(~) 

('6) 

wl/ fq~qolj ;m&<:l/ property I 
qualifier/ located 

fl4CIIll /inherence 

~I ~I ;mgmj property- holder/ 
""< 

qualificand/ locus 

One can repeat the same names in all the 
remaining cases. 

and (5) ~~"fq ] 

IHL~ 
The second type of relation is swiJyoga or contact. Contact is a 

non-eternal relationship which is possible, as per our system, between 
two substances. It does not mean that s{llilyoga or contact is the only 
possible relation between two substance but it simply means contact 
does not and cannot but reside between two substances alone. That is 
to say, two entities, if both arc not substances, cannot be related to 
each other by the relaton of contact. 
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The example taken up by our author i.s that of water and vessel. 
Both of thes~ are substances and hence are related by contact. 

~;contact 

When water is kept in the vessel, the two have the relation of 
contact. If water is thrown away, the contact between the two is lost. 
Again, if water is kept in the vessel, again the contact is produced. 
Thus, one may remember about contact the following : 

(1) Contact is possible only between two substances. 

(2) It is a product, hence can be produced and destroyed. 

(3) It is included in the list of gwws in our system, hence it is a 
quality and therefore, exists in its locus by the relation of 
·inherence. 

The third type of direct relation is sva-riipa or self-linking 
relation. Let us · try to understand its nature little more closely. 

Actually, the very name and its translation into English as 'self-linking' 
relation makes it clear that it is not really an additional category of 
entities but either of the two things which are related is treated as a 
relation. The example taken up by our author is that of absence of cloth 

in the house. Let us draw the picture : 

3D~ / located 

3D~/ locus 

In fact, the above picture is drawn just to show the relationship of 
sva-riipa between the locus and the located. In reality it is very 
difficult to show the two relata differently. However, the sentence 'grhe 
paftlbhiiva~1' expresses the reality of house being the locus of absence 
of cloth. This compels us to draw the picture in the above manner and 

also to understand the relationship as locus and located. But if a 
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question is asked about the name of the relationship it will be answered 
either absence (of cloth) or the house may be treated as a relationship 
between the two. 

To try to look into the logic behind accepting this type of 

relationship, let us first look into ,some of the cases where the self

linking relationship is accepted. One example we have already seen 

and it is that of absence and its locus. Another case is that of 

inherence and its locus. Still another is that of indivisible extraneous 

property and its locus. Thus, these are those cases where sarhyoga or 

samavtiya cannot be the relationships. 

Absence, for instance, is a negative entity and it cannot get related 

to any positive entity through contact or inherence, just because these 

two are possible only among positive entities. One cannot argue here 
that let there not be any relation between absence and its locus. Because 
it is expressed by the syntax of grhe paftibhtivab. Thus, it is' accepted 
that let one of the two relata itself act as a relationship. This is why 
the name of the relation is sva-nlpa 'one's own form' literally. It is 
translated into English as self-linking relation meaningfully as it hints 

to the fact that a relatum links itself (through itself) to the other 
relatum. 

If we take the second example, namely, that of inherence, it is clear 
that inherence persists in cases of the five pairs of entities mentioned 

earlkr. But, a question may be put, such as, how is inherence related 
to the two entities which are said to be related through inherence? For 
example, if universal and individual are related by inherence, the 
question is, how is inherence related to universal and also to the 
individual? This question is relevant because unless inherence is 

relat~d to both, the two cannot be said to be related ! If the answer is, 

'by another inherence', then the same question pers(sts ad infinitum. 
This will result into the contingency that the universal and the 

individual would never be related. To avoid all this, the answer is 

samavtiya is related to both jtiti and vyakti by self-linking relation. In 

other words, one of the two relata may be treated as the relationship. 
Thus, there is no question of infinite regress. Let us say it graphically 

as follows : 
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Thus, we may remember about svariipa-sambandha the 
following: 

(I) It is accepted where both contact and inherence are not 

possible. 

(2) It is not an additinal category of entities but either of the relata 

acts as a relation 

(3) It may be translated into English as, 'self-linking relation.' 

NB generally, the order of discussing relations in our system is 
(i)swizyoga (ii) samaviiya and (iii) sv(l-riipa. However, our author has 
changed it and has discussed samavtiya or inherence first and sarizyoga 

or contact next. 

DO 

I TEXT. 91 
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English Translation 

Inherence is the sixth category of entities mentioned by 

KaQada, which is an eternal relationship. For instance in the 

sentenc, 'the handsome brahmin walks', the universal, namely, 

brahmin hood; the quality, namely, handsomeness and the action 
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of walking (all the three) reside in the brahmin by the relation 

of inherence. Inherence is called an eternal relation because 

it continues (to exist) so long as either the locus or the located 

exists. Inherence is also known by another name, namely, 

a-yuta-sambandha (a-yutayol}. sambandhaM i.e. ~he relation of 
or between the two which cannot be separated from each other. 

Contact etc. are not (of) such (a nature). Because, even when the 

locus and the located exist (e.g. a man and a stick respectively) 

contact is seen to cease to exist (between the two). 

Note : Inherence is accepted to be a separate category of entities. 

It is mentioned at the. sixth position in the list enumerating categories 

of entities accepted in the Vaise~ika system by KaQiida. It is said to 

be eternal because the two relata of this relation can never exist 

separately. In other words, sanwviiya between two relata continues to 

exist so long as one of the two is not destroyed. We have discussed 

before the five cases where samaviiya is accepted to exist in our 
system. The members of these pairs are never known to exist 

separately of each other. 
CJCJ 

mitt~~ CfiOIIcil'ffi!J:OifCI::tltl: I 3t~: ~U: ~:=cH<'I4fl"'<i:tpU: I c:tl!fl 
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English Translation 

'Contact' is a quality mentioned by Kal)ada. The relation of 

absence (with its locus) is self-linking relation. For instance, 

'There is no cloth on the ground'. In this case, 'absence of 

cloth' is known to be related to the ground by the self-linking 

relation. Self-linking relation is also known by another name, 

namely, vise~a~wta. 

Note : Sarhyoga or contact is included in the list of gu~zas 1-,y the 

Vaise~ika and our system. This is a non-eternal relation in the sense 
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that it comes into being by the action in either one or two substances, 
(as in touching the table with hand and as in joining two hands for 
prayer or for shaking hands. It also can be destroyed by the same cause, 
i.e. action in one substance (as in taking away the hand from table) or 

action in both the substances (as in taking away both the hands from 
the position of namaskara or after shaking hands is over). Thus, it is 
different from samavaya which is an eternal relation, accepted as an 

independent category of entities by the metaphysics of our system. 

The third type of relation accepted by the metaphysical frame-work 
of our system is named as, 'sva-rupa sambandha' which we have 

discussed before to a certain extent. Here, let us look into the example 
given by our author. It is that of absence and its locus. When a 

sentence, 'bhiitale pafaf:z nlisti' is heard, absence of cloth on the piece 
of ground is understood from the heard sentence, and it is understood 
that absence exists on ground by the self-linking relation. 

This can be understood in the following way : The structure of the 
sentence is such that it says that ground is the locus as the locative 
case-ending appears after the stem bhiitala. The meaning of locative 
case is 'locus'. So ground is the locus of absence. Here, a question may 

be asked that by which relation the absence is related to ground? The 

answer is : by svarilpa sambandha .Because, 'absence' is not a 
'substance' to have the relation of contact with another substance, 

namely, bhiltala. It also is not a positive entity of a certain kind to have 
the relation of inherence with the ground. Thus, absence cannot be 
related to ground either by contact or by inherence. Nevertheless, it is 
related to blultala as the expressions bhiitale ghafa~1 na or bhiitale 

ghafabhava~1 explicitly say so. Here, as there is no other go, one has 
to say that absence is related to ground through itself i.e. through self
linking relation. 
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Let us now look in to the last statement above : Another name for 

svariipa-samhandha is vise~a~zata. Before elaborating upon this point let 
us look into the following picture : 

From the picture it is clear that .'absence of pot' is on the 'groun l' 

which means that absence of pot is the (property i.e.) qualifier of the 
ground which is the qualificand. In other words, absence of pot qualifies 

the ground. When one perceives absence of pot on the ground, the 

eyes are connected with the absence which is the qualifier of the 

ground through the ground itself which is the qualified one. Thus, the 

relation or contact between the 'eyes' and 'absence of pot' may be 

described as :. the contact of eyes with the qualifiemess in the absence 

of pot which is described by the qualificandhood in the ground. If we s 

ay the same in Sanskrit it may be expressed as : ~(!;!= ~~

fCl~lLt:I<11-~-UGT~ fCll'<l4U1<11. Now, the statement, 'another 

name for the self-linking relation is 'qualifierhood' becomes clear. 

oo 
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~tli"'i'HUfht: (~ ~~ "f.rirfoT ~~a.tT "fcR:ffi 
~:) ~U: Q{¥:4{1-~U:I <:tm 1=Cf-fi4C41f4 fl4<lH('C4'(C\qUI 

fll41"11fUCFI{Oll"114ifi"1"Q\t:Q'U-~~~ (1'"(1"){fq '(C\Q"''f-Rt I ~~~U: 

fi4C4 iliUfCffi: I ~ G05CF14Us(1)Ulft:fUt ~ ~ ~ -m:a "'{<f-~
fi4ifikC46ClUi1=Cflw:fl~ 4'<W'<Ifl~::a~~ GosCfi"''Osti_ .mtr~~~~ 

~~ ~U: fi<'li•IUflH: I 

English Translation 

A relation which consists of another relation (i.e. a relation 
such that it expect"s another relation to come into being) is called 
an indirect relation, namely, co-locatedness in the form of being 
inherent in a locus where it itself is inherent', the colour of 
threads also resides in the cloth. This relation is consisted of 
the relation of inherence. Similarly, when a person having a 
stick and a pitcher is present in the house, (one can rightly say 
that) the stick and the pitcher are also present in the house by 
the indirect relation, namely, 'being the locus of its own locus' 
in the form of 'being connected with that which is connected 
with itself.' This (indirect) relation consists of the relation of 
contact. 

Note : 'Relation' is being divided here into two groups, namely, 
direct and indirect. Direct relation is easily understandable as 
persisting between tWo things. To e~plain : when two things ·are 
related with each other, the relation between the two is said to be direct. 
But when two things are related through another relation i.e. an 
additional relation having some other relatum or relata in between, 
then it is called an indirect relation. Our author has taken up two 
examples which make the point clear. When a statement is· made that 
colour of threads is in the cloth also, it means that the colour of 
threads resides in the cloth by an indirect relation. Directly, the colour 
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is in the threads but it also is in the cloth indirectly i.e. through 
its reiation with threads. To make it concrete let us draw the following: 

'----=--' 
.... etc.! ~-'8GCli~1J 

The picture makes it visible that both the colour of threads and also 

the cloth are directly related to the threads by the relation of inherence. 

Thus both of them are collocated in the threads. So, as their meeting 
point is the threads, both of them are related through threads. Thus, if 
one wants to say that colour of threads also resides in the cloth what 
one means to say is both the colour of threads and the cloth are inherent 
in the threads and hence the relation in both of them may be named as 
'being inherent in the locus where it itself is inherent'. As both the 
relata are collocated and both reside in the same locus by inherence it· 

is said that this indirect relation consists of inherence. 

The other example shows how an indirect relation also consists of 
contact (san"1yoga). A person having a stick and a pitcher is in the 
house. In this case, one can also say 'the stick and the pitcher are in 
the house'. The relation of the stick and the pitcher with the house is 
through the person possessing them and thus it is indirect. The two 
things are related with the person directly to whom the house also is 
related directly. We can understand it as follows : 

~-

~ 
fi<:iifllrCl 

or 

~ 
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In the above picture, thus, there are two direct relationships shown 
at right namely contact between the person and the house and contact 
between the person and the stick and pitcher. Through the person the 
stick and pitcher exist in the house. How? Both the stick and the pitcher 

are connected with the person through contact and the person is 
connected with the house through another contact. Thus, if we 

understand da~zcfa-kama~ujahi as the starting point of the relation, 
namely, sva and the relation is with the house which may be named 
as sva-salizyogi-swizyogain because, it is related through contact with 
the person who is related through contact with sva. So sva-swilyogin is 

the person and sva-salizyogi-swizyogin is the house. Now, the 

property. of sva-swizyogi-swilyogin is sva-salizyogi-swilyogitva which is 
treated as a relation in the present case between da~zcfakama~zdalil and 

the house. Therefore, the picture shows the dotted line to point out that 

the relation is indirect. 

One can also call the indirect relationship by the name sva-asraya
asrayatva. It is easy to understand as the locus (asraya) of the stick and 
the pitcher is the person and and the locus of the person is the house. 
Thus, the house is the locus of the locus of the stick and the pitcher. 

Therefore, it is, indirectly, the locus of the two things, namely, the 
stick and the pitcher. This way, another name of the indirect 

relationship between the stick and the pitcher and the house is, sva

lisraya- l'iSrayatva. 

Thus, to conclude, the house is the locus of the stick and the pitcher 

indirectly. 

DO 

'H4CIIlii~-m~mm q '{AH i'HkHit ";{ Fl@Hs.:_&::IC:ti: -;ffiq "'a 
"' 

B<::id4U4IOI:~~~u-~uiRCfl41~i<::~cftU~~ 3i'Hs.:_t..Olll 

1:!:C4 it Cfl<Af<Oij ~ 1 "'HC~o)s th•p>GiCif\p:rcn~ q~unmkl~~ 'Hkl;;;ID 

'qcffi; I "'ffif-:q i'kCiifcr";{~~ I oW~ 'RWfllsfU'fldURh-Ciflkl~U;y 
"' 

m<dCI4141:lrcfl:!:CI3mtf mf~ $s·•&og""Hf.:d 1 $s·•&oi\llll3"'ffif~ 
' "' "' 

3Utr ""fCI"-~S!rft->Hmi\ilii'CI ~~ ~ fdtCS""f11fn 1 
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English Translation 

As the direct relation like inherence etc. is restricted in 
number and also in degree or extensibn, it is not so in the case 
of indirect relation. One can imagine an indirect relationship, 
long;-longer and longest, by arbitrarily taking any relatum and 
any relation of any number. (In this process what happens is 
this :) two things, apparently not at all related with each other 
get related by an indirect relationship. There distance etc., does 
not act as an obstacle. To explain (i.e. for example) : All Indians 
- aryas as well as aniiryas- exist in England by the indirect 
relation, namely, 'the state of being the kingdom under the 
authority of their own king (actually queen)'. Si~ilarly, all 
English people reside in India, though actually they are in 
England, by the (indirect) relation, 'the state of being the 
empire of their own queen'. 

Note : Three types of relations have been discussed by the author : 
inherence, contact and self-linking relation. These are, as it were, direct 

relations. Among these, contact has a limitation, namely, it can exist 

only between two substances; inherence is an eternal relation which 

persists only between entities belonging to five pairs already discussed 

earlier. sva-nlpa or self-linking relation has to be accepted in the cases 

where both contact and inherence are not possible. Thus, these 

relations occur in specific circumstances. Our author, here, has drawn 

a line of difference between these relations and indirect relations. He 
points out that indirect· relation has no restriction in number or in 

measure. One is free to imagine any number of these (indirect relations) 

taking any number of relations and relata in between. The examples, 

as usual are sufficient to clarify the intention of the author. The 

examples are : (i) All Indians reside in England and (ii) All English 

people reside in India. 

Now, so far as direct relation is concerned, it is an impossibility· 

But when it is a case of indirect relation, it is quite possible to imagine 

both the cases mentioned above. The logic is simple. 'A' is related to'B' 
and "B' is related to 'C', therefore 'A' is (said to be) related to ·c. This 

is possible only through '8', because 'B' is the point to which both 
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'A' and 'C' are related directly. Thus, an indirect relation consists of 

more than one direct relation and more than two relata always. In other 

words. this is the minimum requirement of an indirect relation. 

DO 

q~t:q~mt:a~~ ~ ~Hllf~e;"'l - fCI:(Ic~"'l <:n=rf~ ~ 

q~t:q~mlOiil~~m, ~~ qd'c:m1;:j '('I'd' iR 4<'"4:Ufl10iil~i8 ~ 
"' "' 

"futofu I (;I~~ 3eti~~U) fCt~l~"'l 'ql{i16141l1Hf~ fCtfl~lsf~-

<1\illfCI-~~<q:, ~ ~1\ili('Ciq $S·~MUg "C«fo -:rf:r "(1'fll' $S·~Mog ~ ...... ~In ...... 

4llCifll"'lq, 3m: iR ~i8 'qi{(1Cit:fflll $5-<MUg ktGOf;:~11 
"' "' 

English Translation 

The deep secret of the indirect relation is : whatever is 
intended to be referred to by the word 'itself', which is the 
beginning point of some indirect relationship, 'that' exists in 
something which is the termination of the same (indirect 
relationship) by that (i.e. the same) indirect relation. As, in the 

, example mentioned before, the people of India are intended to 
be referred to by the word 'itself', which is the beginning (point) 
of the relationship, namely, the state of being the kingdom 
under the rule of one's own emperor, such a state of being the 
kingdom, is existent in England and so England is the 
terminatiu:l (point) of the same (relation) and hence the people 
nf India exist in England by that relationship. 

Note : Our author has made a signi[ic~nt point here. The very 

discussion on relation· started \\·ith :1 statement : sambandha~1 

sannikar,w~l which means : relation is closeness. But. now it is clear 

that this is true for all practical purposes, only with refen:ncc to the 

direct relation. So far as an indirect relation is concerned, distance is 

not a hindering factor. Rather, anything. can be related with anything 

else in the universe by an indirect relatiunship. As per the traditional 

example any human being can be related to any other human being hy 
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an indirect relation, namely, 'the state of being an object of grabbing 
by the. same Death', as all human beings are mortal. 

Thus, the author makes it explicit by stating that anything referred 
to by the word 'oneself' will be the beginning point i.e. the first relatum 
of the indirect relation and the first relatum will exist in the second 
relatum (which actually is the terminating point of the same) by that 
indirect relation. Thus, in the example given in the text, by the word 
'oneself' the Indians are made the first relatum and England is said to 
be the second relatum. Hence, the first relatum, namely, Indians reside 
in England by the indirect relation, 'being the empire of one's own 
emperor.' Thus, the relation of Indians to England is through the king 
who rules over both India and England. Same is the case with English 
people. They are related to India through their queen. This is not 
possible by direct relation. Directly Indian people reside in India al~ne. 
By indirect relation, however, the two which are apparently 
unconnected are said to be connected or related. 

00 

I TEXT -141 
~~ ~w "fufuu: qf-ctf.ll'.:ti"'Cfi: <F'liR'lii"'Cfi~ 1 ""ll'ft:t:i~ ~& 

""Hfu ~J>Cfif~"f ~ -qfum, :mummrmcr: -m&m&fumcit err~~ . .... 

~u: qf-ctRlii"'Cfi: I qf-ctRlli"'Cfi~~~m:~ .mun ~ fu~: 
~~ <:tm ~ t:TG:I :m~ -:q "'gale:ll: ~: 'QCJRf 1 <:rm ~ 
l:fGCffi I .... 

English Translation 

Again, relation is of two types : (i) occurrence - exaction 
and (ii) non-occurrence- exacting. When there is relation 
between two things and one is known to reside in or on the 
other or there is substratum-superstratum relationship or 
location-located relationship it is called an occurrence-exacting 
relation. In case of occurrence-exacting relation locative case is 
added after the word standing for substratum. e.g. (There is) a 



Navya-Nyiiya-Bhii~ii-Pradlpa I 49 

pot on the ground. Similarly possessive suffixes (like matup etc.) 
are added after the stem standing for the located. e.g. The 
ground is the possessor of a pot. 

Note : Here, the author has divided 'relation' from another angle. 
As relation can be classified as direct and indirect, the same, looked at 
from a different angle, may be classified as 'occurrence-exacting' and 
'non-occurrence-exacting'. Occurrence-exacting relation is that relation, 
where the notion of location and located is created. 

All our knowledge or cognition is expressed through language. 
Hence, our system (i.e. navya-nyiiya system) makes it a point to discuss 
various aspects of language to show that a certain type of sentence 
expresses or represents a certain type of reality. This is the reason why 
our author always discusses how a particular reality is expressed by a 
particular Sanskrit sentence. 

In the present context, after stating the two types of relation, 
namely, occurrence-exacting and the other, he makes it a point to 
specify how to recognise an occurrence-exacting relation from a 
sentence. In other words, he is trying to show how the occurrence
exacting relation is reflected at the linguistic level. The author states : 
either a locative suffix will occur after the stem denoting locus of the 
located or a possessive suffix will occur after the stem denoting the 
located. To demonstrate his claim he has chosen traditional (i.e. well -
discussed in the tradition) examples : (i) there is a pot on the ground· 
(bhiitale gha!a~z) and (ii) the ground is the possessor of pot (bhiitalam 
gha!avat). Here, 'pot' is the thing located on the 'ground' which is its 
locus or location. The reality, however, is simply the following : 

The same reality, our author points out, may be expressed in at least 
two different ways. One can either say that there is a pot on the ground, 
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making the 'pot' , the prime qualificand i.e. the thing of intended focus 
expressed by the words in the sentence. This may imply that it is a 
pot and nothing else which is on the ground. Thus, here, 'ground' is 
not focussed and hence is of secondary significance. There, as 
mentioned before, is one more possibility also. Here, the speaker maY, 
sometimes, say that the ground is the possessor of pot. In this case, all 
significance is given to the ground and the pot simply becomes the 
thing possessed by the same. Thus, the speaker has made 'ground' the 
pdme qualificand as he perhaps intends to say that the ground is such 
that it possesses a pot or that it is not empty. He focusses the ground. 

