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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 I. 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 firstlevel course Navya-
Nyaya-Bhasa-Pradipa by Mahesh Chandra Nyayaratna was taught
by Mrs Jha. The mission is to revive the rich intellectual tradition of
Nyaya and to relate it to the universal model of thinking and
modern theories of language communi.cation. At the first level
(repeatedly given in various parts of India including Kolkata), the
course was primarily concerned with Ehe 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 modern 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 problem of communication from this rich Nyaya
tradition. The Sabdabodha process explained on the basis of



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

The Asiatic Society is happy to publish the Navya- Nyaya-
Bhasa-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.
Dilip Coomer Ghose
Kolkata General Secretary
The Asiatic Society

December 20, 2004
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PREFACE

In May, 2000 Prof. V. N. JHA began his mission of
Spreading Navya-Nydya 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. Unni, the then Vice-chancellor of $ri 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 haying tWo components :
(1) 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 Asjatic
Society from Oct., 22 to Nov. 3, 2000. Prof. Manabendu
Banerji was the secretary of Asiatic society. It is because of him
that the course was organised at the society. He insisted that 1
must take at least some classes. Prof. Jha suggested 1 should
read some portion of the text. So, for three days I taught the text
of Navya-nyaya-bhasa-pradipd, 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 1 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 give
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, 1 taught the whole of the above-
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mentioned text written by Maheshachandra Nyayaratna. This
course was held between 17th May and 28th May 2001.

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. (1) It was conducted at the Centre of Advanced
Study in Sanskrit, University of Pune from 17th Sept. to 29th
Sept. 2001. 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-Nydya-Bhdsa-Pradipa (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 Nax?avati, the then director,
Oriental Institute,Baroda, who organised the course in his
Institute. He took all possible measures to make our stay at
Baroda comfortable in the scorching Sun of May !

I sincerely thank all the particiipants of the four courses
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. He
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 language in his
heart. He also praised my way of controlling the class and
technique of teaching. / rake 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 the M 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 pléasure for me to put on
record that when 1 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-nydya 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 Foundiation (CIF) at Kochi, Kerala from 24th May
to Sth June- 2004. The manuscript could not reach the publisher
only because I wanted to add 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
Ccommerce, science, engineering, computer and what not. There,
even, were such participants who did not know Devanagari
-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
NavyaNydyaBlzdgaPradfpa 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, Pirvamimarnsa
system of Indian Philosophy was introduced and I tried to
impress upon the participants the significance and relevance of
Plrvamimarnsa (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
Navya-nydya-bhasa-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. 5000/- 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 31fersa™, wdaf, ¥ur,” 9t and 3q,
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, Ujjwala Jha
Vijayadasami.



INTRODUCTION

The Nyaya system of Indian philosophy has two phases :
(1) ancient and (ii) modern. The first phase marks the beginning
of the Christian era and continues almost upto 10th century A.D.
The second phase begins around the 10th century A.D. and
continues up to the date. The second phase, though began around
10th cent. A.D., reached its best around 14th cent. A.D. when the
magnum opus of Gange$opadhyaya, namely, the Tattvacintamani
was written. As the ancient nydya developed through the
commentary of Vatsydyana (on the Nyaya-sitra of Gautama) and
then many sub-commentaries over one thousand years, the
modern nyaya also developed through the commentaries and
sub-commentaries on the Tattvacintamani of GangeSa over
centuries.

The main focus of modern i.e. nav/yanyéya 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 says : ‘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 room’ by the name ‘p’ then the
statement after conjoining both of them will be: ‘p’ 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 statements 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 als
contradiction, doubt, ambiguity are removed. This, precisely, is
the technique adopted by the modern nydya 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-nyaya on the precise
means of communication if one goes through the Tattva-
cintamani and the commentaries on the same. From this it may
be clear why the ancient nyaya is described as issue-oriented
(s7a-9am) and the modern one as epistemotology-oriented (or
rather methodology-oriented) i.e YHOT-9&M4.Even our author of
Navya-nyaya-bhasa-pradipa (NNBP) Maheshchandra Nyayaratna
comments : “A hair -splitting subtlety in the discussion of mean-
ings of terms is, thus, the distinguishing characteristic of modem
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 Citsukhi, a com-
mentary by Citsukhacarya on Nydyamakaranda (a treatise on the
Vedanta philosophy by Anandabodha), the Ddyabhaga-
prabodhini, a commentary by Srikrsna Trakalankira on
Dayabhaga (a treatise on the Hindu Law of inheritance), the
Kavyaprakasadarsa, a commentary by Mahes§vara Nyayalankara
on Kavyaprakasa (a work on Rhetoric),and Paribhasendu-
-§ekhara and Mafijisa (works on Grammar) by Nagesa Bhatta™.
(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 Navyanydyabhdasapradipa
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 $astric 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-nydya 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-nydya (of coures, if one cares to study any $astric 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
Navyanydyabhdsapradipa was originally a paper written by our
authour Maheshcandra. He wrote it somewhere in early ninetys
of 19th century A.D. It 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 Navya-nydya-bhasa-pradipa

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 formulée.
A book called the Nyayakosa 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 connot 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
qQuite intelligible’.... (vide : p. 5 of the Brief Notes on the Modern
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 Navyanydyabhdsdpradipa 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 1, 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 modern nyaya system is taken
for granted and as per the purpose of the text he has never tried
to elaboraté 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
artificial language. They are :

(i) Property and property-holder (dharma and dharmin)
(ii) Universal and Extraneous Factor (Jati & upadhi)
(iii) Relations : Direct & Indirect (sambandha : saksat and
paramparaq)
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(iv) Relation of completion (collective and simultaneous rela-
tion. .(Parydpti 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-visesana)
(x) Determinate cognition and Doubt. (niScaya and sarsaya)
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
formal 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 : gy wraeh fifaer: gfatames: gafmmsgl...
afeiy gy YEiwEn gfar SnuMSANESg T Jdad, had
WS, 1 Srafiams: grary: | 5 AT h: Tgaageraed
& AN T srafi| g Tt ST TR S|
AT Fea-Hrere 7 gfafrme gfa A0 Tl Feerare we
TS §6 T “wifSfor wom’ g 7@ wairn: fobg Tomental o=t gf
o

anT:
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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 gffam™ms and
gaame drerd  (vide Text no. 16 ) As we can look into the
detailed discussion in the Text 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, Wgu_9cad'i.e. possessive suffix cannot be used in case
of this type of relation whereas we do have expressions like ,‘ & daT
T ," Thus, it is a possible exprssion. It does not create an idea of
adhara-adheya-bhava between@ and his & . Both of them are
related by the T@-¥aTfi-91a@ relation. The understanding simply
is : gafestacaf®us: 99:1 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 =1 TSTaTH . As

we have discussed it in the notes on the Textno 16 letus notdiscuss it
here.

Still one more point needs our attention. It is the definition of
universal (STfd) given by out author. If runs as follows : 349 TR
fafir=reumommft TesTda-seaTREm S ial Jafy, § et wfd: |
It is obvious that the term ‘STTfd * should not occur in the definition of
‘Stifa’. ‘s’ would have been abetter 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, SadrsSya. (vide Text no. 25.)

Another important point discussed by our author is that of “Tafft
W', The expression 37 7 &t o TBe@@™’ is anexpression
whichrepresentsa‘fact’. Therefore, thoughalittle ambiguousithasto
beexplained ina 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 then 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 grffe.

Kalipada Tarkacharya,however,bringstoournotice that Jagadi$a
differs from others on this point. According to him by only one
re]ation,namely,qﬂﬁar, numbertwoexistsintwoentitiesindividually
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 :
Suprabhd p: 19 of the text of NNBP)

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
Jagadisi on Avacchedaktva-Nirukti-Didhitih of Raghunatha
Siromani. (vide : Avacchedakatvanirukti of Jagadisa, Master
Manimala Mani 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 Taffarawr-¢ 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
19th 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
(parisista) 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 (laksana-laksana)

(i) Fallacies (hetvabhasah)

(iii) Five types of (ii) (puiicavidha-hetudosah)

(iv) Obstructor (pratibandhaka)

(v) Reason (hetuh)

(vi) Cause (karana)

(vii) Effect (karya)

(viii) Two Types of cause (karana-dvaividhya)

(ix) Three types of cause (karana-traividhya)

(x) Meaning of the expression ‘one of the two’

(anyatarasabdasyarthah)

One can see that even if some more points are added by
Kalipada Tarkachrya, still, the text cannot become ‘complete’ 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 the beginners
of the study of nydyasastra. If readers find it useful the purpose
of both the works will be served.

ao
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THE LAYOUT OF THE PRESENT WORK

The text of Navyanydyabhdsapradia 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 patatvatva 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 unijversal
‘clothness’ thé more abstract concept like ‘cloth-ness-hood’ comes

into the picture (of the content of cognition).
oa
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ABOUT THE GRAPHS

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

@

(3)

)
~(5)

(6)

Sign

E

X

—0]

Meaning

‘X" is in or on ‘y’ which means X
is located on the 1ocus ‘y’. The
line stands for the relation be
tween the twq.

‘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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™ _‘ ‘x” is the counter- positive of the

absence. which means it is an
‘absence of ‘x’.

(8) ) ﬂ ‘x” is inherent property of ‘z’

and ‘y’ is a contextual property

of ‘z’ which is delimited by X"

9 | x y | ‘xis inherent property of ‘z’ and
| ﬂ ‘y ‘is a contextual property of

the same ‘z’. ‘R’ is the relation by

“ which ‘z’ resides in ‘p’ (i.e. its 10
ﬂ 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. =&Y is shown as ‘- H.’

These are some of the basic structures which appear in our
diagrams or pictures. If these are understood and remembered

it will not be difficult to read the pictures.
oo



TEXT - 1 Iﬁ

el forard et ol @ @ e | SRR foren v et
T gatarafy wd gft e T oml 3 | iy w e A |
MR snfaqurwRii frea=ta AR Fore gui: | g
S vt sreafasst frssf st e s vk wm: o wrw
SR 3fe e el o | ST g E iy gy st
A Fen arfy ol o wa ST srgfauered R weay |

English Translation

Property : that which is contained, which resides, which
eXists is called a property. Excepting ether etc. Everything
€Xists 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, thereforé, 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-logjcal language
one has to understand the methodology of thé neo-logic. The author,
thus begins with the basic concepts of neo-logic. A Neo-logician looks
at the world as a meaning i.c. the referent of a word, Everything which
can be an object of true cognition is said to be referred 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 neo-logic. The thing must be knowable and the
thing must be namable, When both these conditions are fulfilled, the
thing in question has to be real. Thus, the general definition of a thing
(padartha) which is nothing but a referent of a word is :jAeyatvant
abhindheyatvam padartha-samanya-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 neo-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 : $abada-pravrtti-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 ha?s
located ‘potness’ in the thing about which the person is talking. Tf‘lls
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 neo-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 syste"{"»
( let us refer to the navya-nydya-system as ‘our system’ henceforth 11
this work), ‘reality’ appears in a specific structure. The structure may
be represented in the following diagram :
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In the structurc shown in the above diagram, whatever may be the

‘X’ it is a property of ‘y’ by thestraight-line relation. Thus, ‘X is @
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, ‘X 1S 0N y” or *X is 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.

Rk

In all such cases ‘x’ is called 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 :

(

(

)

)

STt

E

=2l

wq

TR0

FHT

ad

IR

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.
This 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

‘XA

Y

To bring home the comprehensiveness of the concept of dharma
or property the author has taken up two more examples : one 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 :

ZEN e

One can remember the basic structure of reality, namely, ‘x’ resides
in ‘y’ and can just replace ‘x’ by (1) pata 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 properties

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
dharma and dharmin are also adheya and adhara respectively. So to

remember the basic structure of reality let us have the same graphs
again :

X e andg
Y g AR

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

The discussion so far gave 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 : (1) Everywhere and (2) Not in any particular locus. One
feels, the two are different only on the level of expression.
Semantically, there is no difference. To explain : Something exists
everywhere or something is on{ni-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-vrt1i). That is,
ether does not posses adheyata with reference to a restricted adhara.
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
€an include all omni-present substances as well as the atomic ones.

oo
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TEXT-2

gy woma: fgfaw: wfsemfagfa | 39 e fafir=eaomta
To NS ITaTa it wafd, @ el wifa: | gen fafir=eyiar
e fafuerera e sifuuwan T Te TSt aifaa: |
s W AT e hegel: weed:|

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, are 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 Jati is same as samanya which is enumerated in the fourth
place by Kandda (in his VaiSesikasitra) in the list of
categories (of entities).

Note : After grasping the basic structure of things, namely, the
structure of dharma-dharmi-bhava in general, it is necessary tO
understand the nature of dharma, that of dharmin and that of bhava
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, ie. Jari and
upadhi. 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 upadhi.
Becoen the two, jari  or universal s an inherent special feature Or
characteris: . of a thing by which the same belongs to a particular class.
Say, for instance, manusyatva (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. Kanada, the VaiSesika-siitra-kara has
accepted ‘universal® as an independent category of entities. He counts
the categories as follows : dravya, guna, karman, samanya, visesa and
Samavaya.

In this list the fourth one is samanya. This is the same as jari. In
other words, ‘jari’ and ‘samdanya’ are synonymous. One can use one
for the other. Therefore, our author says: jati is the fourth category
stated by Kandda, i.e. samanya.

So far as upadhi is concerned, one has to say that it is not inherent
as the universal is. It is somewhat extraneous to the thing. For example,
akdsatva is an upddhi why? Because to understand it, we have to take
recourse to Sabda. We understand dkasatva as a property of the locus
of $abda. So, one needs an external help, as it were, to understand an
upadhi .

If one tries to remember the basic division of dharma in a
picture-form the picture may be drawn as :

™

a-Khanda - ,

dharma

sa-khanda

One pointmay be noted here : while defining the term jati our authorhas
stated : 37 TTE FafirreumoHiy TSSO RS v ta W,
W gt ofa:1l One feels that while defining jari one should not use the
same term in the definition. This is known as a fault of Grmdasraya. The
word jari is used in the definition in the sense of type. So our author could
have very well said usgerrd Zed0TH ... F1fa: | But somehow, he
has used the same word which needs tobe understood in the sense of ‘type’
as we have done while translating the text into English. ag
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TEXT-3

Iuferfy go: weveiiravemtudfs ffaw:| wuea (aid) @@
T gfa wEve: | ag syl faug vea | gwgiatiuygd giy gl
e UgeaH| Afg HHAgEGaTH| aag T BIIaEeRd I
Tl S 3 Foawd Uged o SEUSUTY: | Td wuamay 3o
TOTeHR &4 ;| 6 S TEuETiy: | WaeaarensEt & wum| aag vl
wacata Nty sivgamta |

English Translation

Upddhi (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, ripavan
ayam (he is handsome), rijpa which is a quality, is a divisible
property. Riipa (color or beauty) is nothing but the locus of the
universal ripatva. Thus, rijpa has two parts or aspects one is the
universal rijpatva and the second is @sraya or locus.

Note : The second type of property, namely, updadhi (which should
be translated as an extraneous property ) is, further, divided into two
kinds : (i) with parts and (ii) without any parts. The example given is
pasutva. Beast-hood is not a jati but it is an upadhi. Why? Because it
can be defined as, ‘possessing bristle and tail.” Now, this definition
shows that pasutva can be divided into various parts like bristle, tail,
etc.etc. Therefore, it is said to be a divisible upadhi. Similarly, the
author says, riipa i.e. colour or beauty is a divisible property. When
one says that, ‘this man is ripavan’, rijpa becomes an updadhi. What
is ripa? It may be defined as the locus of a universal called rigparva.

This shows that riipa has two constituents. It has the universal riparva
and its locus. So ripa is an upddhi which can be divided into two

oo

parts,
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TEXT-4

TEivage e Agsaea-geaeaTiastiaag ey v fawd 3
TR YR fEaraRe aea TEEaHE T R | U | g wreeaH |
wfig stuTacafaiel w2 ad gfal ugrniiagwaem st fawg =
T

| .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
property e.g. bhavatva 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-khanda is a-khanda updadhi. That
which cannot be divided, in other words, that which cannot be defined
in terms of its various parts is an akhanda upddhi. For example,
bhavarva or being or positiveness. What is it? If this ques:ti()n is asked,
the answer will be : It is something other than non-positive. In a way,
it does not give you any new information, as it were.

0o

I TEXT-5 I

wrafa siwfaami wifal fig WT: THeTa-weds v Fraam)
IRIUStaTEeg J Al WEd TR ettt el yenge: |

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 akhanda-updadhi. It exists (in its locus) by 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 answerl
is : universal also is partless. 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 upddhi. Upddhi resides in a locus by linking
itself with the locus i.e. by a self-linking relation . Thus, the differenc®
between the two is maintained and it becomes necessary to mention
them independently.

oo

| TEXT- 6 I

TRRETETAT TR (TegeETt ) Frafts (aar fEreor
weftfer-thean ) weifa: srafa | @en ‘w2t sira gfa e e At wee
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W T TR e wfagaui wm feg detd wewEdt @
frdaorTriaRE Frafee= SRl T g AEege: @
e wrafemn (Rsrm stz et @en ‘st 73
T e TR TR Uerd e T wed TH Yy tea i
TS quTERY TR Wk ¥ wratesen Sdi: | e T
sfrEaTTRETE TR Frafee= TR sgeT 3fa
Trafgn: et |

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 wil'h
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 clothness

? \
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(Patava) and the indivisible extraneous Property, namely,
Positiveness (bhavarva) are understood as inciuded in (the
meanings) of ‘cloth’ and ‘positive’. As they are not mentioned
by words, their cognition does n.ot OCcur as qualified. But the
cognition (of both the propefllf:S) takes place without any
cognition of their qualifiers 1.€. Mot qualifieq (py any
qualification). On  the other hand, When they are expressed in
language, there, their cognition also occurs ag qualified i.e. with
the cognition of their qualifiers. For €Xample (let us take 2
sentence :) ‘In this substance both positiveness and cjothness are
there®, Here, both positiveness and clothness are mentioned in
words clearly and hence the state of positivenegs and the state
of clothness appear as qualifiers tO positiveness and clothness
respectively. This is why

‘It is not accepted (in the system) that anything other than
unverbalized universal and unvefba}l?ed indivisible extraneous
property is known without its qualifier.”