[JCJ 

Clf-clf.t<at'"ICflflt:~HlT~ ~-mwt-~-~~ ~ ~ 1 ~ 

~~~-1:{~~; ~~;~"flit '11Mlffli~Sidl•m!_l 
fl'"lf!?l4icl"l~mit:-mmnsfQ~ Clf~f.t<att:ICfl: l-31('(1fcf .al~f&*'q('flfl 
fl'"l«:>t4trl"1 iWa41tk14l: -wmn~ Clf-nf.t<att:ICfl~ mr~ ·~ ~'lffr 
~= , ~ ~= "3"tl<fm~~= W~= ~ Clf-nf.t<at'"lililffr 

mr·~~~~~sfQ~' 

English Translation 

Occurrence-exacting relations are only inherence, contact, 
self-linking relation etc. When these relations exist (between 
things) then (we come across) the usage of sentences like (there 
is) colour in the earth ; (there is) a berry (fruit) in the vessel or 
(there is) no pot on the ground etc. When two things are 
vertically related by the relation of contact, the contact is not 
occurrence-exacting. This is the reason why when two hands are 
at vertical position., the relation (namely, contact) between them 
is not occurrence-exacting and therefore, we do not find the 
expression, 'one hand is on the other' with reference to this case. 
(But) when the same two hands are placed one above and one 
below, the contact between them is oc<;:urrence-exacting and so, 
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to refer to this case, the expression, 'the hand is on the hand' is 
also found. 

Note : ·Here, the point to be remembered, in short, is : 
Vrttiiniyiimaka sambandha is the relation of iidhiira-iidheya-bhiiva 

between any two things. Whenever and wherever the notion of 'y' is 
the locus of 'x' is created, 

such a relation is occurrence-exacting one and also that when such a 
notion is not there but only that 'x' and 'y' are related ~[1] 

is known then such a relation is not an occurrence-exacting relation. 

Here, one may keep in mind that inherence is always an occurrence
exacting relation and there is no case where inherence is non
occurrence-exacting one. The reason seems to be this : inherence 
resides in its locus, pervading the whole of it but contact is not of this 
type. Contact does not pervade the locus where it exists. It resides only 
in the part of the locus. In other words, it resides in its locus along with 
its own absence. This is why sarizyoga or contact is not always vrtti

niyiimaka but it sometimes (i.e. when two substances are vertically 
connected) is vrtti-aniyiimaka. DO 

I TEXT-161 

~~ ~& '{cih'fl~.QI ~ mmu&c:tmcm "';{ ~ ~ 
~t«114131~,11 qfl1Rlii4Ch:~U: l031'14~41fcc~: 4j<SIIRSIROI<H::U 

~~ "';{ <qqfu rf~;;:~p:p:~#~Wfil: ~~-11~: ~= Sl9;'i'4"*" 1 

~?.TT fcka«t=<iHiT "';{ qf-of.1lii4Ch ~ ~ m:mq faRt«x:a .. u ['-q;;ft 
'N1al'1 ·~"ffli;:n ·~"'{l\ffi·~-:rw:fm: ,] 'mn 4f~a101' fcficn ~~ 

"' "' 
~' ~ -=t "Wittt: ~ 'W1<til~l ~' ~ 11<ittt: I 
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English Translation 

In case of the relation where the locatedness or substratum 
-superstratum relationship is not cognised but only relation (in 
general) .is understood such a relation is (said to be) non
occurrence-exacting one. In such cases the locative case or the 
possessive suffixes like matup etc. are not used (in a Sanskrit 
sentence which expresses such a relation in general). But the 
suffixes like -in or -lya are used which denote the relatedness 
alone. For example, the relation of ownedness is not an 
occurrence-exacting one, therefore, even when the king is related 
to the minister by the relation of ownedness, (literally - even 
when there is a relationship called ownedness in the minister) 
still, the usage like the king is the possessor of the minister 
or the minister is on the king is not found in such a case but 
we simply find the expressions like king's minister. 

Note: The originaltext in this context reads :llf.?rfUT ~ fckCI fi!O<il r~ 
·lMft ~· ~ fci;m ·~ ~· ~ -;r "SFirr= ~ ·n"'cn1m l1-?il' 
~ mfrr:l 

Thetextshouldbecorrectedasfollows: ..... fCI\'cH'IIO<ilr~ '\1\i!T 10f;::;;i)CII;f' 

V<r fcj;qr '\Tfu lMft . V<r ";f V<im: . . . . . ~ 
To explain : the relationship between the king and his minister is 

known as sva-svamibhiiva in Sanskrit which may be translated into 

English as : owned-owner-relationship. In the present example of the 

kina and his minister, the king is the owner and the minister is owned 
C> 

by him. The possessive suffix, namely, matup should occur after the 

thing which is owned (vide : PiiQini's rule <'IC::f<OIIf.fd ~ ~ 
ll~'Q' ... (P. 5. 2. 94)) just' like in dhana-viin Caitra~ ; buddhimiill 

brahmanalt and so on . As dhana i.e. wealth is owned by Caitra, 

Caitra is said to be dhana-viin . Thus, dhana which is owned takes the 
matuP suffix to show Caitra's ownership on it. Similarly, in our present 

context as the mantri is owned by the king the king should be said to 
be mantriviin i.e. the owner of the· minister and not vice-versa. In other 

words, mantrl, the owned, should take the matuP suffix and not the 
king who is the owner. Thus, riijaviin malltrl is not the correct 

expression to denote the fact that king is the possessor or owner of the 
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minister. It will mean the minister is the owner of the· king, which is 
not the case. Hence the correction is suggested in the text. The other 

expression, namely,·~ ~·is also not correct. It should have 

been nijni mantr! as suggested by the present translator, for the same 
reason. The point seems to have missed the notice of the Bengali 
translator of the text, namely, shree Kalipada Tarkacarya. He, in his 
translation, has explained the text as it originally reads. (Vide Navya

nyaya-bha,~ii-prdlpa of M. Nyayaratna with the Bengali translation by 
Kalipada Tarkacharya, Sanskrit College Research series 79, Kolkata, 
p.\7.) 

The author, here, tries to explain the concept of non-occurrence-exact
ing relation. To understand it clearly, one should note its difference from 
the occurrence exacting relation. Let us remember that the occurrence-ex-

acting relation always generates the notion oflocus and located such as the 

picture shows. 6 Whenever such a notion is there it is a case of occur

rence-exacting relation and vice-versa. 

To come to the non-occurrence-exacting relation the above notion 
is never present there. In other words, one is a vertical relationship and 
the other horizontal. The horizontal one creates the notion of iidhiira

tidheya-bhava in our mind. Our author has also pointed out that such a 
notion is expressed through an expression either containing a locative 
case after the stem denotino the locus or the possessive suffix added 

b 

to the stem denoting the located, such as: either bhiltale ghaJaJ:t or 
ghatvad bhlitalam respectively. 

But, when the relationship is not horizontal like 6 this but is 
vertical like D-O this (for the vertical relationship, the beautiful 
expression, in Sanskrit is : Sama-siltrapatena sambandhal] which may 
be noted) then the use of either locative case or of the possessive suffix 
is never found. The suffixes like in or Jya etc. are used or the genitive 
case is sufficient to express the relation in general. An example will 
make the point clear : 'Caitrasya dhanam' (wealth of Caitra)from this 
expression, noone understands that the wealth and Caitra are related 
by tidhara-iidheya-bhava. One simply understands that Caitra is the 
owner of the wealth which is owned by him. If we try to make the 
diagram of Caitrasya dhanam it will be a vertical one : 
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I~ 

The relationship is that of owner and owned-relationship. Both there

lata, namely, Caitra and his wealth, describe each other. The diagram of the 

above expression can never be horizontal like: ~ 

~ 
Because one never has the notion of iidhiira-iidheya-bhiiva after hear

ing the expression : Caitrasya dhanam. 

Similarly, one can explain the example taken up by our author, namelY' 

that of the king and his minister. The diagram will be vertical such as: 

Here also, 

is not possible just because the relation expressed by riijaklyo mantrl 
is vertical i.e. vrtti-a-niyiimaka. This is why one will never find the 

expressions like mantriviin raja or riijni mantrl in this context. 

c::HJ 

4{i&Q{ifltoa~m:~:mf1J? qfliR41t'ltfll: 1 :mllJ? ~rf&f.t~~ 
~ 1lffi ~&<:f-~~-~~ '~I&ICI~ "'W!_' ~ -;r -sr<ittf: I 

·English Translation 

Almost all indirect relationships are non-occurrence-exacting. 
This is why when a man with tufted hair is present in the house 
nobody says (i.e. there is no usage) that the house possesses 
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tuff<:id hair by the relation of the state of being the locus of the 
man who is its own locus. 

Note : We have seen that any two things, which are not at all 
connected directly may be called to be related by an indirect 
relationship. But whenever we talk about such an indirect relation this 
indirect relationship does not create a notion of iidhiira-iidheya

bhiiva in our mind but only makes us know about the indirect relation 
between the two. In other words, the relation is not horizontal but it is 
vertical. 

The e?Cample, our author, puts forth is that of 'a person having tufted 
hair' we never think that the tuft is in the house when the person having 
tufted hair is in the house. We only understand that the tuft is related 
to the house through the person. 

Actually, what our author has stated here is the fact. In the very first 
example of indirect relation, the author said that the Indians reside in 
England through the king who is ruling over them and England is his 
kingdom. But here also noone thinks about England being the actual 
locus of Indians or India being the actual locus of British people. In 
other words, that Indians reside in England has to be understood as 
Indians are related to England. Thus, the relationship is only vertical. 

DO 

cti 1 fMcfl'114cti : ~U: Cfifm~ ctf~f.t lll'lcti: "ctifffif CJ:'(£1 Alii 'I c:til sft:a I 
"' "' 

qfiiR£114~"'1 ctilf&ctifl&at~~ ~ "'fiCf ~ I "fl' ~ ~: 4~ictii&(C'IQ:, 
&Osctii&(C'IQ!H 1 4~ "'fi"Cit:r' l'fir 4~ictil&fa6if(Ojoft ~: 1 

"' 

English Translation 

There is one relation called temporal relation which is 
sometimes occurrence-exacting and sometimes non-occmTence
exacting one. Everything resides in Time by the temporal 
relation which is of occurrence exacting type. Time is of two 
types : The great Time and the Segmented one. The cognition, 
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'everything resides in Time' refers to the whole, Indivisible Time 

as its content. 

Note ·: Our author, so far, has demonstrated that relations can be 

looked at from different points of view. From one angle, one can 

classify relations as direct and indirect, from another angle one can 

divide them into two groups, namely, occurrence-exacting and non

occurrence-exacting. Here, he wants to point to a peculiar type of 

relationship accepted in our system, namely, 'temporal relation'. This 
is a special type of relation because, 'Time' is a concept which is or 

rather should be treated specially. 

What is temporal relation ? : According to our system 'Time' is 

the locus of everything. Everything exists in 'Time'. The system 

accepts 'w:ritm:: qm;5: '1 Kala or Time is only one. We have divided 

it into seconds, minutes, hours, days, weeks, fortnights, months, years 

and what not for our own purpose, for our convenience. The basis for 

this division originally is the movement (!)of the Sun. In other words, 
for our limited understanding's sake we have dilimited Time by 

various parameters just because if we do not have them we cannot 

grasp and hence talk about Time, which is only one, beginningless 

and endless. Nevertheless, we understand that Time must be one 

indivisible whole. T.his is the reason why our system accepts that 

everything in the universe exists in Time. 

Let us try to understand kiilika sambandha a little more. Our author 
wants to specify that kiilika relation is, sometimes, occurrence -
exactincr and some times it is not. To get the point straight let us 

b 

consider the following two examples : (i) Everything exists in Time and 
(ii) X and y are contemporaries. The first example, as it expresses that 

. 'Time' is the locus of everything, is that of the occurrence-exacting

relation. The second one, however, does not make mahiikiila the locus 
of 'x' and •y'. It rather, talks about a segment of Time to which 'x' and 

'y' belong. So this expression may be understood as (i) 'x' exists in the 

segment of Time when 'y' exists. 

Or 

(ii) 'x' exists in 'y' by temporal relation. The first understanding, 
here, gives us the idea that a segment of Time is the locus of 'x' and 
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'y' both. And the second understanding though apparently says that 'x' 
is on 'y' it also means only this much : 'x' and 'y' are contemporaries. 
Thus, the understanding differs only on linguistic level and not on the 
semantic one. 

Our author, however, does not wish to discuss the point elaborately 
here. Later on also he has made just a passing remark in the context of 
absence that by temporal relation everything exists everywhere. It may 
be discussed there when we come to that particular Text. 

DO 

I TEXT -191 

'31<i ';{ ~ ~ fac-ctctl"!_' lft:r ~= '~' 'fafCictl1_' lft:r ~= 
.at~fcc:iiEIIC4~1JTT<r;rcfr.l: 'Cfif~ 44fM•11qCfi: ~~: fcflfai4H I~: 

" 
44ctfH"tq, «'ICfll:"ilot ~~=~ .atm ~ "Q'T'CRR: 3ll.m:rr: ~ 

" " 
fi1C4MC41~ fqfiJ5risact~...u: 1 44fM<akl~ fQfCI<as.:_€41 f401fMfl<il1:ct 

ai41cfJH ';{ c-a&ct~~"t ~~ ~'ll'N fac-ctiG4: <as·€41: Olll<a\i4cfd4: " ,~ " 
(041«~4 :acfqqlm-qf~qd;:a) $f9>'t'4d I fi;:l(I&Gf4 44fftfl:aa:a .. ~ 

fiD:cn~ Hfll Sl n"'d: ~"& 44 ffttt:akl .. u~:rf!rRfTQ'ffi'CTT~' 31<i ';{ ~ ' 
lft:r "SS'ffifu: ~~ :aqctl4<aki .. U;r ~: ~-<as.:_€41 aJI~ctifPi""'1N 

fo6dn"'fo :aqct 14<a~ .. U;rfi;Jcn~ ~~~ 'fe:c-ctct 11_' l'ffi ~: 1 

oo~ '.mi ';{ ~ ~ fe:c-ctctl1_' l'ffi ctlct4f4, '31<i ';{ 44ff4t:a.-a .. U;r 

fe:c-ctctl"t, ~ :aqctl4<a'"~ .. U;r fe:c-ctctH' ~~: 1 " ·~·~ " 
English Translation 

Neo-logicians have accepted a (n additional) relation cailed 
parytipti to decide the exact meaning of the words, 'two' and 
.'possessing number two' in the encoded cognition 'this (one) is 
not two but possesses number two.' Paryapti means relation in 
totality, it means, as many loci or substrata a thing has, it is 
related to all of them (and only to those many) collectively. (To 
explain it more clearly:) The number two resides by the relation 
of parytipti in two (i.e. in both the loci) collectively and not in 
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the two (i.e. each of the loci) individually. Similarly, number 
three resides in the three (and only three) collectively and not 
in each one (individually) or in both. This is why, number two 
onwards, all numbers are called collectively existent 
('collectively' means existing in the locus in totality). Thus, 
when number two is known to exist by the relation of parytipti 
the cognition arises : 'this (one) is not two'. But number two 
resides in each of both by the relation of inherence and hence 
the usage: (this) possess number two occurs with the intention 
that this is the locus of number two by the relation of inherence. 
And thus, the sentence, 'this is not two but possesses number 
two' , simply ~eans, "this does not possess number two by the 
relation of parytipti but by it has number two by the relation of 

inherence." 

Note : The following figure will make the meaning of the sentence, 

'this (one) is not two but possesses number two,' clear. 

The figure helps visualize how dvitva resides individually in each 
pot by the relation of inherence and collectively in both the pots 

simultaneously by the relation of paryiipti. 

The navya-hytiya system has contributed to the explanation of the 

thought- structure reflected through the sentence, ayam na dvau kintu 
dvirvavtin. The system helps in understanding the reality expressed by 

the above sentence, and the reality is : number two resides in two 

things. Now, to reside in two things, it has to reside in each of them 

fi t This is a logical necessity. The same, actually, is reflected in the trs . 
expression, 'this is not two but has number two'. To understand the 
authentic meaning of this sentence and to explicate the logical necessity 
expressed by this sentence our system postulated a relation called 
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Paryiipti (saturation I inclusion) _ a relation by which something exists 
in its loci collectively and simultaneously when there is such an 
expectancy .. 

Let us take another example known to us. Gha{atva or potness 
exists in pots. It exists in each and every pot and only pot. i.e. it does 
not exist in anything other than pot. So also it resides in each and every 
pot at a time. Thus, one can make two statements regarding the 
existence of potness : 

(i) Potness exists in all pots, and 

(ii) Potness exists in each and every individual pot. 

As we have discussed the relation of paryapti already, it is not 
difficult to understand that potness resides in each pot by the relation 
of inherence and it resides in all pots collectively and at a time by the 
relation of paryapti. In the same manner one can also understand how 
delimitorness (avacchedakata) resides in all delimitors collectively and 
simultaneously by the relation of paryapti and in each delimitor by 
svariipa. Let us draw two pictures and conclude our discussion on this 
point. 

And 

These two figures help one understand the significance of accepting 
paryiipti as an additional relation, over and above the relations. of 
Sa~ityoga, samavaya and svariipa. DO 
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j_TEXT· 201 

English Translation 

As in the case of number so also in case of the delimitorness. 
which will be explained later, the relation of paryapti has been 
accepted. 

Note : The above text simply states that the delimitorhood resideS 
. simultaneously and collectively in its loci namely different delimitors 
by the same relation, discussed before, namely, paryiipti. Let us 
remember that paryapti is a relation, accepted by our system, to explain 
the fact that a property exists in a collection or a group of entitieS 
simultaneously and collectively when it resides in each of those sam?. 
entities also individually. In the present example of delimitorhood, i: 
exists in each delimitor individually by the self-linking relations. It also 
resides in all the delimitors simultaneously and collectively by the 
relation of paryapti. Let us draw a picture to make the point visible. 

The above picture shows ghafa i.e. a pot as an effect. Any effect is 
preceded by a causal complex which brings about the same. Thus, 
ghafa is preceded by various causes such as the potter, clay, water, 
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stick, the wheel, the movement of the wheel etc. etc. Each of the causes 
has causeness which is delimited by the inherent property (i.e. the 
qualifier) of the cause. Thus, as many causes are there so many are the 
delimitors of the causality existing in them. All these delimitors, 
certainly, possess delimitorhood individually as well as collectively & 

simultaneously. The relation by which a delimitor has delimitorhood 
individually is svarupa and the ·same delimitorhood is shared by all 
de!imitors collectively by the relation of parytipti. 

Thus, wherever there arises such a situation, namely, a property is 
shared by more than one locus at the same time, the parytipti relation 
comes handy to explain the situation. 

DO 

fe461~('11 fqtStf.adl~ ~e:t ctf4f"''lll't4'1~ ~m~:l "ffi{~: 

tli!Qc::i~li\ ~i~"mi~l fe46lflldif1~·~~ I fatStl!Hifi~·~~~i~Wi~tll 

Ui!QciJI ~ Fo~>d·~flfo 1 

English Translation 

There are two more relations, namely, contentness and 
containerness i.e. vi~ayata and vi~ayita, which are of non
occurrence-exacting type. In this case, the contents ~f cognition, 
desire etc.) such as a pot, a cloth etc. reside in the cognition: 
desire etc. by the relation of vi~ayita and cognition, desire etc. 
reside in the content such as a pot, a cloth etc. by the relation 
of vi~ayata. 

Note : To understand the present text, let us look at the different 

statements made to express a relation. Let us take an example : 'x' and 
'y' a~e related. Now, this fact that 'x' and 'y' are related can be stated 
in different ways : 

(i) 'x' and 'y' are related 
(ii) There is a relation between 'x' and 'y' 
(iii) 'x' is related to 'y', -and 
(iv) 'y' is related to 'x '. 
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The first two statements are 'general' in nature whereas the last tWO 
statements are more of a specific type as they define the direction of 
the relation. The statement 'iii' says that the direction of relation is 
towards 'y' whereas the statement 'iv' says that the direction of relation 

is towards 'x'. 

To understand these statements without any ambiguity our systern 

has labelled, 'x' and 'y' i.e. two relata of any relation, by special terrn5 · 

The relatum which is the beginning point of a relation is named as a 
pratiyogin i.e. counter-relatum and the endpoint of the relation towards 
whom the arrow of relation is pointed is named as anuyogin i.e. base-

relatum. 

Thus, if 'x' is related to 'y' then 'x' is a pratiyogin and 'y' is an 

anuyogin but if 'y' is related to 'x' then 'y' is a pratiyogin and 'x' is an 

anuyogin. This may be remembered in the following manner : 

L--x__,---~>1 Y 
R 

(pratiyogin) (anuyogin) 

[ X ~I< ----1[YJ 
(anuyogin) (pratiyogin) 

Further, in our system a maxim is accepted : 31 j<:(l fit R G(5: w=f • 
tfl:~-;:u-: 1 This means the property of the base-relatum should be 
accepted as a relation between two things. Thus, for instance, if 'X' is 
a father and 'y' the son, then father is related to son by the relation of 
'son-hood'. (ftRIT -g;?t 9;'5lrClfi'"ii1~~ ~).This is because, the 
father is related to son i.e. the father is the beginning point of the 
relation which is pointed towards the son who is the endpoint. ThuS, 
father is the pratiyogin and the son, the anuyogin. The property of the 
son is 'son-hood' and hence it is the relation by which father is related 

to Son. 

[fun t 



Navya-Nyiiya-Bhii~ii-Pradlpa I 63 

The same son, however, is related to the father by the relation of 
fatherhood. This is because, now, the arrow of relation is pointed 
towards the father and hence he has become the base-relatum. His 
property is fatherhood by which the son is related to his father. 

There are two more entities which are named as sa-pratiyogika (i.e. 
an entity having a pratiyogin) but to that our author will come later. 
Here, let us think of 'relation' alone as a sa-pratiyogika padiirtha. 

Once the point discussed above is clear namely, the property of the 

anuyogin is said to be the relation of a pratiyogin to an anuyogin, it 
is easy to understand how an object of a cognition will be related to 
cognition .and vice-versa. When we speak about cognition or 
knowledge we must remember that in our system knowledge is a sa

vi~ayaka padiirtha (i.e. an entity having an object). This means, 

·knowledge cannot be con tentless or devoid of an object. If there is 

knowledge - if someone has knowledge, it has to be 'of something', 
and that something is the object of that knowledge. The same is the 

case with desire, fnclination, attachment and aversion. These all are 
said to be sa-vi~ayaka. They cannot exist without their objects. As 
they have vi~ayas they themselves are vi~ayins (it is another name for 
sa-vi~ayaka). Therefore, the general relation between these pairs such 

as knowledge and its contents etc. is vi~aya-vi~ayi-bhiiva. But when 

this relation is specified by stating the direction of the relation as 
knowledge is related to its content or otherwise, then the same maxim, 

namely, '3lj;<:ilfilf-1Go: ~: ~u:' has to be applied because in 

these cases the anuyogin is known. Thus, if knowledge is related to 

the object, object-hood is the relation between the two and if object is 

relat~d to knowledge or cognition i.e. vi~ayin then the relation between 
the two is vi~ayita. The same may be remembered through the 
following pictures : 
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( ~) 

1 f••~ct, 1 

I mr ~---L.__~____, 
fct4ftl"!_ 

OD 

~u) <:mfi:f "3~:, <:~m ~osaG~(04l: ~u: ~ ~ ~ 
~, -amfQ Cfi"1f-att.._ ~~ <fif~ ~Sif-a~a ~~ c:rm-ti<~1it"1 

~~ ~ 1!;Q ~ "ful;ofu ~ ~ ~ ~ I "Q,Ci ~~erG: ~ 
~ ~ ~ "{i1&fi:tfttl 3fSI CfiHOiqHq_ : ~~ ~ s&e<ilftt .altR~ 
~ ~ I -m:ll ~~ ~ SlfHJifii cqcffi:r -ff;t ~U';t ~ 
~I -mr1 "m:ll ~~ ~ oqqfu, -ff;r ~~ ~ Slfi1(04l fil 

~ 1 c:rw-~-~: ~ Vcrt Slfi14lfii ~:~;u~414fWt ~ 
-aGi~ 1 Utf-ufi:fuit: ~~ ~: Slftt414ft wff iii~Jl4fl, 3«11!;Q 

~ 1!;Q ufifftrt ~ ~ ~ um wl1 
English J'ranslation 

Though relation resides in two (exists between two things) -
for example, the relation between a vessel and a berry resides 
in both, the vessel and the berry, - still by a (particular) 
relationship something (one between the two) alone resides in 
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the other (of the two). For instance, by the relation of contact 
(between the berry and the vessel) the berry only exists in the 
vessel," the vessel does not exist in berry. Similarly, the pot alone 
exists on the ground, the ground does not reside in the pot. Here, 
the reason is this : A(ny) relation has a counter-relatum and 
(it has) a base-relatum. Whichever is the counter-relatum of a 
relation, that alone exists (in or on the base-relatum), i.e. the 
counter-relatum alone is located and whichever is the base
relatum of a relation in it resides the counter-relatum by the 
same relation. F0r example, in case of contact between berry 
and vessel, berry is the counter-relatum and vessel is the base:
relatum, therefore, berry exists in the vessel. When there is a 
relation between property and the possessor of the property, 
property is counter-relatum and the possessor of property is the 
base-relatum, and therefore, property alone exists in the 
possessor of property and never does the possessor of property 
reside in the property. . 

Note : The point that we discussed earlier is well explained here 
with the example of a vessel and berry. Thus, the concepts of counter
relatum and base-relatum can be understood in terms of property and 
the possessor of property. Actually, this is the note on which our author 
began his discussion. Everything in the universe - except a few 
exceptions - is located somewhere i.e. in some locus or the other. 
Something which is located was given the name- dharma- a property. 
Now, one more name is given to dharma or property, namely, 
pratiyogin or counter-relatum. Similarly. the property-holder or 
possessor of property which was known as dharmin so far, is given one 
more name, namely, anuyogin or base-relatum. Thus; in a· nutshell, 
pratiyogin of a relation is always a dharma i.e. a thing located and an 
anuyogin of a relation is always a dharmin or the locus of the thing 
located. To revise our basic diagram in this context: 

~~ 

.....___;:____.--~ 311~/ ~:p•ilfll"!_ 
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After understanding these points let us look in toone important statement 
that our author has made in the Text under discussion. The statement is: 

~ ~fr;, q;f~ ~';!fil~CI fcr:ofu 1 The theory of·~ ~

CI"TG' put forth by our system has been staed by ourauthor in just one simple 

and clear sentence .It is believed and is a theoretical! y accepted doctrine that 

in the case of all occurrence-exacting relations thepratiyogin and anuyogin 

are fixed. What is or should be the locus and what is or should be the located 

is predetermined. Theauthorstates: There is contact between the berry and 
the vessel. But by this contact berry alone exists in the vessel and not Vice

versa. Take anotherexarriple: pot and ground. Thepratiyogin in this relation 

is definitely pot and never the ground. Ground is the anuyogin or the 

substratum. The author has expla·ined same point through the terminology 

of dharma and dharmin. He says: .wf ~ m'l:ffUT CRfit, 1g ~ ~ 1 One 

should remember that pratiyogin is nothing else than dharma when it is a 
case of the relation between dharma and dharmin & anuyogin should be 

understood as the dharmin. Now it is clear that dharma or property alone 
can reside in dharmin i.e. the property-holder and not vice-versa. This is 
known as ··An•fq£1fc;l: (the basic) limitation of relation! 

DO 

~ 1:1?1:~ ""ffi!_ m:ef :m~ :mf~ ~~~~ern 1! ~ 
~ ""ffi!_ m:ef m~ :mm 3ll.m:l ~"'a~ I <:IW ~ ~ 

~~-qz)~~ I ~-qc~ :mfrti~~~ 3TIUR~I ~~ 

:mfrti -aft:l:R ctf"I~f4ctl "Clfum ~I~ 1:T"'ia ~ m~ oft:1:R .... .... 

ctf;;:j~f4({1 .3if~Cfl(Oictl Cl"ffit I <:rW- '{cif\ti4l~Gi€;(Uim: $10sf.H<>;f4i11 

"Clfum ~ -q~f"'~Nctl :mW:rm -=a~ ~I~ qf-octtl!:ll'!_ ~ 

:m~Cfl(Otm ~mfu";ft1 

English Translation 

Whatever exists somewhere is called 'located' or 
'superstratum' or 'existent there'. On the other hand, where 
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something exists is called its 'locus', or 'substratum' or 'base'. 
For instance, 'in the vessel exists a berry' or 'in the house exists 
a cloth' etc. (In these cases) 'berry' and 'cloth' are 'located' and 
the 'vessel' and the 'house' are the 'loci' respectively (of berry 

and cloth). Whatever is located in (of) a locus, in that (located 
one) resides locatedness described by that (locus). On the other 
hand, whatever is the locus of (i.e. with reference to) a located, 
in that (locus) resides the locusness described by that (located). 

For example, in the examples, mentioned before, in the berry 
lies the locatedness described by the vessel and in the cloth 

resides the locatedness described by the house. When something 
has locatedness it is necessary that something else has locusness. 

Note : The relationship of 'describer and described' (nirilpya

ninlpaka-bhiiva) has been introduced here. The point is : the terms 
'locus' and 'located' are pair-terms. To explain : if something is a locus 
then it is a locus 'of something else' i.e. it is a locus with reference to 
something which is 'located' there. In other words, 'locus' and 'located' 
have mutual expectancy. Both are described by each other. This means, 
something is a locus because something else is located there and 
something is a located because something else is locus of it. The 
examples given by our author make the point clear. The two examples 
are : There is a berry in the pot and there is cloth in the house. As berry 
is in the pot, it is said to be located in the pot and pot is its locus. As 
cloth is in the house it is said to be located in the house which is its 
locus. In other words, if the pot is devoid of berry, if it is empty (as 
nothing exists in it), nobody calls it a 'locus'. It becomes a 'locus' only 
when something is 'located' in it. 

Thus, let us remember : If 'x' is located in 'y' like ~ then in 

w 
'x' resides 'locatedness' described by 'y'. In the same manner, if 'y' is 
the locus of 'x' then 'y' has 'locusness' described by 'x'. Therefore, 
whenever there is an iidhiira, there has to be some adheya which 
descfibes the iidharatii of the tidhara. In simple language, something is 
iidluira because there is some lidheya located there. Let us dniw a 
picture which says the same thing : 
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located 

locus 

Similarly : 

located 

describer-described-relation· 

locus 

If we take the concrete examples discussed by our author: we rnaY 

draw the following : 

(I) 

3D~ 

Similarly : 

And 



(2) 

;an~ 

similarly : 
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In this context let us remember some important points : 

(i) Ku~u!a or vessel is a vessel even if it is empty. But it is not a 
locus if it is empty. It is called to be so only if and when something is 
located in it. Thus, the difference between vesselness and locusness 
becomes obvious. 'Vesselness' is an inherent property of a vessel 
(because of which it is called a vessel) which resides in the vessel so 
long as the same is not destroyed. But locusness is just an occasional 
property which comes to. reside in the vessel only if something else 
is 'located' in it. Thus, the property 'locusness' depends upon (i.e. 
expects) 'located'. In other words, 'locusness' is caused by the located 
and vice-versa. 

(ii) The relation between locus and located or rather locusness and 
locatedness is said to be describer-described-relation. Only because one 
is described by the other and the othet is the describer of the first. 

(iii) Because this describer-described-relation is mutual; the line of 
relation is drawn as two-pointed arrow in the pictures above. 

(iv) Just like locus and located, there are more pair-terms such as 
: vi~aya and vi~ayin, karya and kara~za. pratiyogin and anuyogin etc. 
etc. Whatever we discussed about the locus and located all those points 
are applicable in the cases of these pair-terms. The reason being, these 
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are pair-terms and therefore, have mutual expectancy and the properties 
are occasional. 

(v) There is a special relationship between the inherent and 
occasional property residing in one and the same locus. Which is the 
very key-note of navya-nyaya. To this our author will come a little 
later. 

00 

\TEXT -241 

~%1 ~ atf'UCfi{UH1.141"!.. ~ "C{fffin ~~ 3m ~ 

C{f"iH'tifUCfi{Uidlll: 4H'4{f.:t4CtftiQ~ C{f-itetlf~Cfi{Oiet:Ul~ ~ 

f-1(<\C£1R{<\4Cfii.ITCit sfuu qf~etiR{<\Netl atf~cti{o IC1I 3tf~Cfi{o 1et1f.1 {<\fQor'€1 

qf.t:tt\Rtt "'ffil~ ~~ ~· ~ C41~fli ~~-f.1{<\f4et qf-neti€1Ci, ~· 

"ffl:icn '@osf-160-atf~Cfi{OICti-R{<\NC1-3ll~-ct"Ci, ~· ~~: ~ I 
"Q:ci~~~~ Si~l•l'kl ~~~-H{<\f4et-atfUCfi{OICti€1Ct .... 'lffi 
fcficn '<!4et{R60C{f'rleti-R{<\Net-alfuCfi{Oietl€1et .... ' ~~: qtfci'H\4H 

English Translation 

Similarly, when orie has locusness, it is regular that the other 
has locatedness. In this way (literally ata eva means therefore) 
as the locatedness and locusness have regular mutual 
expectancy, both of them are related by the mutual relation of 

described and describer ('~' literally means describable). 
(This means) Jocusness is described .by Iocatedness and 
locatedness is described by locusness. Thus, when there is a 
sentence 'there is a berry in th~ vessel', then the meaning 

' understood from this sentence is either : the berry possesses 
locatedness described by the vessel; or : the berry possesses 
locatedness described by the locusness residing in the vessel. 
And when there is a sentence, 'the vessel possesses ~ berry', the 
resultant meaning of the sentence is either : the vessel has 
Iocusness described by the berry or : the vessel has Iocusness 
described by the locatedness residing in the berry. 
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Note : Once the describer-described-relation (nirilpya-niriipaka

blulva) is explained in brief, it is further made clear by taking a simple 
example of a sentence 'there is a berry in the vessel' and also another 
sentence, 'the vessel has a berry.' The author explains : these (and such) 
sentences can be understood in two different ways. One way is that the 

locatedness in the berry is described by the vessel and the other way is 

actually the full form of understanding which is : the locatedness in 

the berry is described by the locusness in the vessel. 

To explain : describer-described-relation exists between the two 
things which are denoted by the pair-terms, such as, iidhtira and 

iidheya, pratiyogin and anuyogin etc. This can be explained in simple 

language as : something is said to be a locus only when something else 

is located there; something is said to be a pratiyogin only when 

something else is an anuyogin. In other words, something cannot 
become a locus unless something else is located there and vice-versa. 

This may be remembered through the following : 

miTrT ~ 
I wosJ 

Now, we have been familiar with the technique of navya-nyiiya, 

namely, the property (dharma) in the thing is located first through 
which the thing (dharmin) is identified. Thus, a thing is called a locus 
only when locusness is understood there. If we try to analyse further, 
it becomes clear that actually the relation of described and describer is 
between these two properties which are understood to exist in those 

particular things, i.e. the Iocatedness in one thing is described by the 

locusness in another and vice-versa. 
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But if we make a short statement regarding the same fact we may 
say that the locatedness in one thing is described by the locus or the 
locusness in one thing is described by the located. The two pictures of 
these two short -forms will look like the following : 

(1) 

31Tmr 

~ --f.H<\Cll f.HC\4Cfl'q'fq 

31TUR 

And 

(2) 

31Tmr 

~· 
CI"G\ ;::;~::rrq 
I tf<itTr 

31TUR "¥5 
Thus, the vessel describes the locatedness of the berry being its 

locus in the first picture and the berry describes the Jocusness of the 
vessel being located in it. These are the short ways of understanding 
the sentence (i) ku~zqe badaram or (ii) ku~z4ani badaravat. The full form 
of understanding of the meaning of the same two sentences would be : 
the locatedness in berry (badara) is described by the locusness in the 
vessel (ku~z4a) and the locusness in ku~z4a is described by the 
Iocatedness in badara. There may not be any further expansion of 

meaning of these sentences. 
CJCJ 

jTEXT • 251 
~~ ~mat=alftf~ SIRtUlfii am:fl ~ 3lfi:al ~=~me~: 

~rcmm-sffiftla.t:"llmmcn~ 1 ~ ~ma: ~~ ~cqrc(: lRI 1Rtl('lll 
~ ~ma: ~~ ~~ ~~ SIRtJifii ~~ ~m-mt 
"t~Gtmcnm=(n''~"rz1~ RtGOffiRtt:R:Tmcit~rcmml ~qqa'!_ atmcit 
t~c::filfo t:R:T~ m: Slffim•n I 1<;;q1~1C\ti Slfit£11 fi11 ca ~cqrq)~ 
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oq_ :at~ ~ ~I ~2ft~:~~ ~I~: 
~2f:~~l Slfct<:i)filf.t SlfuJifili'll '3ij<:ilfilf.t"'f.t 3ijJifili11-cffial 

English .Translation 

Just as the relation has, absence also has one counter-positive 
and one locus. (To explain :) when an absence has a counter
positive; it is an absence of whatever (object) like absence of 
pot, absence of cloth etc. as the absence is understood as related 
to something then that something is the counter-positive of that 
absence. Just when there is absence of pot (in a particular place) 
there (in that place) pot does not exist and therefore, absence of 
pot is opposite of pot. Similarly, (as we say) this is 'absence of 
pot' therefore, 'pot' is the counter-positive of 'absence of pot' ; 
in case of 'absence of colour', 'colour' is the counter-positive 
of its absence. The place where the absence exists is the locus 
of absence such as air is the locus of the absence of colour. And 
the material objects like pot etc. are the loci of absence of 
knowledge or cognition. In the counter-positive resides 
counter-positive-ness and in the base-relatum resides base
relatumness. 

Note : In case of relation, our author has already explained that the 

two relata (as relation exists in two at least) are further named as 
counter-relatum and base-relatum depending upon the relation 'of 
whom' and 'to whom'. Thus, in case of a relation of 'x' to 'y', 'x' is a 
counter-relatum and 'y' is the base-relatum as 'x' is related 'to y'. -Let 
us try to remember like this : There are two questions in the context of 
a relation : 

(i) Relation of whom? and 
(ii) Relation to whom? 

whatever is the answer of the first question is the counter-relatum 

of that relation and whatever is the answer of the second question is 
the base-relatum of that relation. Therefore, in the above case 'x' is the 

counter relatum and 'y' is the base relatum of th~ relation between the 
two. This, we have seen before, may be remembered through the 
following simple picture: x ---7 Y 

R 
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In the present text at hand, our author has discussed one more 
context in which pratiyogitli i.e. counter-positiveness comes to reside 
in something and therefore, anuyogita i.e. base-relatumness comes to 
reside in something else. The context is that of absence. Let us look 

into the example that our author has discussed, namely, 'absence of 
colour in the air'. We should concentrate on two points. It is the 
absence 'of colour' and it is 'in the air'. These two points will decide 
what the counter-positive is and what the base-relatum of the said 

absence is if we try to remember it as we did in case of 'relation' , the 
two pertinent questions in this context are : (i) absence 'of what' and 

(ii) absence 'where'? Whatever is the answer to the first question is the 

counter-positive of the absence and the answer to the second question 

is the base-relatum or locus of the absence. Thus, in the example 
mentioned above, riipa i.e. colour is the counter-positive of the absence 
and vliyu or air is the base-relatum or locus of the same. 

To remember this in an easy way let us draw a simple picture: 

one may describe this absence in navya-nyaya language as : 

(<14S1Rlalf71Cfi-~- 3ljdlf11Cfi- 31'11TCr: I ltisanabsence,counter-positive 

of which is colour and locus or substratum of which is air. 

Before proceeding to the next 'Text' one point may be noted here. 
The point is regarding sa-pratiyogika-padlirtha i.e. entities which have 
one pratiyogin or rather those entities knowledge of which depends 
upon the knowledge of their pratiyogins. Such entities are said to be 
three in our system. They are : (i) relation (ii) absence and 
(iii) Similarity. Our author has discussed the first two. Let us remember 
the third one namely similarity to make our understanding of sa

pratiyogika-padlirtha complete. 

Similarity always has two aspects. They are (i) comparison 
(or similarity) of something and (ii) comparison or similarity in 
something. The .traditional example of similarity is : the face is like the 
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moon (candra iva mukham). It is similarity of the moon which is in 
the face. 

Thus, to understand what is the pratiyogin of similarity and what 

is the anuyogin of the same let us take recourse to the two questions 

like before. They are : (i) Similarity of what? and (ii) Similarity where 
or in what? 

Just as before, the answer to the first question gives us the 

information about the counter-comparative of the similarity and the 

answer to the second question gives us the locus or substratum of 

similarity. Let us draw the simple picture which will help us understand 

it in a vivid manner. 

One may describe this similarity in navya-nyaya language as 

~->rft:n:rl'fTrcn-11\Sf-~mflrq:)-fll ql:l 101._1 This means : similarity, 

counter-comparative of which is the moon and locus or base

comparative of which is the face. 

It may be noted here that the three entities named as sa-pratiyogika 
do not carry any meaning unless and until their pratiyogins are known. 

In other words, their knowledge depends upon the knowledge of their 
pratiyogin and anuyogin. When their pratiyogins and anuyogins are 
known their knowledge is complete. Otherwise not. 

DO 

I TEXT- 261 
~~~U;{ e~JqHftilfcn:p::~~~ :3l'q"fq)Cfdar~w-~ 

·m:itir.n=P=~~U;{ e~Jqt"1ftltf4~ flqe~tllfi~~U;nmq: 1 ~~~ 
'"' 

CIJqJ"ift:IIN <tC\4to:0oo~ ~I "'li'W ~Cf&42Cif8 ~ 4b'CI<tC\QOI 

~uiful e~Jqi+RHN -1"1&42('61~qot ~uiful a\%c{f-cl('CI<tC\QOI crt 
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~Wfur ~'qllc-CC~QUI Cl1 '3'q£1('CI!!H=<flihi atmcn 'mfffil ";J "fu 
lijw42fll fq t~"i l"l~~cc .1)&42fliiN ~ 'l:tc:mu ~ ~ <hcc&fll "'4Gfll 

~sRr~~~'"'lllfliiN atm-ccl~~mc);r'3'q(:fl~ 

~<qlfct('CIIt!_ ~ at~ ~~fCI~ltlqld ~tffCI:iltlqld%1 

~~~I 
English Translation 

When something exists somewhere by one relationship, it is 
absent by another relationship (in the same locus). For example, 
the pot, even if present on the ground by the relation of contact, 
is absent by the relation of inherence. Similarly, when something 
is present (somewhere) in one form, it is absent in another 
form. For example, in the house, where (only) white cloth exists, 
even if it exists in the form of cloth (in general), it is absent in 
the house by the specific property (in the particular form) of 
blue cloth or (in the form of) by the specific property of being 
existent outside or by promoting (the absence) both-ness in the 
form of cloth and pot both. Only because there is presence of 
while cloth, there cannot be presence of blue (or black) cloth. 
So also when only cloth exists in the house because there is 
absence of pot, both cloth and pot are really absent there. 
Because when one is absent both are necessarily absent. 

·Thus, absence is different as per the difference in relations 
or as per the difference in properties. 

Note : Our author, here, wishes to discuss different abhavas or 
rather the grounds on the basis of which occurs difference in absence. 

The two grounds are mentioned here : 

(i) relation (ii) property· 

The author explains : Relation is that factor which can bring 
difference in abhava or absence. Why? Because when 'x' exists on 
'y' by the relation, say, 'z', it does not exist in the same " y and at 
the same time by another relation, say 'p'. In other words, 'x' may 
exist in some other locus say Q by the relation 'p '. But this is not the 
point here. The point is :even when 'x' is present in 'y' by the relation 
'z' it is absent in the same locus by another relation say 'p'. Thus, 
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difference in absence is caused by the relation. We may remember the 

same: 

The second point is : when 'x' is present in a locus 'y' as 'x', it is 
absent as (i) qualified 'x' or (ii) 'x' and 'y' both. The example taken up 

by our author is that-of 'white cloth is in the house'. When white cloth 
is in the houses, 'black cloth' is absent and 'cloth and pot' both also are 

_absent. Let us remember the same through the following pictures : 

The basic fact : T 
I~ I 

It is possible to say : 

( ~) ~f"t"kClfctf~IQ4c= 

'1:% wcr : 
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It is, however, impossible to say: W-: '[% -::rrft::<:f I 

Impossibility:- & 

Thus, in case of the second example one may say that when, 'there 
is white cloth in the house' is the statement at hand, what one cannot 
deny is the fact that 'there is cloth in the house' and 'there is white cloth 
in the house'. But one can very well deny, (i) The existence of 'black 
cloth' in the house (ii) the existence of cloth having the property of 
existing outside and (iii) the existence of cloth and pot both in the 

house. 

Therefore, our author says_, the difference in absence is caused by 
the different properties of the pratiyogin (i.e. the thing which is absent). 
In other words, it is the difference in the pratiyogin which causes the 
difference in absence. This very point is discussed in the next Text. 

DO 

~ 31~ ~~ !>lfct<::ilflicti~M~-~~ ~ ~ 

- 3"1~ !>lfctmfllctl &Hfi'Act .... ~~ Cfi'1filc;,_ ~ ":;{ 3ICIF1:o0~::n 

~~~~~~en uifu13lqf"t:-0"!1 ~~~~= ~"'i'A wf: 

OBn: !>!fctlllfllctlm: 3lq"t:-0a:Cfl1 'qq'fu1 "ll'm '~ fi'lqlllfl'"a~~ em 
~·~UGT~ !>lfctlllPlctl f14ql~'1~~~"'i'A ~ 

3'1CIR.'&~'11 I -mm OBn: !>lfcttilflictilll: ~: ~~:, ~~ wf: 

3'1 chi§ C::Cfl : I 3m ~ fl4 q I tl"i "fl"2l '11 Hfl fll fll fl4 Cl fll ~gu C1 f"t:-0 ~'1-

!>lfctlltPictiCfll smm "C"«fu ~~:I 

English Translation 

Also the difference in absence is caused by the difference in 
the counter-positive. It is being explained thus - counter

positiveness of an absence is delimited by some relation and also 
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by some property. By whatever relation or by whatever property 
the counter-positiveness is delimited, that relation of that 

· ·property is (said to be) the delimitor of that counter-positiveness. 
For example, in the case of the statement like, 'there is no pot 

on the ground by the relation of inherence', the counter
positiveness in pot is delimited by the relation of inherence and 
by the property, namely, potness. So then the relation of 
inherence and the property potness are the delimitors of counter

positiveness. This is why when it is said, 'the pot does not exist 
by inherence' it means : there is an absence whose counter

positiveness is delimited by the relation of inherence. 