Note : Jati i.e. universal and akhal)d()pddh_i.e, indivisible
extraneous property are grasped without any qualifier whep they are not
verbalized. To understand the exact import of this let us begin at the
very beginning : every verbalized cognition is a qualified cognition and
‘ualified cognition® presupposes the cognition of qualifier. This may
be understood with a simple example. It is that of ‘blye 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? Does 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 j.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 cxpressed is ‘a pot™. Therefore,
‘a pot” is a qualified cognition and its qualifier, namely, potness 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 : (1) 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 potness  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 qQualifiers.’ In other words, excepting non-
verbalized universal and indjvisible extrancous factor each and
everything is known through some property which is its qualifier.

We may try to present  the same through the following :
NO YT (to the original qualifier)

= YFHR /qualifier/ qualification
UHGT  /inherence.

'_ e fagreg /qualified/ qualificand

The above picture is the picture of the congnition of *a pot- or ‘ghatah’.

It may be described in Sanskritas: @z 3fa w9 =efauas TEcEgwTH

ARETaHTTE A |
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The other picture may look like this :

no 9 (to ThN)

Hcdod T /qualifier
TWwRU /self-linking

wed [~ o= /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 ghatatva is mentioned in words, it
becomes the object of qualified cognition and hence its qualifier
appears in its cognition.

ao

| TEXT-7I

ey i : | v Tt fan-fagsg-syrasaiere: |
T Tudt gew g favra-faguoaasaee: o meesy:) que-
gewan want famn quet gew sha T araowditng =

|
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 :

B el

So long as the picture lacks the line of relation between the two,
the cognition dandi purusdh 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 :

gUg —-—  visesana/qualifier
l;—— Sarhyoga/contact
S ~  viSesya/qualificand

In short, the main function of relation is that it assigns the status
of qualifier and qualificand to two different things. In our present
example, when the stick is at a distance from the person it is not in a
position to act as a qualifier to the man whercas when the man holds it
it necessarily gualifics e man.

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

(1) Relation is closeness

(ii) It exists between two entities

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

a0
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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) thcre 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 system. 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)  guna and guun i.e. quality and substance

(i) kriya and kriyavan ie. action and substance
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(iii) Jati and vyakti i.e. universal and individual

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

and

(V) viSesa and nityadravya i.e. particularity and eternal substance.

To understand and remember it through concrete manner :

(?) o

(?) Gl
=
() | =
=t
(%) [emmafom
T

g/ fagqur/ ame™a/ property /
qualifier/ located
guara  /inherence

&Tﬁ:h:/ fagrea/ 3/ property- holder/

qualificand/ locus

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

and (5) ;f%r_—s?;_J

Teasea

The second type of relation is samyoga or contact. Contact is a
non-eternal relationship which is possible, as per our system, between
two substances. It does not mean that sanyoga 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 are not substances, cannot be related to
each other by the relaton of contact.



Navya-Nyaya-Bhasa-Pradipa | 37

The example taken up by our author is that of water and vessel.
Both of these are substances and hence are related by contact.

NI

—————— Ha/contact
q=A

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 gunas 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-ripa 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 :

T F—— 3T/ located
ESCEoN]
g |——— UR / locus

In fact, the above picture is drawn just to show the relationship of
sva-rijpa between the locus and the located. In reality it is very
difficult to show the two relata differently. However, the sentence ‘grhe
patabhaval’ 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 santyoga or
samavdya 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 patabhavah. 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-rijpa ‘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
earlier. 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
related to both, the two cannot be said to be related ! If the answer is,
‘by another inherence’, then the same question persists ad infinitum.
This will result into the contingency that the universal and the
individual would never be related. TO avoid all thjs, the answer is
samavaya is related o both jari 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 svaripa-sambandha the
following :

(1) It is accepted where both contact and inherence are not
possible.

(2) Tt 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)saniyoga (il) samavaya and (iii) sva-ripa. However, our author has
changed it and has discussed samavaya or inherence first and samyoga
or contact next.

aao
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English Translation

Inherence is the sixth category of entities mentioned by
Kanada, which is an eternal relationship. For instance in the
sentenc, ‘the handsome brahmin walks’, the universal, namely,
brahminhood; 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-yutayoh sambandhah) i.e. the relation of
or between the two which cannot be separated frc;m 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 categori€S
of entities accepted in the Vaiesika system by Kanada. It is said to
be eternal because the two relata of this relation can never exist
separately. In other words, samavdya between two relata continues to
exist so long as one of the two is not destroyed. We have discussed
before the five cases where samavdya is accepted to exist in our
system. The members of these pairs are never known to exist

separately of each other.
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English Translation

‘Contact’ is a quality mentioned by Kanada. The relation of
absence (with its locus) is self-linking relation. For instance,
“Thert 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, viSesanata.

Noie : Sariyoga or contact is included in the list of gunas by the
Vaigesika 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 onc 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 namaskdra 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-ripa 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, ‘bhiltale patah nasti’ 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 bhuitala. 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 svaripa sambandha Because, ‘absence’ is not a
‘substance’ to have the relation of contact with another substance,
namely, bhiitala. 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 bluitala as the expressions bhurale ghatah na or bhitale
ghatabhavah 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-sambandha is viSesanata. Before elaborating upon this point let
us look into the following picture :

| ]
| dgw-fegmom | e —fre-firees- T
a8 fergrearar

I

From the picture it is clear that ‘absence of pot’ is on the ‘groun I’
which means that absence of pot is the (property i.e.) qualifier of th¢
ground which is the qualificand. In other words, absence of pot qua]iﬁ69
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 b€
described as : the contact of eyes with the qualifierness 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 : T&: HIHYAB TG~
fagrera-frefira-gerarafTss-fagaurar. Now, the statement, ‘another

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

ao
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English Translation

A relation which consists of another relation (i.e. a relation
such that it expects 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 explain : 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 relation with threads. To make it concrete let us draw the following:

[ E-guaTta-gqad

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 (sanyoga). 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 :

w |' _WEHAIET,
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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 danda-kamandalii as the starting point of the relation,
namely, sva and the relation is with the house which may be named
as sva-saniyogi-saryogain because, it is related through contact with
the person who is related through contact with sva. So sva-samyogin is
the person and sva-saniyogi-samyogin  is the house. Now, the
property. of sva-sarityogi-saniyogin is sva-satityogi-saniyogitva which is
treated as a relation in the present case between dandakamandalii 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-
asraya- asrayvatva.

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

indirectly.
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English Translation

As the direct relation like inherence etc. is restricted in
number and also in degree or extensidn, 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 andryas- exist in England by the indirect
relation, namely, ‘the state of being the kingdom under the
authority of their own king (actually queen)’. Sinﬁilarly, 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-rijpa 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 ‘B’, 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.
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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
terminativn (point) of the same (relation) and hence the people
of India exist in England by that relationship.

Note : Our author has made a signilicant point here. The very
discussion on relation “started with 2 statement : sambandhah
sannikarsall which means : relation is closeness. But. now it is clear
that this is true for all practical purposes, only with reference 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 indircct relationship. Ag per the traditional
example any human being can be related to any other human being by
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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 alone.
By indirect relation, however, the two which are apparently
unconnected are said to be connected or related.
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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
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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-nyaya 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 preseﬁt 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’
(bhaitale ghatah) and (ii) the ground is the possessor of pot (blidtalam
ghatavat). Here, ‘pot’ is the thing located on the ‘ground’ which is its
locus or location. The reality, however, is simply the following :

[ | s

graey [ gatt

S [ SNUTH

e ——

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 focu$
expressed by the words in the sentence. This may imply that it is 2
pot and nothing else which is on the ground. Thus, here, ‘ground’ 18
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
prime 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

0o
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English Translation

Occurrence-exacting relations are only inhérence, 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 occurrence-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
Vritiiniyamaka sambandha is the relation of ddhdra-adheya-bhava

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 -—— R

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 saryoga or contact is not always vrtti-
niyamaka but it sometimes (i.e. when two substances are vertically
connected) is vruti-aniyamaka. m [m)

| TEXT-16 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 -iya 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 original textin this context reads -gf=for et waased
ﬂZﬁW'%ﬁ[ﬁﬁT'WﬁﬁTﬂm'gﬁqm:ﬁﬁ,mﬁ,
o

The textshould be correctedas follows:..... AT T qa
ofr fbar Tfy FA W T W@ i

To explain : the relationship between the king and his minister is
va-svamibhdva in Sanskrit which may be translated into

owned-owner-relationship. In the present example of the
king and his minister, the king is the owner and the minister is owned
by him. The possessive suffix, namely, matup should occur after the
thing which is owned (vide : Panini’s rule d&EaTid aferq zfa
gy (P- 5 2. 94)) just like in dhana-van Caitrah ; buddhiman
brahmanah and so on . As dhana i.e. wealth is owned by Caitra,
Caitra is said to be dhana-van . Thus, dhana which is owned takes the
smatuP 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 mantrivan i.e. the owner of the minister and not vice-versa. In other

antri, the owned, should take the matuP suffix and not the
avan mantri is not the correct

known as §
English as :

words,
king who is the owner. Thus, rdj

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
€Xpression, namely, ‘gfsxfo;r ¥’ is also not correct. It should have
been rajii mantri as suggested by the present translator, for the same
reason. The point seems to have missed the notice of the Bengali
translator of the tex(, namely, shree Kalipada Tarkacarya. He, in his
translation, has explained the text as it originally reads. (Vide Navya-
ydya-bhasa-prdipa of M. Nyayaratna with the Bengali translation by

Kalipada Tarkacharya, Sanskrit College Research series 79, Kolkata,
p.17)

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 of locus and located such as the

picture shows. % 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 adhara-
adheya-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 denoting the locus or the possessive suffix added

to the stem denoting the located, such as: either bhiitale ghatah or
ghatvad bhititalam respectively.