Note : If we begin our discussion over the present Text with a 
question : what is abhava ? then our system will answer this question 
as : a-bhava is an independent category of entities. It is negative in 
nature as the very name suggests. One must remember here that our 
system is the realist system. Therefore, the entity is negative in nature 
but is as real as any positive entity. The main ground to accept abhava 
as a separate padiirtha is : the necessity of explaining the consistent 
behaviour of human being who utter/use sentences like, 'there is no pot 
on the ground' (and even expressions like,' there is absence of pot on 
the ground as an alternative! Actually this alternative must have 
compelled /led our system to the acceptance of ahhiiva.) 

Let us think a little elaborately. The main aim of our system is to 
explain human behaviour. Linguistic behaviour covers quite 
considerable portion of human behaviour, (which incidentally is a 
unique feature of humans). Our system believes in a relationship of 
language and reality. Accordingly the system believes that each and 
every word of a language refers to something and each and everything 
in the universe can be referred to by a word. (This view one may find 
discussed by ny(Zvabhii.yyakiira also who belonged to the beginning of 
the Christian Era.) 

Our navya-nyaya system has defined word as .faktam padam .. The 
word sakta means : sakti-vW.yfa. Sakti is the relation between word 
and meaning. Thus, word is that unit of language which has a (relation 
with) meaning. When one reads this definition nnd understands the 
same, one is reminded of the definition of word as per modern 
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linguistics. According to them word-which in their terminology is a 

morpheme - is the minimum meaningful unit of a language. It is the 

same way that our system has defined 'word' i.e. pada. As, thus, our 

system holds that word is the smallest unit of language which conveys 

certain meaning, it logically follows that. stems, case-endings, roots, 

personal and other suffixes etc. all are words because all of them 

express some meaning or the other. The same is the idea of morpheme. 

Thus, the definition of pada (word), offered by our system, which may 

be labelled as semantic one, exactly matches with the definition of 

morpheme in modern linguistics. 

With this, let us now turn to our discussion on a-blulva. Na a-, an

etc. are negative particles in Sanskrit. 'Na' (technical term for na is 

naii) is a free morpheme whereas a-, an- etc are bound ones. The 

question regarding these is : what do these particles refer to ? In simple 

language what is their meaning ? In our system, as we already know, 

meaning and referent are one and the same. To come to the question 
raised above one can ask the same question in a different manner : 

suppose there is a sentence : bhatale glza{a~1 na ; what is the meaning 

of na in the sentence ? To answer the question satisfactorily our 

system holds : the primary meaning of negative particle is twofold : 

{i) Smizsarglibluiva i.e. relational absence and (ii) anyonyiibhava i.e. 

mutual absence. (For the detailed discussion on this issue, one may look 

into the Naiiwida of Raghunatha siromaQi) And a-b/z{/va is an 

independent category of entities. (For the detailed analysis on this issue 

one may refer to the Ablu'iva-vada of the Tattva-Cintama~zi of GaQge5a.) 

Let us come again to our example, namely, blu7tale ghafa~z na. The 

meaning of this sentence will be: ~-f.rto-.:mm«rr-~: "ER:T'~: 1 

How does one understand this meaning from the sei1tence ~ "l':l"G: -;:r? 

Let us look into the process of verbal understanding to answer the 

question. 'Verbal understanding' means understanding of 'sentence 

meaning'. Thus, it arises from a heard/read sentence. According to our 

system the process is as follows : 

Step I -

Step 2.

Step 3 -

the sentence is heard/ read. 

Word-meanings are remembered. 

Word-meanings are related. 
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'Related word-meanings' is the meaning of the sentence. Thus, the 

hearer arrives at the sentence-meaning. This is known as verbal 

understanding or S:libdabodha. For the above procedure, to be 

completed successfully, the basic requirement is that both the speaker 

and the hearer are conversant with the language they are using as the 

medium of communication. 

Let us come back to our sentence:'~ <R:: -;:r' to see how it 

gives rise to certain understanding by applying the same process to it 

Step one : 'bhutale ghatai:J na' is heard. 

Step two : grouJd lolusne~~~sence are remembered. 

Step three: Absence of pot is the describer of the locusness in 

gound. - word-meanings are related. 

Understanding of the related-word-meanings is verbal understanding. 

To say the same in Sanskrit : 

Step 1 -

Step2 -

Step 3 - ~-~-:mm«n-~: t:R:f'ITICf: I word meanings are 

related. 

In the step 3 the word-meanings are related. The understanding of 

these related word-meaning is the sabdabodha. How do we get the 

relation between two word-meanings? How do the word-meanings 

get related? These are two pertinent questions which are answered 

by different systems of philosophy differently, leading to different· 

theories of verbal understanding. Let us confine ourselves to our 

system only. Let us think of the same example that we discussed. In the 

sentence,'-~ <R:: -;:r' there are five morphemes (padas): The stem~, 

Locative case-ending after it, the stem<R, nominative case-ending after it 

and the negative particle-;:r .(Actually, there is one nominative case-ending 

after the negative particle, which has been dropped as per the Paninian 

rules. But as the same is dropped let us forget it.) Thus, there are five 

morphemes which convey their meanings. According to our system, 

once the word-meanings are remembered they get connected with each 
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other by sarizsarga-maryiidii. Smizsarga-maryiidcl literally means: 

limitation of relations. It is pre-determined, as it were, what should be 

related to what and as what. In other words, the meanings of words have a 

defined structure through which they get related to each -other naturally 

i.e. without any efforts of the hearer. Our author had hinted at this when he 

statedthat,'~ ~fr;r ~ ~51R:l~q ~·1 (videTextno 

above.) 

To come to our present Text, our author wants us to remember that 

the difference in absence i.s caused by the difference in the counter

positive. We have seen that unless one knows the counter-positive of 

ablulva one does not know anything of abhava because one's 

understanding of ablzava solely depends upon one's knowing the 

counter-positive of the ablu1va. This is why, one can very well 

understand that difference in ablulva depends upon the difference in 

prariyogita. 

Another point made in the present Text is the counter-positiveness 
of an absence is delimited by one property and by one relation. Let us 
understand this point in a clear manner. We have mentioned before that 

there is a special kind of relation between an inherent and an 

occasional property in one and the same thing. Actually it is this 

relation posited by our system through which navya-nyiiya language is 

said to be the best way, the best medium of siistric discourse. Siistric 

discourse cannot afford to be ambiguous. In other words, if discussion 

on siistric issues takes place through natural language the discussion 
may not be successful, may not be fruitful, as the medium of dialogue 
namely, natural language is not free from ambiguity. This has been the 
matter of concern of our system since its inception. The very first 

systematic presentation of Nyaya system namely the Nydyasarra gives 

utmost importance to dialectics as this is the onlx way to resolve a 
conflict between different (contradictory) ideas and facts. 

By the rigorous process of continuous thinking of centuries navya
nyaya could achieve the goal of developing an ambiguity-free, precise 
medium of communication. For achieving this various concepts were 
evolved and used effectively. The most important among them is the 
concept of delimitor or avacchedakc.1. To understand this let us revise 
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our memory regarding the inherent property of a thing and an 
occasional property that comes to reside In the same thing. For this', let 

. us take an example : A human being is born. Then the child has 
human-being-hood the moment it comes into being. This human-being~ 

hood which is the inherent property of the person since he is born will 
reside in him till his death. In between he will become a student later 
on perhaps a teacher or an engineer or a doctor or a businessman still 
later he will become a husband, a father then grandfather etc etc. All 
these properties such as studenthood, teacherhood ...... fatherhood, 
grandfatherhood etc. are later 'acquired properties' as against his 

'inherent property' mamt.yyatva or puru.yatva. Let us note the difference 
between these two types of properties. Inherent property of a thing is 
a sort of permanent one in the sense that it does not cease to exist in 
the thing as long as the thing does not cease to exist. The 'acquired 
property' is a temporary one which comes to reside in the thing in a 
particular context or at a particular occasion, and ceases to exist when 
the context or occasion is over. 

Inherent property of a thing is unique to the class to which the thing 
belongs whereas 'acquired property' may be common to many classes! 

Thus, if we take the example of pot, 'potness' is in the pot so long 
as the pot exists. But the same pot becomes the 'object' of our 
cognition; it becomes 'klirya or effect' when we talk about its cause or 
causes ; it becomes klira~w when we talk about its effects ; the same 
pot becomes a pratiyogin when we talk about its absence. Thus, 
'potness' is unique to the class of 'pot's but objecthood, effecthood, 
causehood, counter-positiveness etc. are common to pot, cloth, book, 
table and what not. It is so because all these things can become the 
objects of cognition, effects of their causes, causes of their effects, 
counter-positives of their absences. 

To come to our present discussion, it is just because of this fact that 
'anything' can become the object of cognition 'anything' can be an 
effect, a cause, a counter-positive, there is a scope of ambiguity when 
one talks about these 'occasional' or 'contextual' or acquired properties 
of a thing. This ambiguity will lead to the mistake in understanding and 
ultimately ·communication' will not take place. Dialectics will fail and 
there will not be any precise resolution of the doubt or problem or 
question regarding the issue at stake. 
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To avoid all this mis-communication and its undesired results our 
system has evolved a technique of delimiting (specifying) the 
occasional properties. The question what will be in a position to delimit 

these occasional properties was abviously solved by the inherent 

properties of the things. Thus, to say in one sentence, 'inherent 

property of a thing delimits all those properties which come to reside 

in the thing only occasionally -only in a particular context. These are 

the 'acquired properties' of the thing. Thus, the relations between 'an 

inherent property'and 'an acquired property' existing in one and the 

same thing is : delimitor-delimited relation avo.cchedaka-avacchinna
blulva. 

To remember this in an easier manner, let us draw some simple 

pictures depicting the reality through some simple expressions 

[ 1ffiq ~ fqqOdl I 

As glzafa is the object of knowledge, glzafa has vi.yayatc/. Knowing 
that anything can become object of knowledge and hence vi,wyatti 

could reside in anything, to avoid the ambigui_ty regarding this point by 
specifying that what one is talking abo~t is the pot as an object (and 

nothing else), the inherent property of pot, mlmely, ghafatva is made 
use of. It delimits the vi,myata, which, occasionally has come to reside 
in the pot. This happened just because of the expression glzafa~l 
jiWnavi.~aya~l. 

Once we have explained the first picture, let us draw some more 
pictures and read them by ourselves. Let us not have explanation for 
each of them as we know it fully by now. 
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In all the above cases,~, the 'inherent property' of pot delimits 

all those properties which come to reside in the pot in those particular 
contexts such as : cognition ; causality ; effecthood, and absence. The 
purpose of this delimitation is to make a specific and precise statement 
about the locus of the occasional properties. 

As is clear now, the context of our present Text is that of absence 
and hence the author specifies that the counter-positiveness of absence 
has to be delimited by a property and by a relation. 

why the author has said this is amply clear now. So far as 
'delimiting the counter-positiveness by a relation' is concerned the 
author has taken it up for discussion in the next Text. Let us also 
discuss it there only. 

DD 

.I TEXT -281 
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~ c:r"'J GCfl 1 'q"q"ffi 1 5I fn Jl fiiHI "a' ~ ~il 011 a fT>~§"il ·~:rcmw~ m --
~ fl"''al£1fi¥OapWr erG1 '11'R1~1Rhl fl"''ai<Oifi'"aHf: ~em~ 

51frlmfi1ai fa:tltii£1Jlfn ll'GT~ 51frlll1filal fi"''CH£1fl'"a:H:uaR.3"11 1 

fl"''al£1fi¥Oap~ tm:n: Slfnlllfilal£11 .::Hai:JGCfl:l -om "a' ~m:£1 

atai:JGCflrci fccltltiiCflra(('lqfqfn lflf~H"'' 1 
"' 

English Translation 

The argument/reason behind accepting relation as the 
delimitor of counter-positiveness is this : generally, nothing is 
absent anywhere because, ultimately, by temporal relation 
everything exists everywhere. And therefore, it has been 
accepted that there is some (other) relation between absence 
(and its locus). If relation enters into absence (and its locus) it 
is possible only by delimiting i.e. specifying the counter
positiveness, not otherwise. The relation by which something 
does not exist somewhere itself delimits (specifies) counter
positiveness of that absence. Thus, the same relation becomes 
the delimitor of that (counter positivenesss) and the counter
positiveness becomes delimited by that relation. 

For example, in case of the statement, 'there is no _pot on the 
grou.nd by the relation of inherence', as the relation of inherence 
specifies the counterpositiveness of absence of pot on the 
ground, the counterpositiveness of.the absence of pot is (said to 
be) delimited by the relation of inherence. Thus, inherence is the 
delimitor of that counter positiveness. In this way, the 
delimitorhood of/ in relation is nothing but specifier-hood (of the 

same). 
Note : Our author explains here why a relation also has to delimit 

the counterpositiveness of absence. To understand the point clearly, let 
us remember an important pertinent point : when one uses a negative 
particle and states, '~ m -;:r' or tre:: lR: -;:r', these are the 
cases of relational and mutual absence respectively. Be it any case of 
absence, it aims at denying some relationship between some two 
things. The first statement denies tbe relation between the ground and 
the pot. the second one is the denial of relation between the pot 
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and the cloth. The hearer understands both these statements only 
because the speaker's intention regarding the relation that he wants to 

deny is understood by him. In other words, the hearer has guessed 

clearly which relation the speaker wants to deny. If relation had no 

role to play in the context of absence it would not have been possible 

for the hearer to understand the above statements. Why? our author 

explains that by temporal relation everything exists everywhere. And 

hence nothing is absent anywhere. 

If one takes into account the temporal relation alone then nothing 

is absent in any locus. This leads to the impossibility of understanding 

the negative statements i.e. abhiiva statements. (Only because there is 

no a-bhiiva of anything anywhere by kiilika sambandha.) Therefore, it 

becomes necessary to specify the relation by which a speaker intends 
to talk about absence of something in or on something else. In other 

words, whenever there are negative statements, the speaker does not 
have temporal relation in mind. He has some other relation such as 
swizyoga, samaviiya etc. by which he wants to talk about the absence, 

say, of pot on the ground etc. 

Now, the next point is : how does the relation enter in between 

absence and locus? It is possible to do so only by delimiting the 

counter-positiveness by that relation. 

This is necessary for one more reason. When one says that there is 
no pot on the ground even when a pot is present on the ground, he 
perhaps intends to say that the pot does not exist on the ground by the 
relation of inherence. Thus, by introducing a relation as a delimitor of 
counter-positiveness one can specify his intention. After all the main 
aim of our system is to make specific statements for the precise 

understanding of the hearer. 

Thus, it is also clear that the relation which is the delimitor of the 

pratiyogitii is that relation by which something is (intended to be) 

absent in a particular locus. This is made clear by our author by taking 
the example, 'there is no pot on the ground' by the relation of 
samaviiya'. Here, the counter positiveness of pot on blu7tala is specified 
by the relation of swnm·aya. In other words, it is not the case that the 
pot is absent on blllttala by any other rektion but it is (the case that it 

is) absent only hy the relation of inherence. Thus, if we say the same 
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thing in navya-nyaya language, we have to state that 'the counter
positiveness of the absence of pot is delimited by the relation of 
inherence.' 

Thus, the relation between the relation of inherence and the counter
positiveness in pot is that of delimitor-delimited relationship. 

Now, it is amply clear that a particular relation must delimit the 
counter-positiveness of absence just because there is a possibility of 
many relations by which a thing may be absent in a particular locus. 

oo 

I TEXT- 291 
~ Slfot:i'iilmictv~GCflra 9Jfmftt:~'{- at~ Slfoalfllctl~~ 

~en -;r ~ ~ f.toft:~lt:l SIRI'llllllctlf;:jt:II4Cfl: "Cflf~Gfolfo ~ 

3'is:._•flCfll4"ll ~ SlfoalP19, ~:, ~ 3'1Cid4H: Slfctdlftl'rn: 

<W'..:R ;m:nmwi\ Ul=f-q:q Slfoa1fllolt:ll f"1t:II4Cfll ~~ GJ-q:q f.lt:~~a: 11 

3'1ctfv0~;:j ~I -o~ -"£R:Tmcm:l tR:11m Slfodlillol ~~~, ¥ 
~ en -;r ~, ~ ""SI~m:f 3iHf14Gilct ~, <:r5r <:r5r ~ ~, (1:if 

~ "£RJ~ tWrnl Slfua1fllol ~I~ ~~f'iilo.., f.lcra~o:U; 
-;rrttr -:q Cflff4~;:jN m m:m 31mq ~ f.lcrailct uc•lolt:~l t:R:Tmc:t

Sifudlfllolt:o: "ft:~fof"1t:~I4Cfl'""l 1 ucra~ct "£RJ'q"Tq-Sifoa1 i11o1 f.tt:~fq(irn 
""' 

c:m ""Siftrt:{1<fl cq-qfu ('BI fCl :il Ill a 1 o liT Sl Hl t:l4 1 ;() s~=n unur1 w:f: 
Ht('lctSifodlPictlt:tl 3'1Civ~GCfll ~ ·q;~aw.f: 1 

English Translation 

The argument behind accepting one property to be the 
delimitor of counter-positiveness is this : 'where lies the counter
positiveness of absence and where does not' needs to be decided 
and for that it has to be accepted that there is some controller 
or regulator of the counter-positiveness. This regulator could be 
only that uncommon property in the counter-positive which 
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resides in all the counter-positives and does not reside anywhere 
else. The one which is the regulator or controller is (said to be) 
'the delimitor' and that which is regulated or controlled is (said 
to be) the delimited. To explain : [fa yuestion is asked,' where 
does the .counter-positiveness of the absence of pot (in pot) exist 
and where it does not' then the answer, certainly, will be, 
'wherever there is potness (or pothood) in all those cases 
exists the counter-positiveness of absence of pot (in pot) and it 
does not reside anywhere where there is no potness. Not even 
in one pot is it absent and hence, potness alone is the 
regulator of the existence/position of the counter-positiveness 
(in pot) of the absence of pot. And as the counter-positive
ness of the absence of pot is regulated by potness so the 
regulatorness itself is delimitorhood. Regulatedness is 
delimitedness. 

Thus, the resultant meaning (of all the discussion above) is : 
whatever appears as the qualifier in that which is a counter
positive, that uncommon property (alone) becomes the delimiter 
of the counter-positiveness in that (counter-positive). 

Note : This Text is well understandable only if we remember our 
discussion on the inherent and acquired properties residing in one and 

the same thing. Let us just refresh our memory and then go on to the 
next 'Text'. Inherent property of a thing is always present in the thing 
since its production to its destruction. Our author has talked about the 
same in the present 'Text' as an a-sadhtira~za- dharma i.e. an 
uncommon property of the thing. It is also nothing else but the qualifier 
of the thing or the property which qualifies it. An 'acquired property' 
is 'acquired' by a thing at a particular occasion or in a particular 
context. It leaves the thing when the occasion or the context is over. It 
is also common to many things and is not at all, in any sense an 

uncommon property. 

Now, this very fact is used by our system to regulate the locus of 
the common or contextual property residing in a particular thing, and 
the inherent property which is always present in the thing is given the 
task of regulating the position of the common acquired property which 
occasionally comes to reside in its own locus. Therefore the inherent 
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property is the regulator or avacclzedaka and the occasional property is 

regulated (by it) or avacchinna. 

Thus, if we wish to expand the simple expression, 't:R:fmq:' in 

navya-nyaya-language we will have the following steps : 

I. , t:RJ'l1fq: (natural Sanskrit expression) 

2. £1 c:SI fo lll !11 Cfl-31'11fq: 

3. EIC:f1 G(SSI fodl fll\"11 Cfl-31'11fq: 

4. EIC:\Cl1Clf"-0r1 ~ Slfodlfllct1Cfl-31'll1Cf: 

5. QC:,Cl1Clf"-0r1 EIC:RG<SSifodJfllctl ~-.a:r'l1fCf: I 

After this exercise, there is no doubt that we are talking about the 
absence of pot. 

The above expression, namely, glzafiibhiiva~l needs some more 
information to give one composite meaning to the hearer. That is 
regarding : (i) What is the locus of this ghafiibhiiva ? and (ii) What is 
the relation by which ghafa does not exist in that locus? 

If the statement is revised as,''~ {~<il•lwcHt'"l' tRJ '11ft-a' 
then all the information about the absence of pot is obtained and this 

may be put in the navya-nyaya language as follows : 

(i) ~ <4lll'l(l'"Clrfr1' c:rc:: '1' I 

(ii) 'lf\"f?i-31 i llifll Cfl--mirrr-t:fwfcn-m Sl fo dl I11Cfl .a:r'liTCl': 1 

(iii) 't{ct c?R C631 jdl !11 ctiCfl ~-l:h=rfcn-uc:f.:rco Sl fo <:llfll ol Cfl:_.a:r'l11c!: I 

(iv) '11"1Mf'"lco-''i1"1c?\""Cl1Clf"-0"'1 31j<ilfilo1Cfl1t<itrr-fiwlfClf"'0"1'-~-

EI ;:,q I Cl f"-~3r+SI fulllfi I 1"11 Cfl 31'111Cf: I 

(v) 'tfctMRG<S-'li:ctM\Cl IClfqH 31jt:iifllo1Cfl1f<itrr-fiflllfClft0"1'-~

EIG\Cl1Clfo0'"1 Slfctalfllol ~-31'111Cf: I 

Here, all information regarding the absence of pot has come 

together, It is the absence of pot only on the piece of ground hy the 
relation of contact is unambiguously stated here. Let us have a simple 

presentation of the same : 
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The points to be remembered in a nutshell regarding the property 

and the relation acting as the delimitors of the occasional properties in 
a thing are : 

(i) Delimitation is nothing but specification; preciseness ; accuracy. 

(ii) It is necessary to dis-ambiguate the statement. 

(iii) Ambiguity is there mainly in the cases of : (a) the common 
i.e. acquired I occasional/ contextual properties which come and go in 
a thing and also (b) the relations by which the thing is related to 

something else. This is so because both of these are common to many 
things i.e. exist in very many places. This fact may lead to 

misunderstanding in the hearer regarding an important sastric issue 
which may lead to non-understanding of the same. This is the most 
undesired thing in dialectics i.e. in special sastric discourses. 

(iv) The inherent property which is uncommon takes care of 
delimiting the common i.e. acquired property in its own locus. 

(v) The relation by which a thing is intended tq be related or not 
to be related with the other thing is the relation which delimits the 
common property in a thing. 

(vi) Let us remember the beautiful definition of delimitor: ~-;r

~-~ 3lCl"<'§<";Cfl("Cl'll .... .... 

(vii) Some inherent properties are :t:IGC'Cf, 1RC'Cr, ~, "9:f(fCfi('Cf 
etc. 

Somecommonpropertiesare:CfiTIURil, cnn:hn, Slfct<:~IRiiil 3lj<•ilfiliil 

etc. DO 
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3lm:rr~~"Q!i·fu~nil~ Slfd4lfira1mn-fa!{)Gtl4~lf1{ '"FCr "~' 
(m) "5lcqfuci4iCISif£1tlf.:t64~'1l (it64"14GCiiiA: )w:f: Sikt4lftioiCI'tiJG~ 
~~c:t~-1RT~~= Slfd41•nfd Sifdmfircch''~cfl~ ,~'"fCC' 

~ (~ + "FCr) R64'"'11 wf: (~"\i'''Tfu:) UG'IoSiffi41firort~r 3lccmGCfl 

lfut "Q!i ~~ Slfo4lfiiCII'acfl ~ "(1'St ("CI5ktltlf.:t64~"14Gftii~: 

~~:~~ SlfoUlfiiolt113tCI't:.JfGChfdl~ 3lCC'tiJGCfl("CI

Rt114Cfl("CI4l"\c:t4omftl F~"':nccmGCfl4G~cc SIUl•nq_ aicc'tiJGCfl~rSG 
~ Sl4l'ttlotl: ";{ ~ f::tt114Cfl~i&Glsitl; o~ 3tSig'diol~lt:l: ~I 

English Translation 

Or in a broad manner one should understand like this 
whichever word stands for a counter-positive, a suffix standing 
for ·abstraction such as tva or ttl should be added to it and thet 
whatever word is thus obtained - the property which is the 
_meaning of such a word is the delimitor of counter-positive. 

For example - as 'pot' is the counter-positive of absence of 
pot, the gha{a ('pot') stands for the counter-positive. When the 
suffix tva is added to it (such as : ghafa + tva= gha{atva) then 
the property which is obtained (as the meaning of this word) is 
the universal- potness or ghatatva and that is the delimitor of 
counter-positiveness in the pot. Similarly, the word riipa i.e. 
colour Stands for the counter-positive of the absence of rupa 
i.e. colour here when the suffix tva is added, the meaning we 
obtain fro:O the ·word (rupa + tva = rupatva) is the universal 
rapatva or colourness and the same (rapatva) is the delimitor 
of the counter-positiveness of the absence of colour. 

Even if delimitor and controller (or regulator) are one and the 
same, still, as the authors (of nyaya and navyanyaya) have used 
the word delimitor (avacchedaka) alone, the word delimitor only 
should be used (by everybody working on navya-nyaya) and the 
word regulator (or controller) should not be used along with the 
use of the word 'delimitor'. If it is so used, the fault of 'using a 
word not used (by the authorities)' will be committed. 
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Note : This 'Text' is in a way a special piece from our author. 
What he has tried to do in this one is : giving a 'formal principle' to 
find out what is the delimitor of a counter-positiveness (or actually of 

any occasional property, for that matter). He says, (in case of counter

positiveness) take the word which stands for counter-positive and add 

to it an abstract suffix like tva or Ui in Sanskrit (or 'ness' or 'hood' in 

English) and whatever word we get by doing so is the word which 

stands for delimitor. This is the easiest way (i.e. the shortest cut) to 

obtain a delimitor. One thinks that the matter cannot be made simpler 

than this. Still he has taken two examples to make it more 

understandable or should we say transperant. The first example is that 

of 'absence of pot'. Here 'pol' is the word which stands for the counter

positive when one 'ness' or 'hood' is added to it we get the word which 

stands for the delimitor of the counter-positiveness in the pot, namely, 

'potness' or 'pot hood'. One can easily explain the other example, 
namely, nlpiiblulva in the same manner. But our author has, even, 
explained that also vividly. 

Another important point that our author has made in the present 
'Text' is about the usage of the word delimitor (actually, he is talking 

about the word 'avacchedaka') He says, avacchedaka (the delimitor) is 

nothing other than niyamaka (regulator or controller) or vi.~e~·aka 

(specifier) but this explanation is made only for the sake of 
understanding. It does not mean that one (a modern author on navya

nyaya) is free to use any of these words to mean avacchedaka. Why? 
Just because the great authors of navya nyaya have never done so. If 
one (modern person working on navyanyftya) does so what will 
happen? Our author simply says, he will be committing a fault of 
'using a word not in use'! 

Dogma! These Indian philosophers are dogmatic! They believe 
more in the authority of word. One is apt to hear these comments from 
the modern (!) philosophers. But I look at it in a different way! It is 

just a matter of systematization. It is a principle of methodology. It is 
avoiding ambiguity by unnecessarily using the synonymous expressions. 
This is the greatest virtue in the field of Literary Art. It is a fault in a 
.Wstra. Aims and goals of both of these are different and hence the 
difference in methodology. DO 
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qf~a1aa ... Slft:i<:i1filaiN 3l~ f.t't<'INdl ~, 3lcmcT~ Sifodlfiidl<:il 
R't<\4Cfl: (f"1<:ii4Cfl:( ?) )I~ ~avJc;Cfldi-Sifrldlfiid4l (N~~
~sft:ol 3ia:c:Uc;ct~alf"''t<'1Ndl Slf('!Jlfiioi, SlfaJlfiiolf.t't<'INi'11 
~ ~G'Cfl"'(11 ~~ "ffCJ~l "t:n=rc:n~-;r c:ri1 ~lf'i'tlt"lif'li fl4al'lf
~tllafvl9"""1Uet"aiaf,.l9"""1Sift:i41filoif.t't<'I4Cfll S41:r<qyq: ~2f: 1 

English Translation 

Just as vrttitii (is described by adhikara~zatii) the counter
positiveness also is described by absence (and so) absence is 
the describer of the counter-positiveness. In the same manner 
avacchedakatii (delimitor-ness) and pratiyof?itii (counter
positiveness) also have mutual describer-and -described 
relationship. In other words, counter-positiveness is described by 
the delimitorness and delimitorness is described by the counter
positiveness. 

Thus, the statement, 'there is no pot by the relation of 
inherence means : this absence is the describer of the counter
positiveness which is delimited by potness and which is 
delimited by the relation of inherence. 

Note : The original text of NNBP is given in the bracket which 

we change to ·~: ' to make the same meaningful. There should 

not be any difficulty in understanding the present 'Text' as we have 
already discussed the points of the same earlier in different contexts. 
Let us only refresh our memory to make sure that we remember all 
those points. Before going to them let us mark the main point that our 
author has made here. It is about the relationship between absence and 
its counter-positiveness as well as the relationship between the 
delimitorhood and counter-positiveness. The relationship is.: describer

described-relationshiP 

Let us remember that vrttitii i.e. iidheyatii and also pratiyogiUI are 
contextual or occasional properties. They come to reside in a thing in 
a particular context or at a particular occasion. The context for 
pratiyogitti to come to reside in the pot is : 'absence of pot'. It is 
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because someone speaks about the 'absence of pot' somewhere that the 

pot becomes the counter-positive. of that absence (this in simple 

language means: if ghafa had been there, there would not have arisen 

the cognition of its absence. As ghafa is opposed to gha[iibhiiva, it is 

called counter-positive of its absence.) Obviously counter-positiveness 

comes to reside in pot in the context of its absence. In other words, it 

is because of the context of absence that the pot is named as or rather 

renamed as counter-positive. It can be said still in a different manner 

as absence describes the counter-positiveness in pot and vice-versa. Pot 

has its inherent property, namely, 'potness' which becomes the delimitor 

of counter-positiveness in pot. Now, it is because the counter

positiveness that 'potness' is renamed as delimitor. (Just because 

counter-positiveness is an occasional property it needs to be delimited 

and as potness delimits the same, it is the delimitor.) In other words, 

counter-positiveness and delimitorhood are mutually described. 

Let us rernember only one point to keep the whole discussion in 
mind and the point is : all contextual properties are pair-properties 

which come to reside in two related things when there is such an 

expectancy in some knower or the other. In other words, they are not 

saha-ja or inherent. Therefore, they always, being in pairs, describe 
each other. So111e of these pairs are : 

(2) 

(3) %wn-1:ra.~ (4) fumRIT-fqqf<:~cll; (5) '>IP1Jir1111 3"1:J>alrlcll; (6) 

3"1 c(r:.§c;Cfl\11-~ etc. etc. One can draw similar pictures for many 

such pairs just to fix the point in mind. One should note that the aiTOW of 

the relation of describer-and-described relationship is pointed both ways 
Which suggests the relation being mutual or reciprocal. 

DO 
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I TEXT- 321 
~ ~cq~ ~ ~l<frf.t ~I 1tmi ~lfuT: 

ctGcb:-.i§GCfifikHfTmTQ~ ~I -ow"ft"fuctlmmq: (tm'ql"C{T'ql"C{:) 

Slfctt:ilfil (t:R) ~:I "'([ffim'l1l'Cf: (1lC!mcrT'ql"C{T'q"f'q:) "'5f21ln'm"Cf

(t:R1'11l'Cf) ~ ~ ::rwnmcfflf (t:Rlmcfflf) t:R ~ ikffimmcn stt~ 
(t:RT'I1TCflmcn .rn ) $I fu t:i) • n 1 oft:l:i ~~ 3ltm $I fo m fi 1 ctr<=«rn 1 Cl"fm ~ 

Slfodl Plct Ill I ~c~-t-.i§G<fil wf: ikffimcq ICI("CI"'' (t:RT'q"f'qT<qTC!Tcnl) 1 
~ ~ 

~CI-c.0G<flfiCciH.m fCI*"qq I Q;Cit:I;:(;IGN Slfo'4lPI ~I 
~ ~ 

English Translation 

There are many counter-positives of one absence. And hence 
counter-positivenesses and the relations delimiting them are also 
many. To explain : The second absence (absence of absence of 
pot) is same as the counter-positive ; the third abse.nce (absence 
o( absence of the absence of pot) is same as the first absence 
(namely, absence of pot) and therefore, the counter-positive of 
the first absence (i.e. absence of pot) is pot as well as the 
second absence (i.e. absence of a absence of pot) also. In that 
resides one more counter-positiveness and its delimitor property 
is the second absence-hood (or the absence-hood of absence of 
pot) and the delimiting relation is svanlpa i.e. self-linking 

relation. 
One may think of different counter-positives as well in the 

same way. 
Note : The point is about the equivalence. 'Double negation is 

equal to affirmation or assertion' is the principle of negation. In 

symbolic logic it is represented asp= - - p. Only one point needs 
to be borne in mind is that 'p' stands for proposition. So, if we try to 

replace 'p' by a proposition like : 'it is raining' then the two equivalent 

propositions will be : 'It is raining' is equivalent to ·Jt is not the case 

that it is not raining.' 

Similarly, our author says, 'a pot' is equivalent to 'the absence of 

absence of pot.' Apparently, the two seem to be different but if we 
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think a little more the apparent difference disappears. Let us see: one 
may make a proposition : 'There is a pot'. An equivalent proposition to 
this will be : 'It is not the case that there is no pot' this may be 

rewritten as 'It is not the case that the pot is absent there.' Thus, pot d 
absence of absence of pot is understood in this manner. 

When this equivalence is accepted then what our author says 
stands correct. (But one should note that there is no unanimity 
regarding the issue. Those who do not agree with the 
equivalence have a point of difference that there cannot be 
equivalence betwe~o~ositive and a negative entity· just 
because the two are diagonally opposite to each other.) In such 
a situation a pot will be equivalent to (i) absence of absence of 
pot (ii) absence of absence of absence of absence of pot and so 
on! If one however takes logical steps it will i.e. should result 
into only two equivalences, namely, 

(i) Pot = absence of absence of pot 

(ii) absence of pot = absence of absence of absence of pot. 

What our author has in mind is : 

'tR:l''ilcff"qrq · = UGT''ifC'H"1fCfl'iiTCIT'mcf and so on and so forth. This 

is why he uses the terminology of first abluil'a. second abhiiva, third 
abhii1•a etc. 0 

He wants to point out that (if the equivalence is accepted then) in 
such a situation one absence will have more than one counter-positive. 
(Actually, as many equivalences will be there, so many counter
positives will be there) If so, then counter-positivenesses will also be 
many, delimitors will he also many and the delimiting relations will 
also be many. 

However, one nGed not be puzzled over this because the decision 
in the matter solely depends upon how speaker ~xpresses it and 
therefore, there should be only one 'counter-positive' at a time. Only 

0 
thing is. that one should be aware of the equivalence accepted by some 
in our system. :10 
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~~ atmcit sfQ uuu::pqHn:uucaqHm 'mlfu1 ·~ ~~ 
3ll~ IH•4 i :Qi ~ ~ m 3'1ch"54004 ~ 1:1: 11 u;u Ui qf~: I Cfi ff'l ~'1 f4 aro 
Cf\J(J)fq~lQ ~QJfq~lQ Cff~~ atmcit "'1'1'ft:o 1 11 cljJCt:jqf-{1:11:12TT 

~ 'ljjt>t:~("ci ~.I ~ ~ma: I~ fqt.:4Juiimcf: 1 

1=CnurtsRt ~men~ I 11: ~c:a•Uiqf-{1: 1 <:~m cra1 Cflf4tia1TJ: 

Cflfi:lti<il•iimcJ~ 3'16'4 Jcaqf-{1: 1 

English Translation 

Just like the positive entities absence also is of two types: 
that which pervades its locus fully and that which pervades its 
locus partially. The term vytipyavrtti means: that which resides 
in its locus pervading all parts of the locus or all time or all 
space. In other words, that which is not absent in any part of 
its locus or in a particular time or in a particular space is known 
as vyapyavrtti. For example, the universal human-hood in a 
human be in cr or absence of colour in tiktiS:a or absence of horns 

b . 

in hare. 
On the other hand, that is known as a-vytipyavrtti whose 

absence exists on or in its own locus. For example, on a tree, 
the contact of a monkey and the absence of the same both are 
a-vyiipya-vrtti (i.e. existent P<~.tially, not pervading the whole of 

the tree). 
Note : In the present 'Text' the concepts of vyilpya-vrtti and a

vyilpya-vrtti padartha have been mentioned. All padiirthas can be 
divided into two classes, namely' vyapya-vrrri and a-vyapya-vrtti. The 
names are sicrnificant. They themselves make their meanings obvious. 

b • . 

A vyapya-vrtti padiirtha IS an entity which exists in its locus by 
pervading the locus entirely. There is no space in the locus which is 
not c~vered by the located. Such a located is, for example, a universal. 
A universal pervades its whole locus. It is not the case that the 
universal, human-hood does not pervade some of the human beings 
(i.e. some of the loci of human-hood). It covers its locus in its entifcty. 
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A-vyclpya-vrtti padclrtha, on the other hand, is an entity which covers 

its locus only partially. For example, contact between two things covers 

only that portion of both the things where they are actually connected. 

Elsewhere in both of the connected entities, there is absence of contact. 

In other words, a-vylipya-vrtti padartha resides in its locus along with 

its own absence. Thus, if there is contact of monkey in the tree it is 

only in the branch where the monkey sits, everywhere else in the tree 

it is absence of contact of monkey. This is why our author says, the 

contact of monkey and also absence of contact both are a-vyapya-vrtti 
in the tree . 

. It is not difficult to understand that as positive entity is twofold 

as vyclpya-vrtti and a-vyapya-vrtti so also is its absence the negative 

entity. As contu.:::t resides in its locus along with its absence so also 

its absence resides in its locus along with its own absence (i.e. 

actually alongwith its own counter-positive).To say the same through 
a single picture : 

DO 

I TEXT- 341 
~&W:t:~qfit4GI~ qH"'ol<:~l:<fif!ffi!_ :ffiqrqft-c~t;Cfi: ~I qftc~t;Cfi 

~ 3'1cc-cJGCfiotl'"'tl c4ccl1;<:~H 11=f~~ m~ ~!(lfq~lq:, ~ 

"<fiiMfcc:tltl:, Eflfi:lia ~!iilfq:tltl ~ I -om '!iill€11£1i C{&l: CfiNtitil•fl, -;r 

~'~-qa) CfiNfi4l'IBI qfiio!<:~l: tflqrqft-c~Gctio£11~ 3tcc-c~Fc;ctirl 
ctiNfitil•rrmcm:r ~ ~ .... 3'1cc-c~Gcti'i_l 'a,qfijCfiiM ~ -;r ,-;m:rcrf<fi·~ 
~~-~·R::r;;r~,-;m~ ctfijol<:~i'i_ a,qfijCfiiM: 3'1cc-c~c;Cfi: I"~ 

c:rcn: "4'1TU fd<Sof.:a, -;r ~ ttm" ~ ~ 4ccctf~i'11£11: ·WT~: 
3'ICI-c~GCfi:, <rcfl~ qfiii11<:!i PIRSI~!(I: ~CI-c~GCfi: I 
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English Translation 

There (always) is a definer of the limit of existence of an 
a-vyapya~vrtti entity. The definer is called a delimitor here. It 
(the definer) is sometimes a particular part of the locus ; 
sometimes a particular time and sometimes a particular place. 
For example, in case of the statement, 'the tree is connected 
with the monkey in its branch and not in its root', the branch is 
the delimitor by defining the limit of the existence of contact of 
the monkey in the tree. The root, however, is the delimitor of 
the absence of contact of monkey (in the tree). 

But in case of the statement 'at the time of its production the 
flower is not fragrant but it is so afterwords', the time of 
production (of the flower)is the delimitor of the existence of the 
absence of smell or fragrance. 

In case of the statement, 'In the spring, yava-grains are found 
in the region· of Magadha but not in (the region ot) giri or 
mountain', Magadha region is the delimitor of the existence of 
yava- grains in the season of spring and the giri region is the 
delimitor of the existence of the absence of yava-grains. . 

Note : The next point to be remembered in connection with the a

vylipya-vrtti padiirtha is this that as the entity does not pervade its locus 

entirely, there must be something which will specify the area covered 

by the entity. Our author makes it clear that ~he specifier or definer of 
this :~rca is sometimes some part of the locus, sometimes it is time or 

sometimes some region. 

For explaining the three possibilities three examples have been 

taken : 

(i) l<IIGI~i -qar: q:;f4~~~-i·ll ';f ~~ 

(ii) ~,qfDCfliPJ ~ ';f llr~Cfi'!_ ~ ~.1 and 

(iii)~ 7::1C11: lilTU ~ ';f TI flrU1 

Let us take them one by one. 

The first example is that of the contact of a monkey with a tree. 

When a monkey sits on a branch of a tree its contact is only with the 
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branch on which it sits. Therefore, in the first example the branch of 
the tree becomes the specifier of the existence of the contact of 
monkey on the tree. So, it is the example of the first type of specifier, 
(of existence of an a-vyapyavrtti padtirtha,) namely, a part of the locus. 
'Tree' is the 'locus' of the non--locus-pervading entity, namely, 'contact' 
of the monkey and the 'branch' is the 'part' of the 'locus'. Let us 
remember that specifier is nothing but the delimitor, as our author 
reminds us. We may remember it also through the following : 

In the second example 'time' becomes the delimitor of the existence 
of absence of fragrance in the flower. It is only in the first moment of 
its production that fragrance is (logically) absent in a flower. Hence, 
the first moment specifies i.e. delimits the existence of absence in the 
flower. In the time which follows the flower is fragrant i.e. it is the 
locus of sweet fragrance afterwards (so long as it exists). 

To remember the same th(ng let us draw a picture : 

"3~;q f't!Cfi I M 
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Thus, the utpattikiila specifies and hence becomes the delimiter of 

the existence of the absence of fragrance whereas taduttarakiila 
specifies and hence becomes the delimiter of the existence of fragrance 

in the flower. 

The third and the last el(.ample is : yava-grains exist in Magdha 

region in the spring season a~d the same do not exist in the giri region 

in the same spring season. Thus, here, time, namely, the spring-season 

is the common locus of both existence and non-existence of yava

grains. Both of these are specified-delimited by two different regious, 
namely, Magadhadesa as well as giripradesa. Let us draw a picture : 

If we try to understand the similar.ity and dissimilarity between the 

second and third examples the following points may be noted. In the second 

example, flower is the common locus of both fragrance and absence of 

fragrance. How is it possible? It is possible only because d~4f-t~Cflil'? and 

cl~fHCflle? delimit the existence of both 71-'UT'l.ITCf andllr~ respectively. In 

the third example, on the other hand~-~ is the common locus of 

both yaV{I-grains and their absence. How is it possible? It is so because the 

reoions such as llll~ and fii(ISI~!(I specify or delimit the existence of 
b 

both vava and its absence respectively. Thus, a maxim accepted in our 

syste~. namely, ·~ qm ~= 3Jq-,._§c;Cfl: ~ crffi ~: ~:' 
is well understood and explained. when space is the locus of something. its 

located ness is delimited by Time and when Time is the locus of something, 

its locatedness is delimited by space. 

CJD 
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lTEXT- 351 
3'1c:al'<::ictfili11<::11 316h=-0~CflCIIilCfl4~ ~= ~ ~~ "'<::lw ~am 

~a.l: CflN:Ai!:i1•n ";{ ~' ~ -m:Wt: 1 

-31cc:n~<::IC{fu~:nC~: ~1f1nn=rr-trf&<fi\U11 'lfCifu 1 "'<::1~1 C{ a:l 
'Cfl f4 :A i!:ll ~ 11 cqrq: , -q ~ Cfl fCI :A \!Oil~ 1 : Cfl 1\ah:il ~ 11 ·mcna 3'l'ft:a 1 

c<::IIC<::IC{filfg Slfoi!:llfilc:af~:, "'<::IW --~~mcf: I ~ 

~'q'(q Q?lffi1, ";{ -g *'qfiifetl 

English Translation 

Generally the word denoting delimiter of the existence which 
is partial (non-locus-pervading), is in locative. For example, 'the 
tree is connected with a monkey in the top and not in the root -
- this is the (proper) usage. 