But, when the relationship is not horizontal like this but is
vertical like [ "] this (for the vertical relationship, the beautiful
expression, in Sanskrit is : Sama-sitrapatena sambandhah which may
be noted) then the use of either locative case or of the possessive suffix
is never found. The suffixes like in or iya 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 dadhara-adheya-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 Cuitrasya dhanam it will be a vertical one :
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CE| | BE
frew-freus-ve /| @-Erg-vmd

The relationship is that of owner and owned-relationship. Both the 1€
Jata, namely, Caitraand his wealth, describe each other. The diagram of th®

above expression can never be horizontal like :

Because one never has the notion of adhdra-adheya-bhava 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:

ST | i
w-giy-oda

Here also, T3

is not possible just because the relation expressed by rajakiyo mant’ 1
is vertical i.e. vrtti-a-niyamaka. This is why one will never find the

expressions like mantrivan rdja or rajii mantri in this context.

TR WA e T g | 3w e Rt g T
fresta wft Tnsm-gemsEca-arEEaA frarag e’ 3f = |

oo

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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tuffed hair by the relation of the state of being the locus of the
man who is its own Jocus.

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 gdhara-adheya-
bhava in our mind but only makes us know about the indirect relation

between the two. [n other words, the relation is not horizontal but it is
vertical. :

The example, 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.

ao

|TEXT- 18I

T : Wrard: wika ghatame: i geafemrt sfal
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English Translation

There is one relation called temporal relation which is
sometimes occurrence-exacting and sometimes non-occurrence-
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,



56 / Navya-Nyaya-Bhasa-Pradipa

‘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 ‘@alam:  @Te:'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. This is the reason why our system accepts that
everything in the universe exists in Time.

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

(i) ‘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.

I TEXT - 19I

‘ard 9 gt g Taraam zfa wo: gt “Fgemam sfa wem:
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gl wifa: wafa wramEsrds g fra-vgem wEitwtarm
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English Translation

0o

Neo-logicians have accepted a (n additional) relation called
paryapti 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.” Parydpti 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 parydpti 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 parydpti
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 means, “this does not possess number two by the
relation of parydpti 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.

Toca
AT —] qOaTg
Aq"q’ﬁ%d

Tee | ez |

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 paryapti.

The navya-hydya system has contributed to the explanation of the
thought- structure reflected through the sentence, ayam na dvau kintu
dvitvavan. 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
first. This is a logical necessity. The same, actually, is reflected in the
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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paryapti (saturation / inclusion) - a relation by which something exists
In its loci collectively and simultaneously when there is such an
€Xpectancy.

Let us take another example known to us. Ghatatva 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 parydpti 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
svaripa. Let us draw two pictures and conclude our discussion on this

point.
e ]
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These two figures help one understand the significance of accepting
paryapti as an additional relation, over and above the relations.of
Sariryoga, samavaya and svaripa. oa
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HESTARHIHE qEqamTal Saedewaran i wafftagra=al S
EyilERC]
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, paryapti. 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, 1*
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 ghata i.e. a pot as an effect. Any effect is
preceded by a causal complex which brings about the same. Thus,
ghata 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 svardpa and the same delimitorhood is shared by all
delimitors collectively by the relation of paryapti.

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

ITEXT - 21I

Tawaa faufaa 2fa st 8t gwafameat wase . | T fawa:
HeueIeal TRl fanfaarararaa ad= | favaaamsrda g aesea
Teqerl faud fass=dhfal

English Translation

oo

There are two more relations, namely, contentness and
containerness i.e. visayatd and visayita, which are of non-
occurrence-exacting type. In this case, the contents (of cognition,
desire etc.) such as a pot, a cloth etc. reside in the cognitions
desire etc. by the relation of visayitd and cognition, desire etc.
reside in the content such as a pot, a cloth etc. by the relation
of visayata.

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’ are 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 tW°
statements are more of a specific type as they define the direction ©
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 syste™
has labelled, x’ and ‘y’ i.e. two relata of any relation, by special termS:
The relatum which is the beginning point of a relation is named aS 2
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. bas¢”
relatum.

Thus, if ‘x’ is related to 'y’ then ‘X’ is a pratiyogin and ‘y’ is 310
anuyogin but if ‘y’ is related to °x” then °y” is a pratiyogin and ‘x’ js an
anuyogin. This may be remembered in the following manner :

R
(pratiyogin) (anuyogin)
X Y
(anuyogin) (pratiyogin)

Further, in our system a maxim is accepted : g fifrss: BLE
gra=g:| This means the property of the base-relatum should b€
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’. (Fr@T g3 goca@wr-89  arafd). 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.

YIcd
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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.

e

g foar

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 padartha.

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-
visayaka paddartha (i.e. an entity having an object). This means,
‘knowledge cannot be contentless 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, inclination, attachment and aversion. These all are
said to be sa-visayaka. They cannot exist without their objects. As
they have visayas they themselves are visayins (it is another name for
sa-visayaka). Therefore, the general relation between these pairs such
as knowledge and its contents etc. is visaya-visayi-bhava. 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, ‘rgaififaes:  gd:  HFEEH: 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
related to knowledge or cognition i.e. visayin then the relation between

the two is visayita. The same may be remembered through the
following pictures :
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English Translation

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. For example, in case of contact between berry
and vessel, berry is the counter-relatum and vessel is the ba_se,-
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 - exceiat 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,
prativogin 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:

X )/ e/ ghwnfim
a4

Y |7 iR/ snumy et




66 / Navya-Nyaya-Bhasa-Pradipa

Afterunderstandingthese poihts letuslook intoone importantstatement

that our author has made in the Text under discussion. The statement is:
Fafaq wra=d9 wfgga gafasa fawsfa| The theory of ‘wwf wafar-
daT1g " put forth by our system has been staed by ourauthor in just one simple
andclearsentence.Itis believed andisatheoretically accepted doctrine that
inthecaseof all occurrence-exactingrelations the pratiyogin and anuyogin
are fixed. What is or should be the locus and what is or should be the located
ispredetermined. The authorstates: Thereiscontactbetween the berry and
the vessel. But by this contact berry alone exists in the vessel and not Vice-
versa.Take anotherexample: potand ground. The pratiyogininthisrelation
is definitely pot and never the ground. Ground is the anuyogin or the
substratum. The author has explained same point through the terminology
of dharmaand dharmin.Hesays: & g «fiffor oda, 7 g et e | One
should remember that pratiyogin is nothing else than dharma when it is a
case of the relation between dharma and dharmin & anityogin 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 Fafaafar: (the basic) limitation of relation!

oo

|TEXT - 23'

T T I T Inean i aggfa sha weadi g ag
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andrd afer af-rafa giva fasstal wd o= o sttt aferm
aferefuar sttt ad’ | A - gatwareeTeEt: guehrafum
e wat TEITER sndEd B W a6 Twea giaaram suwe
srferaoTan rE@vaRHTaE

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’ (niripya-
nirtipaka-bhava) 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
‘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 adhara, there has to be some adheya which
describes the ddharata of the ddhara. In simple language, something is
adhara because there is some dadheya located there. Let us draw a
picture which says the same thing :
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located — X
describer-described-relation
—1 locusness
locus — vy
Similarly :
locatedness
located — X
. describer-described-relation-
locus 1 vy

If we take the concrete examples discussed by our author,' we may
draw the following :

(H
mgg — TH
fre-freus-ve
grenat
MU IS
Similarly :

And
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(2)
3Ty _rq?_
Treg-freus-vma
YT
3R TR
similarly -
SIBET
3Mey __[_712_
Fre-freus-ama

3R T

In this context let us remember some important points :

(1) Kunda or vessel is a vessel even if it is empty. But it is not a
locus if it js 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 js called a vessel) which resides in the vessel s0
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
1S ‘located’ in it. Thus, the property ‘locusness’ depends upon (i.e.

©Xpects) ‘located’. In other words, ‘locusness’ is caused by the located
and vice-versa.

(i)  The relation between locus and located or rather locusness and
¥0catedness is said to be describer-described-relation. Only because one
18 described by the other and the other 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
* Visaya and visayin, karya and karana, pratiyogin and anuyogin etc.
€IC. 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-nydya. To this our author will come a little
later.

: ao
|TEXT -24 I

AN TEE yEwEEE  suwa giaa fadn @ @
FhaaTimum: et g ghaaTiE s g
Frewfreumume st giaat sl e st =
Fhaatal aag ‘g2 wew’ 3fh o ‘Fue-Frefua-giaarag se
Tien ‘guetrs-stftmura-Frefum-sndadi-ag wew’ gead: T |
e e FUSH S TN ‘G st hreie- stiterarad 3
T ‘aeragfam-Frefua- i’ gl vdadar |

English Translation

Similarly, when one 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 (T7&wa@’ literally means describable).
(This means) locusness is described by locatedness and
locatedness is described by locusness. Thus, when there is @
sentence, ‘there is a berry in the 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 a berry’, the
resultant meaning of the sentence is either : the vessel has
locusness described by the berry or : the vessel has locusness
described by the locatedness residing in the berry.
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Note : Once the describer-described-relation (niripya-niripaka-
bhava) 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, ddhara and
adheya, 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 :

angadn
T
-
HUE

Now, we have been familiar with the technique of navya-nyava,
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 locatedness in one thing is described by the
locusness in another and vice-versa.

e

e el —— frewfreusTa
AT —— STEMAT
IR TS
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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) 3nerrEr
B Tl
T o ‘—_—ﬁwmﬁmmma

e i

)

Thus, the vessel describes the locatedness of the berry being its
locus in the first picture and the berry describes the locusness of the
vessel being located in it. These are the short ways of understanding
the sentence (i) kunde badaram or (ii) kundam 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 (kunda) and the locusness in kunda is described by the
locatedness in badara. There may not be any further expansjon of

meaning of these sentences.

I TEXT -»25|

AT, syaTEEATTy Tk wiadif SR g il a: sy
e e e AHTE TR, Hew ST , Teed S19TE: ettt
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Terareh sfm T w Y fassdifa merat e et Taway syt
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W AWEE JFAT wafal aon qg: wWwEEn gl gt
Weuted: AT | wiratfrfa i, srgaft e srgafmrada
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

(i) 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 the relation between the
two. This, we have seen before, may be remembered through the
following simple picture: x——E—>}’



74 / Navya-Nydya-Bhasa-Pradipa

In the present text at hand, our author has discussed one more
context in which pratiyogita 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, ripa i.e. colour is the counter-positive of the absence
and vayu or air is the base-relatum or locus of the same.

To remember this in an easy way let us draw a simple picture:
-yfqaifig, — &9 SEIC]
aig aadlihi

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

wUuTqaIfiTes- aTg - AT - 391a: | Itisanabsence,counter-positive
of whichis 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-padartha 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-paddrtha 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 (i) 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.

i CEA R
l
q@ | Irganm.

One may describe this similarity in navya-nyaya language as :
W-ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂ?-ﬁ@-ﬂﬁﬁﬁ*ml 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.

I TEXT - 26I
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Tafreeation geaRivarasiu a1 INTAgRhRul SIwrEt watdl @ &
geouer faamHeaqa Houeenta giaa wafal T 1R haew ueed
TR ST TR HTER TeH YT SWTE sEid Teh1HTa SHATHTEw
FaEaEr | 3 AVE wreafaRugd  adfasegay
deerd wrafd |
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 whén 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 abhayas 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, ‘2’, 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 :

X -X e -gc
— z — p ——  Eam — gHaTa
y y

e kS

The second point is : when ‘x’ is present in a locus ‘y’ as ‘x’, it is
absent as (i) qualified ‘x’ or (i1) *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 : gFeue
‘gFsue: TR It

T
It is possible to say :
(2) owe: @ i —froe
R
(r) afedTacafafiree:
TR i it frreatatyrene
I
&
(3) ey i - “UEEH TG
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It is, however, impossible to say: Ug: g ATEdl

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 bratiyogin (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.

ao
|TEXT-27I

= T doavd whriiaaeara- Tesgatafa g 3=
- e WA St wreeda Fatg oo = st
afyl A= graeds AR a1 aHu afeeen wata | areey: | = gd:
e ARE AT aededt Tatal g ¢ i ARaaETEsaE uel
ifea’ Teamdl HeTHTaR WAl anaEs wreeas eedy 9 e
srafsz= | dal aEan: AfaafiEmE: quamE: vy, geeay gH:
sTaedeE:| o Td AHARN Hel TRt qHaa-ara-araios -
e frarat sHTa ada geadd: |

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



Navya-Nyaya-Bhasa-Pradipa | 79

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-bhdva 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 paddrtha 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 abhava.)

Let us think a ljttle 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 nyayabhasyakara also who belonged to the beginning of
the Christian Era.)

Our navya-nyaya system has defined word as saktam padam.. The
word Sakta means : §akti-visista. 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 and 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-bhava. Na a-, an-
ctc. 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 : bhittale ghatah 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) Samsargabhava i.e. relational absence and (ii) anyonyabhava i.e.
mutual absence. (For the detailed discussion on this issue, one may look
into the Najdivdda of Raghunatha Siromani) And a-bhava is an
independent category of entities. (For the detailed analysis on this issue
one may refer to the Abhava-vada of the Tartva-Cintamani of Gange$a.)

Let us come again to our example, namely, bhitale ghatah na. The
meaning of this sentence will be : ITe-Freg-amemear-Frds: wersra: |
How does one understand this meaning from the sentence \[@® we: 97

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 1 - the sentence is heard/ read.
Step 2.- Word-meanings are remembered.

Step 3 - 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 §dbdabodha. 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 :'9[d3 ®Z: T’ to see how it

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

Step one : ‘bhutale  ghatah na’ is heard.
Step two :  ground locusness pot o)nhsence 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 - 1[3_5"‘\ " J—is heard.
| N~

Step2 - A% UG geed farge  Uehed fafye st remembered.

Step 3 - Jao-faca-eemar-fede: TA9d:1 word me anings are
related.

In the step 3 the word-meanings are related. The understanding of
these related word-meaning is the §abdabodha. 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, Jdc Te: 7' there are five morphemes (padas): The stem d ,
Locative case-ending after it, the stem¥¢, nominative case-ending after it
and the negative particlet{.(Actually,there isone nominative case-ending
after the negative particle, which has been dropped as per the Paninian
rules. But as the same is dropped lct 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 samsarga-maryada. Samsarga-marydadd 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 havea
defined structure through which they get related to each -other naturally
i.e. withoutany efforts of the hearer. Our author had hinted at this whenhe

stated that, ‘faa wra-8m &g gafaga fawsfa’t (vide Text no
above.)

To come to our present Text, our author wants us to remember that
the difference in absence is caused by the difference in the counter-
positive. We have seen that unless one knows the counter-positive of
abhava one does not know anything of abhdva because one’s
understanding of abhava solely depends upon one’s knowing the
counter-positive of the abhava. This is why, one can very well
understand that difference in abhava depends upon the difference in
pratiyogita.

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-nyaya language is
said to be the best way, the best medium of $dstric discourse. Sastric
discourse cannot afford to be ambiguous. In other words, if discussion
on $astric 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 Nyavasira gives
utmost importance to dialectics as this is the only way to resolve a
conflict between different (contradictory) ideas and facts.

By the rigorous process of continuous thinking of centuries navya-
nydya 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 avacchedaka. 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 thig, 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’ manusyatva or purusatva. 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 ‘karya or effect’ when we talk about its cause or
causes ; it becomes karana 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,
causchood, 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 avecchedaka-avacchinna-
bhava.

To remember this in an easier manner, let us draw some simple
pictures depicting the reality through some simple expressions

As ghata is the object of knowledge, ghata has visayatd. Knowing
that anything can become object of knowledge and hence visayald
could reside in anything, to avoid the ambiguity regarding this point by
specifying that what one is talking aboyt is the pot as an object (and
nothing else), the inherent property of pot, ndmely, ghatatva is made
use of. It delimits the visayara. which, occasionally has come to reside
in the pot. This happened just because of the expression ghatah
Jianavisayah.

Once we have explained the first picture, let us draw some more
pictures and read them by oursclves. Let us not have explanation for
cach of them as we know it fully by now.

gZtg U] gUe:|

‘ Hccd

—
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In all the above cases, B2ed, 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.

oo

| TEXT -28I
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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
ground 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, “‘E@ ug ¥ orge: Ue: A, these are the
cases of relational and mutual absence respectively. Be it any case of
absence, it aims at denying some relationship between some (wo
things. The first statement denies the 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. abhava statements. (Only because there is
no a-bhava of anything anywhere by kalika 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
saniyoga, samavdya etc. by which he wants to talk about the absence,
éay, 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
pratiyogitd 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
samavdya’. Here, the counter positiveness of pot on bhiitala is specified
by the relation of samavaya. In other words, it is not the case that the
pot is absent on bhiala by any other relation but it is (the case that it
is) absent only by the relation of inherence. Thus, if we say the same
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thing in navya-nydya 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
| TEXT - 29'
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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 : If a question 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 delimitor
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-sadharana- 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 inhcrent 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 avacchedaka and the occasional property is
regulated (by it) or avacchinna.

Thus, if we wish to expand the simple expression, “BEI9Td: " in
navya-nyaya-language we will have the following steps :

1. ~ga4ma: (natural Sanskrit expression)

2.  aeyfaaifs-2rvma:

3. uefresufaaifiars-arama:

4. weaEafte-aeirs-ufqaifirars-srvma:

5. uedTatte-aessataat fira-fregs-arama: |

After this exercise, there is no doubt that we are talking about the
absence of pot. '

The above expression, namely, ghatabhavah needs some more
information to give one composite meaning to the hearer. That is
regarding : (i) What is the locus of this ghatabhava ? and (ii) What is
the relation by which ghata does not exist in that locus?

If the statement is revised as, ‘gqde HaNETa-g94 "t AIfEd’
then all the information about the absence of pot is obtained and this
may be put in the navya-nyaya language as follows :

(i) @S HarTETEEd " A |

(i) Ao-AFATTR-HarT-Hatte-ae ~gfaarfire-319md : |

(iii) vaefrargafirams-gar-aate-aefs-gfaarfiars-aruma: |

(iv) Jaofre-Yaaaaica~-Agaias-gar-aamdate~-aefs-
HeeaTateR-A-gfaa fiTaTeh-39rd: |

(v) Ao YaeaEmaita- g idTed-HamT-aeriaee=-gefra-
HeaaTaiTa=-gtaat fda-HEus-219ma: |

Here, all information regarding the absence of pot has come
together. It is the absence of pot only on the piece of ground by 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
1e. acquiréd / 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 §astric issue
which may lead to non-understanding of the same. This is the most
undesired thing in dialecties 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 broperly in a thing.