Absence of partial existence is (always) in the same locus 
which is the locus of the counter-positive. e.g. 'there is absence 
of contact of monkey in the tree', in this case there is contact 
and absence of contact in the tree. 

Absence of total existence is (always) in a different locus 
than the locus of the counter-positive. e.g. 'there is absence of 
colour in tikasa. In akasa the absence of colour alone exists, 
there is no colour in akasa. 

Note : After explaining the m•yapyavrtti-padlirtlw clearly, :>ur 
author talked about the different dclimitors of the existence of an 

avylipya-vrtti entity. It could be positive entity or it could be negative 
one. When one Ionks at the descriptive definition of an a-vyapya- Vrtti

padlirtha, namly, 'an entity which resides in its locus along with its 
absence,' it becomes evident that both, 'the entity' and also 'its 

absence' ·share the locus. In other words, both pervade their locus only 
partially. Thus, it is clear that a positive entity (blzdm-padtirtha) as well 
as a negative entity (a-b/ulva-padtirtha) both can be a-vylipya-vrtti. 

The example, our author has been discussing is that of the contact and 
its absence. Here, he wants to point to the fact that generally, the word 
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denoting delimiter of the exi::;tence of a partially existent entity takes a 

locative case. The same example· of contact he states : 'Agre' vrk,w(z 
kapismi1yog/ na 'mz7le'.The statement says : The tree is possessor 

of contact of a monkey in the 'branch' (literally the 'top') and not 
in the 'root' (literally the 'bottom'). 'Agra'and 'milia' are the parts of 

the tree which are delimiters of the existence of contact and its 

absence, respectively. One can see that both the words, denoting 'top' 

and 'bottom' namely, 'agra' and 'm(i/a' are in locative case (agre and 
mille). 

The rule is a general one. It is the style of our author that after 

explaining the concept thoroughly, he points to the 'linguistic 

presentation' of that concept to help us recognise the same. 

The next point mentioned in the present Text is the basic difference 
between 'partially existent' absence and 'fully existent' absence. 

Actually we have already grasped the point from the detailed 

discussion, so far, regarding the same. But, perhaps, he wants us to 
remember two terms which occur in this context quite frequently. 
They are : 'Pratiyogisamtlnadhikara(w' and 'pratiyogi-vyadlzikara!Ja. 
The first term means: 'collocated with the counterpositive' (in the same 

locus) and the second term means 'not-collocated with the 

counterpositive'. Absence which does not pervade the whole of its locus 
stays in the locus with its counterpositive whereas absence which 

pervades the whole of its locus does not stay in the locus along with 
its counter-positive. The examples taken up are : 

(i) absence of contact of a monkey in a tree and 

(ii) absence of colour in the eather. 

In the first case absence of contact of a monkey stays in the tree 

along with the contact of monkey (i.e. its counter-positive). In the 

second case the absence of colour does not exist in the eather anywhere 
along with colour (i.e. its counter-positive). 

DO 
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I TEXT- 361 
at'Q1CI9 ~otffifctU: I ~mcr:-m:mfmcl!HI HIGif'"4 (HR:CH<IQHI, 

~. 3l~:) ""11lt (fifmp=r~-;m sft:a 1 ~ ~~ ~ Slfn<:~1•4-

:!4'1f1H·h~: ~ I ~m '~ -;n:' ~ '1<~-=G<Jrht4 ~ I 
HIGk'"4'H'"CS4PWnmcf: (~:) ~mcl:l ~at~ Slfrl<:ililittl 

HIGk'"4'H~poU'1iatf-60'"'11 1=1: ~mel: lfo I ~m- '"'EI'i\"'1"4G'lfol 

tffi!H~'i•WSII41"1 - ~~' C11Gk'"4<H'"CS4ptnafm"1- SIRt4tf11CII 
"' 

- f.:t'l<\4Cfii"''i6tl:'6t"'i 3H:ilp41'i"'l6tt'6t"'i' ~ ~atUT 44'afud cqqfn I 
"' "' 

;:)iP<:IlP<:IImcf ~~:I 

~ma'fcq;:;:[: ;atmq: -m:mfmcr: I ""t;m at~tR"4'ST Slfu4tfllq~ 

31:!dlfliq~ -;;:nrw:n cqqfu, ror ~mer:~~ ~m- '"'Ei'Gl·""t"QG' 

~· 
-ml ~: SlfCI<:~lfliq~ -SJ2m1, a;t:!<:llflJq~ TX ~ cqqfu, rol ""t;m 

~mcJ:~ 1~m-'~trit~'1 

English Translation 

Absence is of two types : Mutual absence and relational 
absence. There is a relation called identity (being of the same 
form; unity; non-difference). By that relation, counter-relatum 
and the base-relatum of a relation are one and the same-:· For 
example -- 'a handsome man', here the unity of the handsome 
and man is understood. Absence by identity relation is mutual 
absence. When counter-positiveness of an absence is delimited 
by the relation of identity, it is a mutual absence. For instance 
-- pot is not cloth. In navya-nyaya language the resultant 
definition of mutual absence is : the absence, which is the 
describer of the counter-positiveness delimited by the relation of 
identity. Mutual absence only is (known as) difference. 

Absence, different from mutual absence is 'relational 
absence' - When a negative particle i.e. nafi denotes absence, it 
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is mutual one if both the words denoting a pratiyogin and 
an anuyogin are in nominative case. For example -- pot is not 
cloth. 

But when the word denoting the counter-positive of absence 
is in nominative and the word denoting base-relatum is in 
locative the nafi stands for relational absence, e.g. There is no 
pot on the ground. 

Note : We have discussed before (vide Text no. above) that our 

system accepts that negative particle stands for (i) mutual absence and 
(ii) relational absence. (grammarians accept six meanings of a negative 
particle but navya-nyii.ya accepts only two.) 

Let us remember that any negative statement is basically a denial 
of relation between some two things. On the basis of this fact, because 

relations are divided into identity and non-identity (i.e. difference) 
negative statements are either the denials of identity - relation or the·J 
are denials of relation of difference. 

Mutual absence is the denial of identity relation .. We know that the: 
relation which is denied is the relation that delimits the counter

positiveness. Thus, if identity is denied, the same is the counter

positiveness delimiting relation and hence this absence is described as, 

'the absence, counter-positiveness of which is delimited by identity
relation'. This is mutual absence. When any other relation is denied it 

is a case of relational absence. Our author, as usual, has pointed out 
the formal criterion to understand the type of absence just from the 
linguistic expression. He says if both the words, denoting the counter
positive and the base-relatum are in nominative, it is a case of mutual 

absence. But if the word denoting counter-positive is in nominative and 

the word denoting the base-relatum is in the locative case then it is a 
case of relational absence. 

DO 
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I TEXT. 371 
~~ $G4311Cimm- ~;::Jt;::ufot"''"t.at;::Jt;::u:t=a 3l'ma: ( HIGkRil'ma: 

"' "' ~~ftn:ncrq) 3HilPUi'mCJ: I fit~•f~a Slfrl4lPI"t: ~m:ll3t:J4lPIR 
3l'mCJ:~'qfq: I~~~ S1R'i4l•a:J4lP1'1l: E1242JI: 4(f4("l 

at~'mCJ: ( ~: )~ l"'fiw1hr~~1! S1RIJI•a:J4lP1·1'i:'EI'Z~: 
~m ... ~t11frl q<:fcct~•~ "SRftftl: 1 ~ Slfrl41•a:Jtilf1•'11(~sfQ 'm 
'Uit ~· lftr ~"41CCSI"!fa:l 

English Translation 

In a broad manner this should be remembered : when one 
thing is absent as another thing (i.e. when there is absence of 
identity i.e. when there is difference) it is called mutual absence 
and when the relation i.e. the connection of pratiyogin is absent 
in the anuyogin it is called relational absence. In the case of 
mutual absence it is understood that there is an absence of 
identity between the pratiyogin and anuyogin (e.g.) between the 
pot and the cloth. But in the case of relational absence, however,· 
the resultant cognition is that there is no relation between the 
pratiyogin and anuyogin (e.g.) a pot and the piece of ground. 
This is the reason why there arises the cognition of relational 
absence from the sentence 'there is no pot on or in the pot', 
even if both the pratiyogin and anuyogin are identical. 

Note : We have already discussed the two abhiivas namely, 
anyonyiibhava and smilsargiibluiva. Here, our author wants to point to 
the formal criterion to distinguish between the two. If this criterion is 
known, it will be easy to grasp which absence is it when the statement 
is. read qr heard. Let us remember that absence always has a counter
positive and. it has a locus or base-relatum. So, any statement regarding 
absence necessarily contains a word denoting a pratiyogi11 and also a 

word denoting an anuyogi11. Our author says, if both these words are 
in nominative case then it is a case of mutual absence whereas if one 
of them (denoting a Pratiyogi11) is in nominative and the other 
(denoting an alluyogin) is in locative case then it is a case of relational 
absence. 
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The main point to be remembered in this connection is this : mutual 
absence is nothing but difference. To explain : when one says, 'x' is 
not 'y' what one wants to convey ultimately is : 'x' is different from 
'y'. Everything is different from everything else. Everything is one and 

hence unique. Therefore mutual-absence-statement is virtually a 
statement of difference. This is why the Sanskrit name, 'anyonyiibluiva'. 

The statements that we made above may be restated as 'everything' in 
the universe is identical with 'itself'. It is not identical with anything 
else. Therefore the statement of mutual absence, our author points out 

always has two words in nominative case and one negative particle. 
Thus, mutual-absence-statement 'denies the relation of identity. Thus, 

when a statement says 'x' is not 'y', what is denied is the identity 

between 'x' and 'y'. So, if we try to analyse the implications behind this 
statement we may say that there are at least three statements hidden in 
this one. They are : 

(i) 'x' is identical with 'x' 

(ii) 'y' is identical with 'y' and 

(iii) 'x' is not identical with 'y'. 

In all these statements talking about identity relation, we observe 

that both 'x' and 'y' are in nominative case. This exactly is the point to 
be remembered, our author says. 

On the other hand, when this agreement in the cases is not seen, 
rather 'x' is in nominative case and 'y' is in the locative case, then it is 
a case of relational absence. This needs to be remembered through an 
expression where apparently both the words representing 'x' and 'y' are 
one and the same. e.g. ghafe ghafah na .. Even this is a case of relational 
absence 'and not of mutual absence. Thus, what one should look for is 
the agreement of cases or disagreement of the same. If both are in 

nominative case such as, 'ghafa~t pafa~t na', it, certainly is a case of 
mutual absence. 8ut, even if we have the same word for 'x' and 'y' , 

and there is no case-agreement such as ghafe ghafa~t na, then , it is a 
case of relational absence, no doubt. 

One feels that out author always tries to give us the formal criterion 
or criteria, so that the point becomes apparent at the expression level 

itself. DO 
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!TEXT- 381 
Slfo4lPiolao .... 3'la-c.GG&ictl m~-~-"fuU<:rffi-'t!m-Cfli<Oidi

SI&i I (cl1G4l sfQ ~: -mQ a.tum: ~tGiful Ch '1fT.t'i£1 ~U"'i 

3'1ah-0"11 ~ 1 arn "C{fuot-Sirnmfllalf~ ~fmfta~: ~ 

~\'IIC1-1lltl I~ fCfit:t .. <'ll 'dGh';<OIIR Glth:uf"' I 

English Translation 

Just like the counter-positiveness (pratiyogita), the Sadhyatii, 
karyata, vidheyatii, hetuta, kara~wta, prakaratti etc. all the 
dependent properties (i.e., pair-properties or contextual 
properties) among the properties are delimited by some property 
and by some relation. Here, one should oneself understand the 
reasoning just like in the case of the state of being or counter
positiveness etc. Here, how many examples should I show? 

Note : For elaborate discussion on this point please refer to the note 
on the Text no. 29 above. This only is required to refresh our memory. 

We have already grasped the point. 