(vi) Let us remember the beautiful definition of delimitor : 3=g4-
Ifafh-adean sraedgmeat |

(vii) Some inherent properties are \Hd, U, doed, Jrddhcd
ete.

Some common properties are : T, HTlar, yfyaifiraT argatfirar
ete, aa
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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 td should be added to it and the:
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 ghata (‘pot’) stands for the counter-positive. When the
suffix tva is added to it (such as : ghata + tva = ghatatva) 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 ripa ie.
colour Stands for the counter-positive of the absence of ripa
i.e. colour, here when the suffix fva is added, the meaning we
obtain from the ‘word (riipa + tva = ripatva) is the universal
ripatva or colourness and the same (rigpatva) is the delimitor
of the coumer-positiveness of the absence of colour.

Even if delimitor and controller (or regulator) are one and the
same, still, as the authors (of nydya and navyanyaya) have used
the word delimitor (avacchedaka) alone, the word delimitor only
should be used (by everybody working on navya-nydya) 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 fva or ta 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 *pot” 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, rijpabhdva 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 vifesaka
(specifier) but this explanation is made only for the sake of
understanding. It does not mean that one (a modern author on navya-
nydya) is frce 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 navyanyiya) 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 [ 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
$astra. Aims and goals of both of these are different and hence the
difference in methodology. 0o
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gfataq wheatfmata smas frefaa wafq, srsmas wfetam
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English Translation

Just as vrrtira (is described by adhikaranata) the counter-
positiveness also is described by absence (and so) absence i$
the describer of the counter-positiveness. In the same manner
avacchedakata (delimitor-ness) and pratiyogita (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 ‘fqeush:’ 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-positivencss as well as the relationship between the
delimitorhood and counter-positiveness. Thq relationship is.: describer-

described-relationship

Let us remember that vritita ie. ddheyata and also pratiyogita are
contextual or occasional properties. They come to reside in a thing in
a particular context or at a particular occasion. The context for

pratiyogitd 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 ghata had been there, there would not have arisen
thé cognition of its absence. As ghata is opposed to ghatabhava, it is
called counter-positive of its absence.) Obviously counter-positiveness
comes to reside ip 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 deimits the same, it is the delimitor.) In other words,
counter-positiveness and delimitorhood are mutually described.

Let us remepper only one point to keep the whole discussion in

mind and the point is : all contextual properties are pair-properties

which come tq 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 inheren Therefore, they always, being in pairs, describe
each other. SOme of these pairs are :

» ] ©
e ]
s LWHWTU
s N

(3) AT -Hrerar (4) Fergaar-faufaat; () whrtfir-srgaif; (6)
HTTFIHAT-Nafegaar  ete. etc. One can draw similar pictures for many
such pairs just to fix the point in mind. One should hote that the arrow of
the relation of describer-and-described relationship is pointed both ways
Which suggests the relation being mutual or reciprocal.

0a
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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 absence (absence
of ‘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 svaripa 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 as p= ~ ~ 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 ‘It 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 scem 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 between a a_positive and a negative entity’ just
because the two are dlaoonally 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
(i1) absence of pot = absence of absence of absence of pot.

What our author has in mind is :
UZd = gervrdidid
LA IC = gagrardrardaid

U’EI&TIEITW | = gerqrararararatdtd and so on and so forth. This

is why he uscs the terminology of first abhava, second abhava, third
abhava etc.

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 cqumer-positivenesses will also be
many, delimitors will be also many and the delimiting rclations will
also be many.

However. one nced not be puzzled over this because the decision
in the matter solely depends upon how speaker expresses it and
therefore, there should be only one ‘counter-positive’ at a time. Only
“thing is that onc should be aware of the equivalence accepted by some
in our system. aa
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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 vydpyavrtti 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 being or absence of colour in gkasa or absence of horns

in hare.

On the other hand, that is known as a-vyapyavrtti 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-vyapya-vriti (i.€. existent pa.ially, not pervading the whole of

the tree).

Note : In the present ‘Text’ the concepts of vydpya-vriti and a-

vyapya-vriti padarthad have been mentioned. All padarthas can be
divided into two classes, namely, vydpya-vriti and a-vyapya-vriti. The
names are significant. They themsel'ves make their meanings obvious.
A vyapya-vriti padartha is an entity which exists in its locus by
pervading the locus entirely. There is no space in the locus which is
not cevered by the located. Such a located is, for example, a universal.
A universal pervades its whole locus. It is not the case that the
d does not pervade some of the human beings

universal, human-hoo
(i.e. some of the loci of human-hood). It covers its locus in its entirety.
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A-vyapya-vriti paddrtha, on the other hand, is an entity which covers
its locus only partially. For éxample, 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-vydpya-vriti 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
1 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.

1t is not difficult to understand that as positive entity is twofold
as vyapya-vrtti and a-vyapya-vrtti so also is its absence the negative
entity. As contact 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 :

ao

I TEXT - 34I

. Ty tuiete g T s deatiedes: st uiesas
T e AT caagad | 9 9 e snare simfasi:  whm
wTotagta: , s ufady 3 | qen ‘TTEwE ga: wfwad, =
TS T g & it g TS e v sassf
Wﬁvﬁmmgmmml “TeafaaTe qed = e fg
G 370 IO TN e g Fa T Seafiantes: sraedas: | o=
T g fwsfa, v g Fd” 3o ww agfmn: e
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English Translation

There (always) is a definer of the limit of existence of an
a-vyapya-vriti 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 of) giri or
mountain’, Magadha region is the delimitor of the existerice of
yava- grains in the season of spring and the giri region is the
delimitor of the existence of the absence of yava-grains. '

Nofe : The next point to be remembered in connection with the a-
vyapya-vrtti padartha 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 the specifier or definer of

this area is sometimes some part of the Iocus, sometlmes it is time or

sometimes some region-
For explaining the three possibilitics three examples have been

taken :
Gy greTai ga: FUEAT T 03
(i) seafaantes g0 T THAG, =g qgaeqiand
(iii) =g @an: "Fd faefa 9 g fidn
Let us take them one by onc.

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 padartha,) 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 :

far

HiTdan

a5 |

wrars| [emarz| | we| g ||qe

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 thing let us draw a picture :

§ Frsrr*m—q' T ;

RIS I A | I3RS
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Thus, the utpattikala specifies and hence becomes the delimitor of
the existence of the absence of fragrance whereas tadutiarakala
specifies and hence becomes the delimitor of the existence of fragrance
in the flower.

The third and the last example is : yava-grains exist in Magdha
region in the spring season and the same do not exist in the giri reglon
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 similarity 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? Itis possible only because Icufaertes and
dgeTe delimit the existence of both T=&TTa and T4 respectively. In
the third example, on the other hand #=q-%Te  is the common locus of
both yava-grains and theirabsence. How is it possible? It is so because the
regions such as e e and e specify or delimit the existence of
both yava and its absence respectively. Thus, a maxim accepted in our
system, namely, T Eﬁn 5 ITTSqH: HID Eﬁﬁ U argeegd:
is well understood and explained. when space is the locus of something, its
locatednessis delimited by Time and when Time is the locus of something,
its locatedness is delimited by space.

oo
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|TEXT -35 I
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English Translation

Generally the word denoting delimitor 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 akdasa. In akasa the absence of colour alone exists,
there is no colour in akasa.

Note : After explaining the avyapyavrtti-padartha clearly, our
author talked about the different delimitors of the existence of an
avydpya-vriti entity. It could be positive entity or it could be negative
one. When one looks at the descriptive definition of an a-vyapya-Vriti-
padartha, 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 (bhava-padartha) as well
as a negative entity (a-bhava-padartha) both can be a-vyapya-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 delimitor of the existence of a partially existent entity takes a
locative case. The same example’ of contact he states : ‘Agre’ vrksair
kapisamyogi na ‘miile’.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 ‘muila’ are the parts of
the tree which are delimitors of the existence of contact and its
absence, respectively. One can see that both the words, denoting ‘top’
and ‘bottom’ namely, ‘agra’ and ‘muila’ are in locative case (agre and
nuile).

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 : ‘Pratiyogisamandadhikarana’ and ‘pratiyogi-vyadhikarana.
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 (j.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).
0oag
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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 « negative particle i.e. naii 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-nyaya 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
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 basc-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.

oo
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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 abhdvas namely.
anyonyabhdava and sarsargabhava. 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 or heard. Let us remember that absence always has a counter-
positive and. it has a locus or b_ase-relatum. So, any statement regarding
absence necessarily contains a word denoting a pratiyogin and also a
word denoting an anuyogin. 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 Prativogin) is in nominative and the other

(denoting an anuyogin) is in locative case then it is a case of relational
absence.



108 / Navya-Nyaya-Bhasa-Pradipa

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 evérything else. Everything is one and
hence unique. Therefore mutual-absence-statement is virtually a
statement of difference. This is why the Sanskrit name, ‘anyonyabhava’.
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
exprcSSiOn where apparently both the words representing ‘x’ and ‘y’ are
one and the same. e.g. ghate ghatah 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, ‘ghatah patah na’, it, certainly is a case of
mutual absence. But, even if we have the same word for ‘x’ and ‘y',
and there is NO case-agreement such as ghate ghatah 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. 0o
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English Translation

Just like the counter-positiveness (pratiyogitd), the Sadhyata,
karyata, vidheyatd, hetuta, karanata, prakarata 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 Tex! no. 29 above. This only is required to refresh our memory.
We have already grasped the point.

ao

|TEXT - 39'
sraeded Tadiuiyd: o sEdTEaTn sEsdTE wata |
srared s Tagtauiisga: ad: 3= wraraH favsfa u ey saedewar-
TedCEETaRdl Watq | gen ‘quel W’ Teaw Sivefd wiaain

TagrauTaa safturdt quet gloema-afaatiamn sawdes: | queaefe
HanraEeE faesdiia quenar sl irasd e darmasaarates =
| g2 T ugea fagiquraan suftuafta queem: shafressewmarn
JATITH qUTraH | TUSed | TUS WHATAHTEA Tasadita gueaTan
FATBEHAT UHATI-TFE-LUTared= | Tused v Trgty fagtaoran 3
g 3t Treranral sracdehdaEdeHal Tatea= | aag ‘quE)



110 / Navya-Nydya-Bhasa-Pradipa

i’ Teaea i ETEany . — - AT Ta e -ausca-
- srasewa-fre i - Ha-araruTafte—-gue - srasd el
Trefue- darmararaatee-esfes-afrafiatres: stumE:|

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’ by 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 staffhood as its qualifier (and) therefore, the
delimitor of the delimitorhood of the counter-positiveness in the
staff is the staffhood. The staffhood resides in the staff by the
relation of inherence, therefore, the delimitorhood in the
staffhood is delimited by the relation of inherence. And (finally)
in the stafthood 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 delimitor of the delimitor-hood in the delimitor.
Thus, the question regarding the delimiting property of the delimitor-
hood is answered but there is also another question regarding the
relation which should delimit the delimitor-hood in the delimitor. The
author says, it is ‘the relation by which the qualifier of the delimitor
resides’ which delimits the delimitor-hood in the delimitor. To explain
the same through an example, our author has taken up an expression
‘dandi nasti’ : 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 dandt

nasti’. Let us first draw the picture to understand visually what our
author explains in words :

gfaarfirar-
aTHEhdT-NATBGhHAT

[ Frew-frems-va_ |

U@ Jfaaifd | o

JTTHS ]
RECID Freva-fregs-oa |
=
T < [fFrem-freus—vma]|
givgq A9

w] ] e — ==

The picture should be read from the bottom. There is no gfved in
the [g. Therefore “c{ﬁ"g‘«[' is the counter-positive of the absence. He
is not in the house by the relation of contact. So the counter-
positiveness in  JfUeT is delimited by both : (i) ‘ZU8’  which is
the qualifier of U and (ii) FATT which is the relation by which
E,"FUE{ is not in the house. Thus, ‘@98’ has become the delimitor

of the counter-positiveness and hence now possesses delimitor- hood.
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This is delimited by both: (i) §98cdd  which is a qualifier of 3"s
and is obtained by adding one ‘T@’ to the delimitor ‘G7€" and (i)
HaTwhich is the relation by which g8  resides in ‘gfvgq . Now,
QUeed resides in UE by the relation of inherence, therefore, the
relation of inherence is the delimitor of the delimitor-hood of the
delimitor-hood residing in §9&ed . There is only delimiting relation,
namely, ¥9dTd, as mentioned above so far as the delimitor-hood in
‘qugcd’  is concerned but there is no property which is a qualifier
of ‘'gUgcd’ as §UScd s not expressed in words, and therefore,
the delimitor-hood in ‘gugca’  is not delimited by any property, SO
it is called ‘un-delimited’.

We have added ‘2" & the expression just to complete the sense of
the same by providing one anuyogin to the absence. Thus, in 7%
is argatfirar  which is delimited by ‘7eea’ . =fvz1.  does not exist in
the house by the relation of contact (Fa17) and so ‘Ha17’ is the
delimiting relation to faaifirar in gfveq. We, already, have discussed
these points and hence we need not elaborate more on the issuc. We only
should remember that the relation between A19Ta and  wfqaifirdaT;
faatfirar and wiaaifrar-erassewar; ufaatfimr-srasggwar  and
it RTaT-sraeg gehar-reregeda is Freca-Fr&us-41a as all these are
pair-properties and hence describe cach other. This is so shown in our
picture of ‘g guEl T ’| Once we grasp the picture, the meaning of
the sentence in nyaya-language given by our author is not at all difficult
to understand.

ao
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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 cause-and-something is a qualifier
the same (relation) is#€ delimitor of the sadhyata, karyata,

vidheyata, hetutd” | karanata or prakdarata in the respective
cases.

In the c/ase of (the expression) ‘a handsome-man’ the man
is grasped only as a qualificand, his relation with anything
else (literally anywhere) is not understood and so the
relative properties in the qualificand (dharmin) such as
adhikaranata, anuyogita, visesyata, paksata 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 point 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 think about it at all while
understanding the expression. Thus, the relationship of expression with
reality is 1:1. Noting more noting less. This is the contribution of
particularly-plirva-mimanisa 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 :
Aareys | 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).

ao
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|TEXT - 41 I

4t ef: TeaTEl Tasuen wER, @ o meaadaTass et
wafd | g ‘wdal afgam, gER’ FeTgH Udd U gas g
afg: darmra-aa mean zfi aum vdacd vadTaeaewy, YHT
AgA-sraedTan, afged WeadTaRdeE WA Wisaaraesed:
wre: g S g of dgarass em-wrar e st wa
T |

English Translation

Whichever property appears as a qualifier in the sadhya etc.
the same (property) is the delimitor of the sadhyata etc. For
instance, in the case of the inference, ‘the mountain has fire,
because it has smoke’, in the ‘subject’ (W& ), 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 sadhyata and
contact is the delimiting relation of the sadhyata, 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 mantra 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 iq the qualificand. This is how the statement regarding the
‘relative’/ ‘contextual”/ ‘acquired’ / ‘occasional’ property is made precise
(specific).
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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 Jaeees and AT
The beginning point of the double-lined arrow is the ~3Toeae®

(delimitor) and where the arrow is pointed is the 3rafes=  (i.e.
delimited).

aa
TEXT- 42| g
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Tordrautivgafata mrureard meaa-srasdTE- sraed e | TRty
am |

English Translation

Where the property (which delimits) delimiting sadhyata is
with parts, there one has the delimitor of the delimitor-hood of
sadhyata 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 sddhya and death-hood is the
delimitor of sadhyata. 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
sadhyata 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 (ie.
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 ‘HY0T’ is the ‘H1eq’, HIOTed is the
delimitor of the relative property ‘®TeadT’. But B0 can be defined
as ‘the stopping of breath’ and so it is a divisible property.

oo

I TEXT - 43I

SESTHTEE whiag fastntieaed: | safaaera = fafie,
A geadt sty wafy | srasdTmcantIva: ' T SEedaE-
TauE fatuurans: | ‘afgraratiorea ava weafa’ e
“afgeansrrea geadl wteaa’)

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-matrena anvayah’, the word avacchedakatva
means qualifierness. In the case of the sentence, ‘vahnitvavacchi-
nnasya yasya kasyapi, the meaning understood is : of the locus
of fire.

Note : So far, we have discussed the significance of the terms
sraesa® and 3M@TE8 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 edakatvamatrena
anvayah it simply means, ‘it should be construed only as a qualifier’,
and if there is an expression, ‘vahnitvavacchinnasya yasya kasyapi’ ,
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 ysed
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 dsraya 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 actually means is ‘qualified’. As ‘qualified’ is always ‘the
locus’ of ‘the qualifier’ he has said that the term avacchinna stands
for the (asraya) locus. Let us take, for example, an expression, *
vahnitvavacchinnasya yasya kasydpi’. This expression includes
the word avacchinna which simply means ‘visista’ , ‘qualified’ and
therefore, ‘locus’. Locus of vahnitva ie. 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.
They 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
€xpression will be :

Figed T

(o oo

ao
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|TEXT - 44I

v fefam - - fafdeers wfawss w1 fr ifea fasea:’
Tordtez-fadiwunma: , fadreafasiaomat: wraren o afer a Ffdacaey
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wafd |

English Translation

cognition is of two types : ‘qualified cognition’ and ‘non-
qualified cognition’. (The prefix) nik (stands for) ‘not’ vikalpa
i.e. (where there is no) qualifier-qualified- relationship, is
called the nirvikalpaka (cognition). In 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. 1t may be presented as :

clothness

" cloth

Note : In the present Text our author has referred to the process of
pfarf:eptual 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-vikalpaka stands for the cognition where
the relationship between the qualifier and the qualified (also) appears
(and the cognition can be verbalised in clear terms, such as Patah

(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 Nyaya-siitra 1.1.4. One may look into the Bhasya of
Vatsyayana on the suatra 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 pratyaksa. 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 pratyaksa
cannot be verbalised in the terms understandable by the listener. We
say this because if at all one can express his or her nirvikalpaka
pratyaksa, one has to take recourse to the expression, ‘idam kificit’ (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 satrakara
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 Patah looks like :

(e ]
r———w—q’m

in our system. This is true only, when one says : patah. Let us try to
understand more : Patatva is the qualifier of para. So in the
verbalised (qualified) cognition of pata we have grasped the qualifier
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(patatva) the qualified (pata) and the relation (samavaya) 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

that our author has taken then the picture will be : | Teca

to draw it something like : or if we take the example

uc

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.

ao

| TEXT - 45I

e & - fafreghd it fawommea fgem 1w &
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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 logical'necessity of acceptinga 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 of 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 the qualification 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 57 OT it may occur some time later.