DO 

3'ia-c..JG(h fCI~lt.4Uf\~: Utf: ."iJ'ICI-c.GGCfidlt:ti 3'1CI-c.GGct;'l ~ I 

3'ia-c.-& GCh fe~ ~1 t.4 of\~: Uti:~ ~U"'ifo'60'ftnn:p:~,r;.u: 3'1a-c.GG4icll

a-c.i§GCflfls:a .. m ~ 1 -a2fl '~ ~~ ~ GfUsf.l Slfo4lf11f"i 

fe~~lqoiHt:tl"31ffi:~'GU"Sl Giilsmt Slfo4lPidlt:tl3'1a-c.GG4i: I GUS~~ 

{~4"l•lf!s:a .. fr;r~ Gos•lcll Slfo4lPicliCI-c.GG&ictl «4l'lfl&:a·Uiah.0"""tl 

~~~~ fa!(tqoH'It:tl "3"4ft:~ Gos•lcllt:tl: Slfo4lPidiCI-c.oJGCficllt:tl 

3'4€1-c.GG<fi GO:SrCI'{ I~~~ fi4CIIt:t«a:a .. U"'i fo6d<1lfo GOsrCI'Icll 

aiCI-c.GGCflcll «4CIIlt-~Uiaf-c.0 .. '11 I ~'a "fuil:ritt fCI~t.4Uiclltl ~ 

~ ~ GIJsra•lol 3ia-.:.GG&iclla-c.GG4icll f"i<af-.:.0 .. '11 1 '"ffil~ '~ 
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-;:nfi:o'~ ~41f(O!Cfi\llt:4141¥Hiq~: {1qciiQt'l~ .. ~laf1:.3 .. +~

~-3ia'iJGCfiHI f~(<';NH-~-~~ iaf~'"'1-GOsR6d ~avJGctiH 1-

f~(<';NH- fiJl•m~ .. ~:uai%3'"'1-GNsRt>o-SikidH1rHIR(<';4Cfi: :atma: I 

English Translation 

The property which is the qualifier of the delimitor becomes 
the delimitor of the delimitorhood. The relation by which the 
qualifier to the delimitor exists is the delimiting relation of the 
delimitorhood. For instance, in the case of (the sentence) 'there 
is no man with a staff', the staff which is present in 'the man 
with a staff' i.e. the counter-positive, as the qualifier, is the 
delimitor of the counter-positiveness in the 'man with a staff' 
and the staff resides in 'the man with a staff' l"ly the relation of 
contact, therefore, the delimitorhood of the counter-positiveness 
in the staff is delimited by the relation of contact. In the staff is 
present the staftbood as its qualifier (and) therefore, the 
delimitor of the delimitorhood of the counter-positiveness in the 
staff is the staffuood. The staffuood resides in the staff by the 
relation of inherence, therefore the delimitorhood in the , 
staftbood is delimited by the relation of inherence. And (finally) 
in the staftbood nothing appears as the qualifier (vide : note on 
the Text no. 6) therefore, the delimitor-hood of the delimitor
hood in the staff-hood remains un-delimited. Thus, the meaning 
of (the ·sentence) 'there is no man with a staff' in the logical 
language (i.e. in the navya-nyaya language) is: (It is) an absence 
which describes the counter-positiveness in 'the man with a 
staff' (which is) delimited by the relation of contact (which is) 
described by the delimitorhood in the staff (which is) delimited 
by the· relation of contact (which is ) described by the delimitor~ 
hood in the staff-hood (which is) delimited by the relation of 
inherence. 

Note : Our author wants to make it clear that delimitor-hood also 

is an acquired property and hence needs to be delimited. What should 

be the delimitor of the delimitor-hood? This question is answered in 

just the same manner as the question regarding the delimitor of any 
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acquired property is answered. Therefore, whatever is the qualifier of 

the delimitor is the delimiter of the delimiter-hood in the delimiter. 

Thus, the question regarding the delimiting property of the delimiter

hood is answered but there is also another qu.estion regarding the 

relation which should delimit the delimiter-hood in the delimiter. The 

author says, it is 'the relation by which the qualifier of the delimiter 

resides' which delimits the delimiter-hood in the delimiter. To explain 

the same through an example, our author has taken up an expression 

'dwuf/niisti' : There is no man with a stick. Actually, we should add 
one locus to the absence to complete the expression. We may say, 

'there is no man with a stick in the house'. In Sanskrit, 'grhe da~1ql 
nasti'. Let us first draw the picture to understand visually what our 
author explains in words : 

The picture should be read from the bottom. There is no~ in 

the TfQ. Therefore ·~· is the counter-positive of the absence. He 

is not in the house by the relation of contact. So the counter

positiveness in ~ is delimited by both : (i) 'zys' which is 

the qualifier of~ and (ii) "Wifrr which is the relation by which 

·~· is not in the house. Thus, ·~' has become the delimiter 

of the counter-positiveness and hence now possesses delimiter- hood. 
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This is delimited by both: (i) ~ which is a qualifier of C:US 

and is obtained by adding one 'c=q' to the delimitor ·~' and (ii) 

"Wfr-rwhich is the relation by which C::US resides in·~·. Now, 

~ resides in -zys by the relation of inherence, therefore, the 

relation of inherence is the delimitor of the delimitor-hood of the 

delimitor-hood residing in ~ . There is only delimiting relation, 

namely, ~, as mentioned above so far as the delimitor-hood in 

··~' is concerned but there is no property which is a qualifier 

of ·~' as ~ is not expressed in words, and therefore, 

the delimitor-hood in ·~' is not delimited by any property, so 

it is called 'un-delimited'. 

We have added ''I%' GO' the expression just to complete the sense of 

the same by providing one anuyogin to the absence. Thus, in '1.~ 

is 3lj<ilflliil which is delimited by '1J:~'. ~ does not exist in 

the house by the relation of contact (:~'"1:TTTf) and so ''B"1:TTTf' is the 
delimiting relation to !:lf.:niifiliil in~ .. We, already, have discussed 

these points and hence we need not elaborate more on the issue. We only 

should remember that the relet ion between 3T'l11cf and "51'ftr<iffi'rm; 
~'flrm and ::rfu'drflRT -~c::<flcl'T; "SlftnitflRT -31 Cl '<:.0 ~ and 
Slf<'l·=l'lflliil .jjqc;ge;Cfldl-::l'\c(o::.0e;Cfliil is ~-~-''fTC~' as all these are 

pair-properties and hence describe each other. This is so shown in our 

picture of 'lJ.'% ·e;uit -::rrft.:o 'I Once we grasp the picture, the meaning of 

the sentence in nyaya-language given by our author is not at all difficult 

to understand. 

DO 

I TEXT- 401 
-iR~~<rnm~ ,«<<~ ,t:rOfu~ ,<it~:, UHCflHOit:l, 

..... ..... ..... ~~ ..... "" 
7l~"'51'Cfilit 'ltcrftn:n:n::wU: ~-m~-'Cfllc:fm-fu~-t!m-Cfl HOIHI-

SICfiHHI"1it:ICI"'0e:Cfll ~I~~~~~~~ fa!(lcsaHUCI 

~= ,m=lrwq;m";{~-a)gc:ffi~ ~ -3tfuCfl~u•H• 31:tmlliHI
fct~1caHT 1:1~: -mQa:tU'llf: ";{ ~ ~~ 31ctfi:u::•u:, ~ 

~if 3f6lf"'0··"il ~ I 
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English Translation 

The relation by which something is established, something 
is done, something is prescribed (asserted), something is 
a probans, something is a cau_se-and~mething is a qualifier 
the same (relation) i~imitor of the stidhyatti, ktiryatti, 
vidheyatti, lzetutCkarm;atti or prakiiratti in the resp~ctive 
cases. 

I 
In the case of (the expression) 'a handsome-man' the man 

is grasped only as a q~alificand, his relation with anything 
else (literally anywhere) is not understood and so the 
relative properties in the qualificand (dharmin) such as 
adhikara~wta, anuyogitti, viSe~yatti, pak~atti etc. are not 
delimited by any relation, they are related only by (the 
respective) property. 

Note : This Text may be remembered as a mantra of navya-nyaya 
if one wishes to grasp the technique of navya-nyaya in a nutshell. Our 
author has made it precise here. Another important poirit may be noted 
that navya-nyaya wants to stick to the expression, which, as it were, 

pictures the reality. If the expression does not reveal any relation of the 

qualificand with anything then one need not th!nk about it at all while 

understanding the expression. Thus, the relationship of expression with 
reality is 1: I. Noting more noting less. This is the contribution of 
particularly· purva-mlmanisa and navya-nyaya. 

Thus, our author explains that if the expression is just, 'a handsome 
man', then whatever 'acquired' or 'occasional' or 'contextual' properties 
will be located in the 'man', the qualificand, will be delimited only by 
the inherent property in the qualificand. And no relation comes in the 

picture as it is not in the expression. Another beautiful name for the 

'acquired property' is used by our author· in this 'Text'. It is : 

t-ntr~w:f . It is a relative property i.e. a property which is necessarily 

related with something else and hence is expectant of that something 
(to which it is necessarily connected). 

DO 
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m &lf: m~ fe~!(ttliOictlll ~, "'fJ Ulf: mtli(11Cf\"114Ch:.JGCfl) 

<qqfu I<:~W '~ qf(111411_, ~~ $t'll$11j)l41~ ~ "'Q~ qif;{ ~ 
~: titil•mkH)~ m~ ~ <:~2ffifil!i ~ -cra;lctlq-.:.JGCfl9_, ~ 

~-3'iq-.:.J~Cfl~, ~ mtllctiq-.:.J~Cfl"l "fi"l~Trr~ mtll(iiq-.:.JGCfl: 

~u= ~-miTTT-~m<fiO~ ~1ct,q-.:.&Gct1 ~msftr~ 

~· 
English Translation 

Whichever property appears as a qualifier in the stidhya etc. 
the same (property) is the delimitor of the stidhyatti etc. For 
instance, in the case of the inference, 'the mountain has fire, 

because it has smoke', in the 'subject' (11 &1), namely, the 

mountain the fire is established on the basis of smoke by the 
relation of contact, therefore, respectively, the mountain-hood is 
the delimitor of the subject-hood, smoke-ness is the delimitor of 
the reason-hood, fire-ness is the delimitor of the slidhyatti and 
contact is the delimiting relation of the stidhyatli, reason also is 
taken to be by the relation of contact, hence, the delimiting 
relation of the reasonness also is contact. 

Note : This 'Text' is the second half of the 'mantra' to be 
remembered. If these two 'Texts' are learnt by heart, one has 
mastered the key to the navya-nyaya language. We, by now, have 
mastered the same and hence we may not elaborate on the point. Let 

us only remember the malltra through a simple picture; which shows 

that in any qualificand when a relative property comes to reside in a 

particular context, the qualifier (i.e. the inherent property) of the 

qualificand delimits the same (relative property) and the relation by 

which the qualificand resides in its locus delimits the same relative 

property in the qualificand. This is how the statement regarding the 

'relative'/ ·~ontextual'/ 'acquired' 1 'occasional' property is made precise 

(specific). 
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fcnll quA 

~Ulf 1 ~&lwfj 

I / 

~I 
I 

[ wq.:~ I I 

This should be remembered as the basic picture of the 
technique of our system, which will help understand any navya-

nyaya-statement containing the terms 31Cl·q)t;Cfl and 31Clf-c0""1 . 

The beginning point of the double-lined arrow is the 3'1Cl-c0e;Cfl 

(delimitor) and where the arrow is pointed is the 31Clf-c0"i (i.e. 
delimited). 

DO 

I TEXT- 421 -11 ·i ttJ11 VI IT 0 ,, 
; 

<:B~mt:ai'11C4-.::.i§c;Cfl1 &lf: ~= -rormt:aOT-31ch:.oJc;<fi 3fch:.i§c;ct~1 sfQ 

-3lft:o 1 "C:IW - 'S!li119;<N .m:t Cfo&: qft:t>:afo I 4jt>llo:-6lli1 ... ,' I $~:!41~ mui 
mt(:fq I 4<ukC4~ mt:ai'11C4-.::.i§c;<fi4 1 "4"'{1JT~ S!:tm-"SfS!:tm-fCI<l4o:-C4<(<'144 I . 

"' "' ..... 

"4{ul<:"ci fi€1Usl"QTIU: Ul=f: I "00~1 "''{Ok6lo:-J-:t ri"UT 4<0io:-6l4SI 

fct:tlqofl~ 4<ukC4o:-ci mt:a01-3f6l-.:;.0c;Cfli'11-316l-.::.i§c;Cfl'""!._i IJ:C4"'1Pl!C:N 

if<m I ..... 

English Translation 

Where the property (which delimits) delimiting siidhyatii is 
with parts, there one has the delimitor of the delimitor-hood of 
slidhyatti also. For example, in the case of the inference, 'even 
if hundred-year-old, the old man will die, because he is a 
human -being,' 'death' is the sddlzya and death-hood is the 
delimitor of sridhyatii. Death is (nothing but) stoppage of 
inhaling and exhaling of the breath; therefore, the property 
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death-hood has parts. And thus, death-hood is the qualifier here 
in the form of death-hood-ness (the state of being death-hood in 
good English) and so the delimitor of the delimitorhood in 
siidhyatii is death-hood-ness. One should think of the same 
elsewhere (in the similar cases). 

Note : Here, the point is only this : if the delimiting property (i.e. 
the inherent property of a thing) is with parts then one has to go a 
step further in the context of the delimitor. This is because _the 
delimiting property is divisible. The example makes the point clear: 
The example is that of an inference. The object of inference is death 
(of an old man) and the ground for this is human-hood. All humans are 
mortal therefore, the old man (even if he is a hundred years old) will 
die (one day). 

Our author explains as ·~~' is the 'mt.<:r', 4 'lOic'Cl is the 
delimitor of the relative property 'mt.c:rm '. But "l1'(UT can be defined 
as 'the stopping of breath' and so it is a divisible property. 

OD 

I TEXT- 431 
~ctliUGcn4cff4 ~ fc:c!(ittuif"''ROI~: 1 3ic:tfi$0""'14GfU -:q fc:tfitl62"t, 

.an.sm:r ~msfQ ~ I 1 3'1c:tiJGcnt"ct"''iSluii .. C44:'.~ aictliUGcn

t"ct4G't"'4 fu!(i•:cokc:t"''~: 1 'c:tf@t"ctictfli0 .. '1<t=4 ~ cn<t=41N' ~ 
'c:tf{Sit"c:tr~~w--an~~~ 

English Translation 

Some times the word avacchedaka stands for a 'qualifier'. 
The word avacchinna sometimes denotes the meaning of 
'qualified' or the locus also. In the case of the expression, 
'avacchedaka-miitre~ta anvayafJ', the word avacchedakatva 
means qualifiemess. In the case of the sentence, 'vahnitviivacchi
nnasya yasya kasyiipi, the meaning understood is : of the locus 
of fire. 

Note : So far, we have discussed the significance of the terms 
~and 3lClf.,g"'"f in quite a clear manner. In the present 'Text' our 
author has shown at least two cases where the term 'avacchedaka' is 
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not i.e. may not be used in the sense of 'delimitor' but in these and 
such expression the term stands for just (i) a qualifier or (ii) a locus. 

For instance, if there is an expression, avacch edakatvamiitre~w 

anvaya~z it simply means, 'it should be construed only as a qualifier', 
and if there is an expression, 'vahnitviivacchinnasya yasya kasyiipi' , 
it means, 'of any locus of fire'. Thus, in the former example the 
word avacchedaka stands for the qualifier only. (One can think of the 
reason why it is so. Our author has many a time made it clear that a 
'qualifier property' of a thing which is the thing's inherent property 
acts as an avacchedaka or delimitor of an occasional property. Now, 

as an avacchedaka is always a qualifier, the word is sometimes ~sed 
in the sense of 'qualifier'. This may be called an extension of 
'meaning' originally, the term means, 'delimitor', but as 'delimitor' is 
always a 'qualifier', the term is sometimes used in the sense of 
'qualifier'.) 

'In the latter the term avacchinna stands for iisraya or locus' says 
our author. It has its connection with the former. If the term avacc
hedaka stands for a qualifier, naturally, the term avacchinna will 
stand for 'qualified'. When our author says, 'it stands for 'the locus' 
What he ac_tually means is 'qualified'. As 'qualified' is always 'the 
locus' of 'the qualifier' he has said that the term avacchinna stands 
for the (iisraya) locus. Let us take, for example, an expression, ' 
vahnitviivacchinnasya yasya kasyiipi'. This expression includes 
the word avacchinna which simply means 'visi~fa' , 'qualified' and 
therefore, 'locus'. Locus of vahnitva i.e. any case of fire (vahni). 

Thus, to conclude, one must remember that it is not the case that in 
'each and every' case of the usage of the terms avacchedaka' and 
'avacchinna' they stand for 'delimitor' and 'delimited' respectively. 
1'hey sometimes do stand for 'a qualifier' and a 'qualified' i.e. 'locus'. 
In this sense when the terms are used the picture to represent the 
expression will be : 

DO 
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"$A ~Wt -- f.ifcfct~("Qfli efctCfi("Qcfi "'a' 1 '"R: I -;rrfi:n '~:I 
' 

~-fal(i~ol'qlq: I fal(iG£~fa~~ollll:~mcn~oq_ f.lfcf4i("t(Cfl'!_ 
I f.lfJCfi("Qif\ ~-m ~ Ulf~: 42t"a42JI: QH4{'!_ ~H1~62Ul: 

(-qc;-~ $~1Cf1Wb) m;i (-srcnm:) cqqful ";( ~ nc:tl: ~~ 
~I ~-~-{1f.o'1Cfl£f "{::'ftf ~14"114111~ ~af f.lfcfCfi("Q&i 
cqqft:r I 

English Translation 
cognition is of two types : 'qualified cognition' and 'non

qualified cognition'. (The prefix) ni/;l (stands for) 'not' vikalpa 
i.e. (where there is no) qualifier-qualified- relationship, is 
called the nirvikalpaka (cognition). Ip nirvikalpaka cognition, 
only the property, its locus e.g. clothness and cloth which are 
not connected with each-other appear. But their relation does not 
appear. Thus, when the object and sense-organ-contact takes 
place, the first perceptual cognition (that comes into being) is 
nirvikalpaka. It may be presented as : 

I clothness I 
I ·cloth I 

Note : In the present Text our author has referred to the process of 
perceptual cognition i.e. the way-perceptual cognition is produced. He 
divides perceptual cognition into two : nir-vikalpaka and sa-vikalpaka, 

and explains the meanings of these clearly: 'Vikalpa' here stands for 
'the relationship between the qualifier and the qualified'. Once the 
meaning of vikalpa is clear, it is easy to grasp what nir-vikalpaka and 
sa-vikalpaka mean. Nir-vikalpaka is that cognition where the 
relationship between the qualifier and the qualified does not appear (is 
not revealed) and the term sa-vika/paka stands for the cognition where 
the relationship between the qualifier and the qualified (also) appears 
(and the cognitinn can be verbalised in clear terms, such as Pa{a~l 

(cloth). 
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To get the point more clearly, let us look into the process of 
perceptual cognition in our system. (The beginning point on this 
discussion is the Nyiiya-siitra 1.1.4. One may look into the Bha!?ya of 
Vatsyayana on the siitra for vivid discussion on the issue.) Perceptual 
cognition is basically produced out of the contact between sense-organ 
and object. That the person (the knower who will have 'perception') is 
alive and attentive (i.e. not absent-minded) is taken for granted. In 
other words, the process culminates into cognition successfully under 
all normal conditions only. 

Thus, the first necessary cause is the contact between sense-organ 

and object. After this contact takes place what takes place next is the 

immediate perceptual cognition which our author has named as 'the 
first perception': This alone is the nirvikalpaka pratyak~a. One cannot 
verbalise it in clear terms -- in clear terms means 'in the terms 
understandable by the hearer'. Language is the medium of 
communication, which is successful only when the expression is 
grasped by the hearer or reader for that matter. 'Nirvikalpaka pratyak~a 

cannot be verbalised in the terms understandable by the listener. We 
say this because if at all one can express his or her nirvikalpaka 

pratyak~a. one has to take recourse to the expression,' idam kiiicit' (this 
is something) which cannot give any (concrete) idea to the hearer. This 

is why the term for such a cognition, used by Gautama, our siitrakiira 

is 'avyapadesya' "non-verbalisable'. This needs to be understood the 
way we have understood it above. Otherwise there may remain some 
confusion, such as, 'idam kificit' also is an expression and thus even the 
nirvikalpaka is a verbalisable cognition. 

Our author takes an example of cloth. We know the picture of the 

cognition Patal:z looks like : 

~ 
I '1G I 

in our system. This is true only, when one says : pafal:z. Let us try to 

understand more : Patatva is the qualifier of pafa. So in the 

verbalised (qualified) cognition of pafa we have grasped the qualifier 
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(pa{atva) the qualified (pafa) and the relation (samaviiya) between 
the two . But this is not the immediate perception. Immediate 
perceptual cognition comes into being immediately after the contact 
between the sense-organ and object takes place. In this cognition the 

relation between the qualifier and qualified is absent. Therefore, if one 
wishes to draw a picture for the immediate perceptual cognition one 
has 

to dcaw a something like : : ~ : or if we take the example 

that our author has taken then the picture will be : I 4C:t"CI I 
-~ 

Thus, the points to be remembered are : 

(i) Immediate perceptual cognition is the result of contact between 
sense-organ and object. 

(ii) The same is not verbalisable. 

(iii) the cause for (ii) is that the relation between the qualifier and 
qualified is absent in this cognition. This makes it impossible to grasp 
the structure of the cognition clearly which results into non
verbalisability of the same. 

(iv) the reason why this type of cognition is accepted in our system 
is logical to which our author comes in the next 'Text' , hence, we shall 
also discuss it there. 

DO 

I TEXT- 451 
m CfiHOI'i - 1 fc:tft<l62~foii ""Sffu fc:n(I61Ui#li+t=~ ~ I -;r ~ ~ . ~~~~~ 

~#11\'f:t!CfM(C'IQf<:i ~ ~~ ~ ~' lffl "'SI"ffift::m:mr I "'ffif!B ~ 

~~:th:iliiiC!_ "t{Cf \1t"fi'ICfiiM err 4act#11'1'R'I R~\'f'lfl'"~ 4lt"ct#114 

"fcr;rr QGt"C4fO~ fc:t:(l61UI\1tll ~ #11'1lfliO'qq l'fu, ~ ~~:<t:hillii"'p\1( 
"5(~ "QGt"qf'~ ~ ~ "'ffif1 f&i1l~'1 ~ j3T<i "ttG' lfu ~:.. 
fc:t~IISi!~;f~~l 
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English Translation 

There, the cause is this : the cause of qualified cognition is 
'the cognition of the qualifier'. Certainly, a person who does not 
know 'white colour' cannot have understanding of the meaning 
of (the expression) 'this is a white cloth'. There, it is altogether 
impossible to have the cognition of clothness 'before or 
simultaneously with the contact of eyes with the cloth' and 
without the cognition of clothness it is impossible to know that 
the clothness is the qualifier of cloth, and therefore, (it is 
logically accepted that) when eyes are connected with cloth, first 
cognition of clothness takes place and then secondly (i.e. the 
second cognition) the clothness-qualified-cognition 'this is a 
cloth' arises. 

Note : This 'Text' shows the logicat· necessity of accepting ·a non
qualified cognition immediately preceding the qualified one. The 
reason to accept such a cognition is simply this that there cannot arise 
a qualified cognition unless the person has the cognition of the 
qualification. This cognition ~f qualification has to precede the qualified 
one, at least by one moment. The fact becomes obvious when our 

author takes the example of 'white cloth'. Now, 'white cloth' is a 
qualified cognition where thequalification of cloth is the white colour. 
If 'x' does not know what is 'white colour' he is not in a position to 
understand 'the white cloth'. Similarly, when 'cloth' is the qualified 
cognition 'clothness' is the qualifier which has to be essentially known 
prior to the cognition of cloth. Thus, our author explains when out eyes 
are connected with the cloth, at first the cognition of 'clothness' takes 
place and then it leads to the second cognition of cloth qualified by 
clothness. This implies : cognition of clothness can neither be 
simultaneous to the cognition of cloth nor can it be posterior. It has to 
occur prior to the cognition of cloth. We have already discussed why. 

Thus, the causal complex that leads to the occurrence of perceptual 
cognition could be understood as follows : 

Step 1 : the soul and mind connection 

Step 2 : the mind and sense-organ connection 

Step 3 : the sense-organ and object contact 
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Step 4 : occurrence of un-qualified cognition 

Step 5 : occurrence of qualified cognition 

Step 6 : awareness of qualified cognition. 

Step 6, however, is optional in the sense that it may occur 
immediately after the sfep 51 or it may occur some time later. 

The same procedure)nay be noted in Sanskrit as follows : 

~ ~"tAm~ 

~ "J:R": ~ 

~ ~ 3li8 
~ f.1 fq Cfl c;q Cfl Sktl &l11 ... 
1.._ fl fctCflC'4 CflSI rtl&f11_ ( c(O(C( flit(:) 

G 31jct!C(flltl: 

The same one may remember through the following : 

00 

I TEXT- 461 
~-fcc:(ltllol-mcr-~-1'fR ~fccCfl@:lcfi (fc:cct~cw<l•rmwi )~I 

'31<i CR:' , '~ ~:' ~ fcc~I6Gii114 ~ ~fccCfl@:ICfl4 I 
"' 

faffi~srflla.f ~ Fcc~IC>Giitt"'qa mffit 1 1rt~ Rfcfct~@:l&i"' 
~alul 31C4ildf4 Ui!('C(I~-~I'II'"llf4~ fcc:(ltliOid~I~GJTUTmcfffil 

"' 
·~ol~ .. g;~a.f~~-a~IC>Giltct•llf~ cqqfu1 (;(m 'if1601Ql{!'{utf 

Ql{!S!IIMI 'l'ffi I mf if1601(C:;Qfcc~I6Gf~~: QlijS!IIMI~i ~m cqn:ffi1 

'GfOs'{uiT :llO' l'fu ~ Gosfcc~i6Gf~ 9j(C:;tllf4 a~t6GU (~U:) ~ 

~I 
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English Translation. 

The cognition, the content of which is 'the relation between 
qualified and qualifier is (called) sa-vikalpaka (i.e. that which is 
along with vikalpa). 'This is pot', 'handsome man' etc. all are 
qualified cognitions. 

All second perception is 'qualified cognition' only. The 
cause behind this is, there is no obstruction to know the 
potriess as (an adjective i.e.) a qualifier to pot, once the universal 
potness is known by the first nirvikalpaka perception. 

The third perception is generally (that) which has the content 

in the form of the relation of the qualified (to something else, 
generally its locus). For example, the cattleshed is full of the 
black cattle. Here, the relation of the cattle qualified by black 
colour appears in/with the cattle-shed. From the expression, 'the 
monastery is full of the persons with sticks' , the relation of the 
person with a stick with the monastery is understood. 

Note : We have already seen that once the vise~a~w-jnana is there, 
next moment visi~{a-jtiana arises. Thus, visi~{a-jtiiina i.e. qualified 
cognition contains the qualificand, the qualifier and the relationship 
between the two. Out author has made this point with the examples of 
'~his is a pot' and 'handsome man'. In short, let us remember any 
verbalisable cognition is a qualified cognition, simply because, unless 
the property (which is the qualifier), the property-holder (the 
qualificand) and the relation between them is known, one is not in a 
position to name the thing, and unless one names the thing, one cannot 
speak about it. Thus, if one speaks or is able to speak about a thing, 
one has qualified cognition. This qualified cognition has two more 
names in Sanskrit : 

(i) sa-vikalpaka-jiiana and) (ii) vyavasaya. 

Our author has made the point by saying 'second perception is all 
qualified cognition'. We have seen before the procedure of perceptual 
cognition. Step- 5 in the same is the step when the qualified cognition 
arises. This is, as we know, immediately preceded by the cognition of 
qualifier which is not vcrbalisable. The former is labelled as 'second 
perception' by our author and the latter as the 'first perception'. 
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The 'third perception' should logically be the anu-vyavasaya i.e. the 
awareness of the second perception but our author does not mention it 
in this manner. He gives the name 'third perception' to the 'cognition 
of the relation of the qualified cognition wiTh its locus'. The example 
that he gives is that of 'a cattle-shed full of a black animal'. our author 
explains : 'black animal' is a qualified thing and its relationship with 
the cattle-shed is revealed by the cognition, 'cattle-shed is full by black
animal'. 

Thus, as per our author, when all causes i.e. the whole causal 
complex is present, the first· perception is the cognition of qualifier, 

(which logically must precede the qualified cognition) the second 
perception is qualified cognition and the third perception is the 
qualitied cognition of the qualified ·cognition. This we may remember 
with the help of the following : 

(1) >f~$ - First Perception I Cfii>IJI~q 
F.:t f q cti c;q cti - Non-Verbalisable ~ 

(2) f&:cfi 1:1 >1 c-1:1 &1 

l ii>T"" I 
- Second perception : 

fl4Cli<Ol 

fl fq Cfi c;q Cfi - Verbalisable I ~ ] 
I 

(3) <Fi'i <OJ >1 c-<OJ&l - Third Perception 

fl4Cli<Ol 

fu f~ I CC: -~ G.{ I CC:i1 Qualified 

cognition of 

~-~ - the qualified ~ 

cognition. 

DO 
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ITEXT- 471 
fctf?<IGC~i~ ~ fcti!t>i!:l'!_ .arqi fct~lti40i cqqfu I fct~lt>i!:I~CI 3~~1!:1f4fo 

"114HH4 I fcc~lQOifi!:l~~ 11:fW '~-;n::'~-;n::~:, 
"' 

~~:, fcci!t>il~~~fq~tti40I(11!:11~~1:f~ Fctilt>1!:1(11-

CI~&Gcfi !>iitl I ~(ii(hi§G<fl ~ mffil' 11:fW, '~sci firft: , ~ mfu 
~-~-~t"Gl <qqfu·~filil~~illfu:q~ fct~l6<!01(1(
q~JGCfi'!_, 'ff'clCflkci ~ fct~lt>1!:1(11CI~i§GcMICI~i§GCfl'!_l ~ ~-~

~~ ~ 4'1lt;{9)~>ci Fcc~1qoj ror~ q;fl~{("ci ~ ~ fct~lti40I(1lll

~ ~ I~ SICfiHctiCI~i§G<fl 40\t~(("c;i ~~ "3'm;ntq SICflH(11-

CI~i§GCfict ra~JGCfl4 I 
"' English Translation 

In the qualified cognition one is qualificand and the other 
is qualifier. Qualificand has another name, namely, 'subject' 
and qualifier has (another name, namely) predicate. For 
instance, in case of 'handsome man', 'man' is a qualificand and 
'handsomeness' is qualifier. Whatever appears as a qualifier in 
the qualificand and in the qualifier that respectively is the 
delimitor of qualificandness and qualifiemess. For example, 'this 
mud-hill is prosperous by (abundant in) beautiful flowers in the 
month of Asvin (October)' -- in this with reference to . the 
mountain 'mud' and 'mountainness' are the delimitors of 
qualificandness and 'mud-hood' is the delimitor of the 
delimhorhood of the qualificandness. Similarly, with reference 
to the qualifier, namely, 'prosperity of beautiful flowers', 
'beautiful flowers' is the qualifier and there beauty and 
flowerness are known as qualifiers. 'Flower' is the delimitor of 
qualifierness and .beauty and flowerness both ar~ delimitors of 
the delimitorhood (in the delimitor) of qualifierness. 

Note : In the present 'Text' our author, further, explains the 
qualified cognition in a vivid manner. He begins again at the very 
beginning and says a qualified cognition consists of a qualificand and 
a qualifier. Then he gives us the synonyms of these. two, they are : 
subject and predicatt;. He explains with the example 'handsome man'. 
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Handsomeness is the qualifier or predicate and 'man' is the qualificand 
or subject. We already know what should be the delimitor of the 
qualifierhood and what should delimit the qualificandhood as we have 
been discussing the issue quite long. But our author just revises the 
point by saying whatever appears as the qualifier to the qualificand and 
qualifier respectively delimits the qualificandhood and qualifierhood 
respectively. Let us try to put it as the following : 

We could replace ·m~T' by ·~~·and 'SICfil'ldl' by 
'fu~' and make the same diagram again. 

Now that there is no doubt that we remember the whole discussion 
he proceeds to make his real point. 

He wants to say that the delimitorhood will also have a delimitor 
if the qualifier is divisible. He takes the example : 

·~sti "flrft:: 311f.llf2t 1:fT"fu 11•il~'l9,'4(1'{tGT 'lleffu'l Letusdraw 
a picture to catch the point; then if necessary we will elaborate upon the 
same. 
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The picture makes it clear that 'l!~'"lt1f11R' is the qualificand 
(vise,~ya) in which vise,~yata in the occasional property. In the -flrft, 

abundance of beautiful flowers (l:f-;:ft~"Dl1ilffill"f.&) is the qualifier 

(prakara) and hence it has prakaratti . The relation between the two 
is describer and described relationship as both of them describe each 
other. As in the abundance 'beautiful flower' is the qualifier it is also 

the delimitor of the prakclrata in the abundance. Now, in the 'beautiful 

flower' again the qualifiers are beauty and flowerness, hence both of 
them become the delimitors of the delimitorhood in the 'beautiful 

flowers.' • J--.-...... 
The picture may be read in the navya-nytiy~guage and ~ 

may obtain the following form. 

qo:{)E><9;L41Cifc.0n:J - '"l"fl(>'lrCI - 9;"'4rCIICifc.0n:J - ~Ciq§<;<'hdl -~ 

- 31Cifc.0~"idl -~- Sl<'hl'ldl f.R;:;.fqa--~-filftrCIICift0""i- fCI~l"'~diCilt 
3llfSfH q lfl '{fT1: 'i ~q ~ f11 ft: I 

DO 

I TEXT- 481 
_,... ' fCI~ltil fcc~ltl!:lol ~~ SICflHdl ~ l-ij~~~-.pR,.,'(C\=""'Q-r:Cflr-.-

'1=!1cU4p:Pl I fCI~lGI!:Iol-f.:t'(C\f\H11 Slc.tlHdl 'mffi:t, Sl<tlHdl-f.:t'(C\N?I ~ 

fCI!{ltl!:l~ fu , ~ SlctiHo 1 fa~1tllf.:t'(C\fCtol <qqfu, fCI!(i&~i11~""SICfill:-R(C(Ni11 

cqqfu I~ m:.f qf"i'lo161Uf'11f~ 3'ffiSIIWot61 I 

English Translation 

In the qualificand lies qualificandness and in the qualifier 
(lies) qualifierness. Both of them are related by the 
mutual describer and described relationship. Qualifierness is 
described by the qualificandnes and qualificandness is described 
by qualifierness. Similarly, the qualifierness is described by 
the qualificand and qualificandness is described by the qualifier. 
All this is already explained while describing the located
ness. 
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Note: We are now well versed in the relation of~-~cq-rq; 
hence we actually do not need any elaboration regarding the same. Let 

us only revise the following : 

(1) 

..... _.: ' ·I 

' \ ··" 

(2) 

and 

(3) 

The first one above is the full form of understanding the describer

described- relation between~ and fc:r.irqurwhereas (2) and (3) are 

the shorter forms of the same. 

We have discussed it while discussing adhara- adheya-bluiva, our 
author reminds. 

DO 

I TEXT -49~ 

failt~oi"fufuu-q -m~m~~ rfu~ liCifcPid fq~lt:IOIIOI, fq!(lt>t:~fa 
~ ~ 

~"--a) c<OIICIJ"lit:l fa!(\Gt:IHHI SIY)\l'COI~ I m~~ 'ici'l:UIItrl >n~ 
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fumcrn I m~ fummmt -:rrq I <:i211 - 'Gm- mf&~o£11~1~ {Ms:._<fi ttl 
;:Hctiljhfll,s?j"{ltl: ~: ~·~ fc:n(lt>UfllmGm-mf~

!!o') {MS:._<flth·ci \il"icti ljhfli'Gt:ii 'i64 fa•lttfqftrft:r~ fc:o(IMI'!Jd (C41C4ff"114 

fct:?lt><:~t:~dt )l~m'!_ I "1l=ifli("C4i!, '{cf4ffi~ fu~ I 
-~-' English Translation 

Qualifier is of two types : (i) already known and (ii) yet to 
be known. Already known is that qualifier which is used along
with the qualificand to distinguish it from others. The qualifier 
yet to be known is mainly predicated. So 'yet to be known' 
(qualifier) is the predicate. For example, 'Rama, who·is ad~rhed 
by the qualities like compassion, politeness etc. and who is 
devoted to his father should be bowed down by all.' Here, the 
qualifiers of Rama such as 'being adorned by the qualities' and 
'being devoted to father' are already known ones, which are used 
to distinguish the qualificand from others. 'To be bowed down', 
however, is predicated as it is not known before. 

Note : In the present 'Text' the vi.Se$a~za or qualifier is divided into 

'already known' and 'not yet known'. The function of a qualifier is to 

distinguish the qualified. Obviously, the condition is it must be known 

before. If it is not known then it cannot distinguish the qualified (for 

the person who does not know it). Thus, it is the function of the siddha 

vise~wza, already known qualifie·r to differentiale the qualified from 
others. In the example taken by our author, the first two c}ualifiers of 
Rama are already known and the last one is predicated of the qualified 

Ram a. 

DO 

!TEXT- sol 
fu~ fu&Fi Tl ~ fct!(tOldiC4-c.JGcti f114HifUCfi(U£1'1, ~ 

fc:n(\t<:~H 1<:4-c.i§Gcti IC4-c.0~"1 cqqfu 1 ~ ... ctift:4~"1fcrfu"~ ~ fuur.imt, 

fct:~i 6<:1 H I a -c.oi§ Gcti «141 •11 f~ cti {Oil "1 ( fct ~~ 64 d 1-~ <:4-c.GGCfif£1 ~ ~ctif .f4"1 ... 
· -3lf~ qf-clHi!Ol I fuur.n:t I 7l211 - ·~~ "fu&:R <qctfu' ~ ";f 11cf ... ... 

-q:cnnmun: fC4&im cqa~olf"fu~ .~-mr-mr~mrm:i~~"4~ 
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Cfi9)fi:lo .. :fcrrocrffif"Vo 1 mrm;r fCI~l~>lloich.i§e;ci1 ~I m;r~ ( .3l~ 
*icfff4€1a~ )'fuUm:c:l'fuur.i fCI~lt>llol&-.:;i§e;Cfii&Wa"1 (fCI~lt>lli11-

a£i§e;Cfiftl ~c:c-.:;3~"1 Clli®i)'fuURl!_lc:JW -'~ m:ot:~fl&: ~~ 

";t &i!!fi:i1_ ~ 4<Ui~f\&'H-d fq~ I~ wl~a 4j"il!! 1 4j"ll('d 

~ fi<i~a ~ 4<UI~fl&Ri fq~ ~ 1 

English Translation 

Predicate is prescribed somewhere as collocated with the 
delimitor of the subject-hood and somewhere as a qualifier to 
the delimitor of the subject-hood. When something is asserted 
with reference to some subject then it is asserted as being 
present in the same locus (subject) alongwith the delimiter of 
the subject-hood (i.e. existing in one and the same locus of the 
delimitor of subjecthood). For instance, when it is said, 'brahmin 
is learned', then it is not asserted that all brahmins are learned 
but it is said that wherever there is brahminhood, in some of 
them (loci of brahminhood) there is learnedness. 

Wherever there is delimitor of subject~hood there everywhere 
(i.e. in every instance) the predicate is asserted as a qualifier of 
the delimiter of subjecthood (by the relation of co-extensiveness 
alongwith the delimiter of the subject-hood). For instance, when 
it is said, 'man is mortal' , then mortality is not asserted of some 
men or s,ome human beings, but it is asserted of all human 
beings. This means : wherever there is human-being-hood there 
everywhere motality is there. 

Note : As our author has stated that an unknown qualifier is 
predicated or enjoined, here he wants to point to the two ways of 
enjoining something. The two ways are : 

(i) By being collocated with the delimitor of qualificandhood. 

and 

(ii) By being co-extensive with the delimitor of qualificandhood. 

The example of the first is : ·~mrun ~ 'q"C{"fu' and the 

example of the second is : ·~ mo1~n0: 'I The first example.states 

that sometimes the learnedness is collocated with the delimitor of the 
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~~-
qualificandhood in the ~ namely a 15JOkCl and the second 
example states that mortality is co-extensive with the delimitor of the 

qualificandhood, namely, 'I j;Gtl ret . 

DO 

fa&<) ~€4SictiiH11 fdt><Sfd I f!€4S1Cfilh11-f•Hc\Ndl fdltl64dl l:l 

fJ1€4fct~64di ~ I faU<ff<tR "ll1 SICfiHdl m ";f ~ I ~ "llll:l 

fct~64dl f!&OISictiHdi-R*iNnl ";{ ~mfq";f f!€Qfctltl64ni I 3«1~ 

'\i1'1Cfilj;'('ffils<i "Ul=(: ~:' ~ 't'*'4fCI'lC\QfdilllR6dl SICfil'(dl ~' 

af;q*if"t~a"T.I O"'f-tt><SI fc:.C~6Qdl~ I \i1'1CfilihflfCI'lC\Qfd:tlt401-~ 

T.l SlctiHdl ";{ ~, ""WRf nf""1'lC\Nni '(l"'f-t601 fdltl64HIN ";f ~~ 

English Translation 

In the preicate lies the main qualifier-hood. The qualificand
hood described by the main qualifier-hood is the main 
qualificandhood. Other than the predicate whatever has 
qualifierhood that is not main or prime. Similarly, whatever 
qualificandness is not described by the main qualifiemess is not 
main qualificandhood. This is the reason why in the expression, 
'(this) Rama who is devoted to his father should be w~rshipped', 
the qualifier-hood which resides in the predicate, namely, 
worshippedhood is main and the subjecthood in Rartm· which is · 
described by the same (namely worshippedhood) is main. The 
qualifierhood in the qualifier 'being devoted to father' is not 
main and hence, subjecthood in Rama, described by the same 
is also not main. 

Note : Here, the author has introduced the concept of 'main 
qualificandhood '. This is an important issue so far as different schools 
of Indian philosophy are concerned. 

Let us look into it a little more. Basically the structure of reality 
which reflects in cognition is that of qualified type. This is why we 
call the cognition as qualified cognition. The cognition, thus, has the 
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structure of qualifier and qualificand. Now, if the structure is more 
complex, it will have more than one qualifier and it will also !"lave more 

than one qualificand. When such is the case, what should be 

understood as the main qualificand and what should be . •nderstcod as 

the main qualifier are the two pertinent questions. Our systefll holds that 

the main qualificand is the meaning of the nominative form. This 

works fine it there is only one nominative form. But if there are many? 

Then there will be a question which one among them is the main or 

prime qualificand? 

Our author answers the question by stating that the qualifier which 

is predicated or enjoined is the main qualifier and the qualificand 

whose qualificandhood is described by the main qualifierhood is the 

main one. All other qualifiers and other qualificands are subordinate 

or not main. The example of R~ma is taken up by our author. He 

says, when there is a sentence 'Jt1Cfiljfttilsti -w=r: ~=' Rama is 

the main qualificand but it has two different qualificandhoods. One 

is described by qualifierhood in the qualifier '"11Cflljftfic-q' and the 

other by the one in ·~ '. The qualificandhood described by the 

qualifierhood delimited by ·~' is the main one because it is fc:ffr<:r. 

DO 

!TEXT- 521 
~~~fafu'Ul=!_,f.:l~=~~ I<:Pr~~~~ma~ 

en SICfiiHtlll ~'"fff.:l~: lllff4f~"'9;':~~'Q'Rl~"3'~ ~ 

1=f~: 1 ~w '~~= '~f.:l~:, 'cfrul sc:i~";{Cfl ~~~: 
I ~ ~ 4jj€llc-ci "5rcfm::, ~ 4j16llc-ci <'tGmcf~ "3'~ ~: I 

~ ~ Q>Cfif41'1 ~ Slfom~fl ('tG'Q'Rl~ QHQ(fc:t~~ "3'-qt .... 

SICfiHiilll ~ ~ "f.mtt: I "'(1";1' mcrT~m:f-SICfiHiilf.:t~""ft«rr ~ 

fc:t!lltSlli11 'mffu 1 ~w ~ 3Gii?(U) 4jl€llc-~f.:t€ol "ll1 SICfil(iii "ll1 "'i5f 

4j€llc-~l""ll~f.:ttSoi SICfiHi11 ~""!llf.:t~Mctl ~ fc:t~·ltSlli'll ~ cftif 
fC4~ltSt) ~ I fi'£~1Mt:€Hf~ 1! "!>lc-ilctiSictiHi11-R{C\fqi11 -q~ -qWf[_ 
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fC4~ltsC:h11 cqqfu~ fi~lt:IH't. fl'it\IMkHft:l ~: I~ SICflHft:l CfllflKfl"' 

"';fll=l 1 '31ti ""f~ ~ en' ~ ~ Cfll fl-a§)6i!t:~qffiil ~ 

""f~'l:llC{: 9)'661rd 9)'661rC4i'q"fq~ I ant~~: "CC§)&:fllkCfl 

$~~t:~ftl ~~ -mnitr Cfllkat:~i'tC4ifRI~~;""f~IUjrC4fC4*"oa-
9)'661rc:t~ I 

English Translation 

Again (from another angle) cognition is of two types : 
determinate and doubt. The cognition, in which only that (say 
'x ') or an absence of that (say absence of 'x ') appears as a 
qualifier, is determinate one. Again, the cognition, in which that 
and absence of that (say 'x' and absence of 'x') both appear, is 
(the case of) doubt. For instance, 'this is a man', is determinate 
cognition, whereas, 'this long (thing) is a man or not' is doubt. 
In the former only one i.f1. 'manness' appears as a qualifier 
whereas in the latter both, 'manness and its absence' appear as 
qualifiers. In the case of doubt, in one and the same qualificand, 
'counter-positive and its absence both appear as qualifiers 
regularly. There only one qualificandness appears as described 
by both positive and negative qualifiers just as in the above
mentioned example the qualificandness in the long qualificand 
is described by both the qualifierness in manness and 
qualifierness in the absence of manness. 

In case of the cognition having a collection as its content, 
however, there is ·different qualificandness described by each 
qualifier-ness and this is the difference of the 'cognition having 
a collection as its content' from 'doubt'. 

In case of doubt, qualifier is known by the name 'side' I 
'aspect'. In the case 'whether this is a post or a man', there are 
four sides or aspects, such as, postness, its absence, manness and 
its absence. This is why, this doubt is called four-sided doubt. 
Some, however, say even here only two sides or aspects are 
there, (i) postness and (ii) manness which is opposite of 
(absence of) postness. 
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Note : In the above 'Text' the following points are discussed: 

(i) Difference between 'determinate cognition' and 'doubt'. 
(ii) Difference of 'doubt' from the 'cognition content of which is a 
collection of things', and (iii) Difference of opinion regarding 'doubt' 

(i) If one looks from an angle, one can divide the cognition into 
determinate and doubt. The main difference between the two is in the 
first type only one qualifiemess describes the qualificandness in only 
one qualificand; in the second type, namely, doubt there are more than 
one qualifier to describe only one qualificand. The main marker of 
doubt on the linguistic level is vii i.e. or, which is invariably absent in 
the determinate cognition. 

(ii) The point of difference between 'doubt' and 'the cog.nition 
having more than one thing or rather a collection of many things as its 
content is only this that in doubt, there is only one qualificand and 
many qualifiers but in samiihalambanajfiana there are many 
qualificands (also) which are described by respective qualifiers. 

(iii) Third point is, there are differences in doubt depending upon 
the quantity and quality of its aspects. Our author says : the case of 
doubt, 'whether the long (object) is a post or a man' has four aspects. 
They are post and its absence and man and its absence. But it must be 
noted that some people do not accept the four aspects. As per them, 
there are only two aspects. Postness and manness. These two are 
themselves absence (mutual absence) of each other so there is no need 
to accept the four sides. About the quality difference, our author speaks 
in the next i.e. the last Text. 

DO 

jTEXT- 531 
~ ~ ~ Cfl1R:a~ ~ m:mr 1 ~ <filfila<fi. CfllkobRflli .... 

cqqffi I '~mfu~t«fil m:ffii";Jcn'lfu~ :m-~: 
-nG~cn-ailwirfcfitrfQ ~~ '11HflRr~ CfllkbRflll I~, 

'~ 1=ll"fu ~~";fen'~ mnl "liS{"'FA<t=~ C4tllf<fiitJh'1~1 

qfl;Gcfilfl~kCflll ~ ~: 3t"Cfi~CfiCfllk<fi: I 3Rfi~CfiCfllk<fi: ~~ 
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'~meR'- 0!-.:.~H I 3lO ~. '~ "ltTfu ~~ -;r err'~ -m;f 

'~'q'I'CRl' $R'tM~ I 

English Translation 

In doubt, sometimes, both the probabilities are equal. 
Sometimes one probabitity is stronger. (For instance,) in the 'case 
'whether there will be rains in the month of Asvina', as there is 
no indicator at present to decide or know either of the two 
probabilities, no probability is stronger. But, when there is a 
doubt, 'whether there will be rains in the month of Bhiidrapada, 
because the month of Bhadrapada falls in the rainy season- this 
case is called the case of doubt where one probability is 
stronger. This 'doubt' alone is known as "possibility." This is 
why, the cognition, 'whether there will be rains in the month of 
Bhiidrapada' is known to be "possibility". 

That is all, 

Note : In this last 'Text' our author has classified doubt into 'more 
probable' and 'equally probable'. In other words, this classification of 

doubt is qualitative. 

The example makes the point clear. If there is doubt regarding rains 
in the month which falls in rainy season, obviously the probability of 
rains is stronger whereas if the month does not fall in rainy season 
then no probability is stronger i.e. (perhaps) both are equal. 

He makes a reference to one pranu'i~w accepted by pauriil;ikas and 
it is possibility. Our author points out, doubt having one probability 
stronger alone is known as "possibility." 

Here our Text, Navya-Nyiiya-Bhii~ii-Pradlpa is complete. 

DO 





:3im 

t.3"i~tfq~q 

W~Cfl{OICJ I 

~ 

3i Cl <:Jfu ""!_ 

~-~2-f 

GLOSSARY 

same as~ 

particular part 

without parts 

additional 

locus 

locusness 

base - relatum 

mutual absence i.e. difference 

absence 

an assumption of a system. 

(i) delimited 

(ii) qualified 

(i) delimitor 

(ii) qualifier 

- delimitorness 

part 

whole 

un-located entity 

existing by not pervading the whole 
locus 

unrelated 

ether 

137 
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I CfiUllG 

'~ 

• "qjjC"Jfq~ 

~~ 

'~ 

same as 3fT~ 

located 

locatedness 

locus, substratum 

desire 

uttered 

doubt whose one side 

is more probable 

subject 

horizontally 

extraneous factor 

mention 

identity, unity 

the siitrakara of the Vaise~ika system of 
Indian philosophy 

action (same as kriya) 

cause 

causality 

effectness 

particular segment of time· 

temporal 

action (same as ~) 

segmented time 

quality 

,.'tfg&:hl R:Cfl ~ = doubt having four aspects 



, diC\kRI 

e;~tfc:nil4 

f&:dl(OO!Sl~&l 

f&:ctl (001 I cqrq 

( wx:r 

·' 
wf 

~~ 
I f.:R:<:r 

~ 

f:l 't<\Q! R {<\q Cfl 

'1lTCf 

f:l f cfct>c:q ct> 

-R~ 
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indicator/mark 

universal (same as siimiinya) 

congnition 

identity 

third perception 

third absence (absence of absence of 
absence of 'X') 

particular part of space 

second perception 

second absence (absence of absence 

of 'X') 

substance 

property 

property-holder 

eternal 

regular 

regulator-ness 

(i) without any qualification 

(ii) without any delimitation 

describer-described-relation 

non-verbalisable immediate perception 

determinate cogrition 

subject-hood (context : anumiina) 

entity 
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~ indirect 

~-f.n:rcf-1l"Til&r = regularly dependent on each-other 

4 4cH""II'i culmination 

~ simultaneously and collectively 

~ qualifier (mostly in the context of jfitina, 

iccha, krti) 

Sl Cfi I h11 

Slfd<:ilflicll 

Sl R1 <=ilfl l'i 
"' 

qualifierhood 

usage 

obstructor 

counter-positiveness 

(i) counter-positive 

(ii) counter-relative 

(iii) counter-comparative 

)lfd<:ilfll-t:n=rRTfWRur = collocated with the 

~ 

"Sl"~&r 

"Sl"2TG1<qrq 

sp:i1 \J1 Cfi 

counter-positive 

not collocated with the 

counter-positive 

cognition 

first perception 

first absence (absence of 'x ') 

causal factor 

positiveness 

positive entity 

abstract -suffix 

difference (same as anyonyabhava) 



g:&::~ Sl Cfll '(d I 

g:&::~ fcn{l Ql <1 1 

~ 

~ 

fuW:r 

fuUmrr 

Tc:ml~ 

fCI~IGG 

fCI~IlZ<t!ftG: 

fuir:rw:f 

~ 

fCii!40I 

fCii!401(11 

fq!{(Qidl 

fCii!QI 

fCI ~~ Qld lc(~§e;Ch 

3"lch:.0~"i 

fCI i1 Ql Cil ch;.Jie;Ch 

(-ll'""ll"i lftt Cfi'(Oi) "i 

fCI4<:!C11 

fqqf~Cil 
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possessive suffix 

one indivisible Time 

main qualifiemess 

main I prime qualificandness 

(i) colour 

(ii) beauty (very rare in the system) 

coloumess (inherent property of 'colour') 

thing 

predicate 

predicateness 

opposite 

qualified 

qualified cognition 

un-common propetty 

Particularity 

qualifier I qualification 

qualifierhood 

qualificandhood 

qualificand 

being co-extensive with the delimitor 

of the qualificandhood 

being collocated with the delimitor of the 

qualificandhood 

contentness 

containemess 
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Olii~Cif'tf 

Olll fi \l'q --<ifu 
~ 

~ 

~ 

"fffirrt'q"Tq 

~ 

"fi"f~ Cfl q: 

"fili f£51 4 I (t.; 

"fili~ JC";z:q 1 ~ R 

non-occurrence-exacting 

locatedness (same as iidheyatii) 

occurrence-exacting 

difference 

existing by pervading the whole locus 

pervading all the loci 

(i)_ word 

(ii) language 

contact 

doubt 

relational absence 

with parts 

closeness, proximity 

inherence 

vertically 

cognition whose content is 

collection of things 

relation 

= relatum 

= possibility. 

verbalisable determinate cognition 

direct 

= to be known, probandum 

probandumness 

= relative aquired I occasional I 
contextual property 
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collocatedness 

universal (same as jtiti) 

common property 

known 

conclusion/decision 

own nature 

self-linking relation 

probans-hood 

DO 
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