The same procedure)'nay be noted in Sanskrit as follows :
AT FET HYwad

T: g

shsam arefq

Tafdeneusmycasm

Hlasheqshycasery (saadm:)

AJeaadry:

The same one may remember through the following :
[ wmema =
(e 7 L () [
(] [(F) L]

TEXT - 46I
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English Translation

The cogniiion, 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
potness as (an adjective i.e.) a qualifier to pot, once the universal
potness is known by the first nirvikalpaka perception.

The thirdAperception 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 viSesana-jiiana is there,
next moment visista-jiana arises. Thus, vi§ista-jiiana 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
‘this 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 verbalisable. 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.c. 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 percéption is the
qualitied cognition of the qualified "cognition. This we may remember
with the help of the following :

(1) ggruay - First Perception
fafdsheas® - Non-Verbalisable

(2) fedtagcasr - Second perception :

A Al

HHITa
qfadheas - Verbalisable
(3) qdtaswcasr - Third Perception
HHATT
fafare-3fyres-  Qualified oy |
cognition of
FaMfe-A= - the qualified ——— wa

cognition.

l

oo
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lTEXT -47 I
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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 qualifierness. For example, ‘this
mud-hill is prosperous by (abundant in) beautiful flowers in the
month of A$vin (October)’ -- in this with reference to .the
mountain ‘mud’ and ‘mountainness’ are the delimitors of
qualificandness and ‘mud-hood’ is the delimitor of the
delimitorhood 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 are delimitors of
the delimitorhood (in the delimitor) of qualifierness.

Note : In the present ‘Text’ our author, further, explains the
qualified cognipion 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 predicatg. 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 :

|gateacd = Wbt | Frea-freds-aa

N\

TorQreaan

g&icd A{cd

We could replace ‘fagitadr’ by ‘IRyadl’and ‘ThTdT’ by
‘fagraa1’ 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 :

‘Tatsd fif enfam mifa gaetgraanedl wafa’) Let us draw

a picture to catch the point; then if necessary we will elaborate upon the

same.

L"Fﬁ%‘{ﬁ]’—\ IdTe
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The picture makes it clear that  ‘G=qafiriX’ is the qualificand
(visesya) in which viSesyata in the occasional property. In the -fify,
abundance of beautiful flowers (Wﬂ’é‘{gm%) is the qualifier
(prakara) and hence it has prakarata . 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 prakdrata 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.’ ’ ‘

The picture may be read in the navya-nydm uage and }
may obtain the following form.

- Safeg=aT - wu- FEHTar- Frefra- wfws - frfcarate= - fageaamar
anfaamagfa: g-Aafm: |
0o

| TEXT - 48I /

e ]
fagsd Tagicaar yoR o Saa adq | @ 9 g frew-freus-

wra= | favrsaa-frsfua yara wafq, se -t =
fagieaafa, Td gt favsat s iua waiq, fagsaar e wer-frstum
wafq | Taq wd giaaauiaegs swama |

Engl.ish 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 fF&E=-frEuHa;
hence we actually do not need any elaboration regarding the same. Let
us only revise the following :

) [ferdtoor | L

“«® Yoo : ‘
) forgraor
[fardrea |
and
3) ferfoorf—
fargrsaar

fagrsa

The first one above is the full form of understanding the (jescriber-

described- relation between fagisa and fargrauwhereas (2) and (3) are
the shorter forms of the same.

We have discussed it while discussing d@dhdra- adheya-bhava, our

author reminds.
| TEXT - 49I

Fargromi Tfaem — fasd meas | o gatard fasroom, g
TR SAEATE fadvaran wgeaR | Weas qEesd mera

ao
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fasfem | Treaea fadatufa wm | aen - ‘T afimaiaeega
ST @ T: W o’ g Teadreawa T an-anfiante-

Wmamﬁmmm

Tordreemed Wy | FEeag gantaegtafa fasitar |

ol 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 adorhed
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 visesana or qualifier is divided into
‘already known’ and ‘not yet known’. The function of a qualifier is to
distinquish 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
visesana, already known qualifier to differentiale the qualified from
others. In the example taken by our author, the first two q’l:aliﬁers, of
Rama are already known and the last one is predicated of the qualified

Rama.
|TEXT - 50 I

fadraea Tauw o wie fatsaaess a-ammibstas, wiew
fagraraededTasadn watd | afes & ety fasied ag faas a
Tagreaareed T (fadteaar-sraed gaed e THia.
- rfyrervat ghaaan faummm | g - ‘SR fagm wafa’ ses T vl
TaTEmn: fagiat wyawdta fadi , fig aaaasamed add auined

ao
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Fgfea faen ada 3t | o frdreaarasded ada , @ wela (g
wafea fadied ) fadaea faur fadsaarasdeaasaen (Tagiear-
TEITHE T saTC ) FaeTn | A — HgvE T e
= gfer Ay Tultees fasftad, fireg wefsaa agsdy | Agsaed
=aTe wvaE AWy Wit s 3 |

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 delimitor 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
(ie.in every instance) the predicate is asserted as a qualifier of
the delimitor of subjecthood (by the relation of co-extensiveness
?longwith the delimitor of the subject-hood). For instance, when
1t is said, ‘man is mortal’ , then mortality is not asserted of some
Mmen or some 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
(i) By being co-extensive with the delimitor of qualificandhood.

The example of the first is ; ‘STEIUN . ﬁﬁT{ wiafd’ and the
example of the second is ‘wgedt  weoTgies: | The first example states
that sometimes the learnedness is collocated with the delimitor of the
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-
qualificandhood in the ST&IOT namely  ®TEIUlcd  and the second
example states that mortatity is co-extensive with the delimitor of the
qualificandhood, namely, Hgsacd .

oa

|TEXT - 51 I

fadd geagera fasf | geagera-frefoa fagsaa =
geafagsaar wafa | fagafim @ vwmam A gemn | @
favrsaat geawera-fetar 7 wafa it 7 geafagsae | s@ @
‘TARTIIHL ST TH: Yo’ TR Guaeaeuiadafest Wame ge,
afefrta = i faktsa gem | S nhaRuasE- st
o WHTA A AT, Gadi afrwiaan et fagsaanta 7 g
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 qualifierness is not
main qualificandhood. This is the reason why in the expression,
‘(this) Rama who is devoted to his father should be worshipped’,
the qualifier-hood which resides in the predicate, namely,
worshippedhood is main and the subjecthood in Ranma 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 have more
than one qualificand. When such is the case, what should be
understood as the main qualificand and what should tc .'nderstcod as
the main qualifier are the two pertinent questions. Our system 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 Rama is taken up by our author. He
says, when there is a sentence ‘SH&TITHIST  TH:  Ysa:’ Rama is
the main qualificand but it has two different qualificandhoods. One
is described by qualifierhood in the qualifier “SHe&hTgTthea’ and the
other by the one in ‘gsacd’. The qualificandhood described by the

qualifierhood delimited by ‘gsaea’ is the main one because it is fa&d.

oo
ITEXT - 52I '

gRuwH fgfaay, fsm: deadf | e el aewE @
o1 wETE wTEa W fza: | afeg 1E: 9g aRvEy swada wEa
WHYE: | e ‘ 3 wrge: * sfa Tz, <l s@ wgwt v gy dv:
| g TEHA AFSed YT , U6 TIeaca aauiasl SWang wam: |
W & TElem faded whwh sewmas wwrdawematy s
TETEAT YA 2 Fram: | w wEeE Ta-Se AT e
fageaan safa | @en 325 SeEl WFEEEST A WERE AT =
TSHeITaTTsaT e Trg wrarretudt Taha fadream srfersy <
faosd add | AUETeTaTEad g AT - R g Yo




Navya-Nyaya-Bhasa-Pradipa / 133

Taeieaan wata sfa Hvam aqEera g 98 | 6y v s
A | ¢ 3T TTIrEl gE O’ gTet WYl wifeugeaniidl Tumed
T[T : YEued geuearazfa | 3@ o dvm: agaties
g | whfag agta —sEfuwifeganantea womrd ; Tamratass-
geReadfa |

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.e. ‘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’ /
‘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 qualifierness 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 va i.e. or, which is invariably absent in
the determinate cognition.

(ii) The point of difference between ‘doubt’ and ‘the cognition
having more than one thing or rather a collection of many Lhings' as its
content is only this that in doubt, there is only one qualificand and
many qualifiers but in samithalambanajiana 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.

ITEXT - 53|

WY 9w wifegm wuE watd | whrs wlke s i
wald | ‘e mia ghetfisn wafa 7 av zfh vt sifuwgw:
A UTIEA o At erehy Fermrty Fergmegn it Yafa wifesemen | Ut
‘ae AR gitedfafs w @’ gfa @y wEnmea  auieteaan
et icheehel Tead WYA: Iehedmahleh: | Schdehenl(oh: WA Ta

oo
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FEATER - geAd | 3@ d, ‘9T wife giesfafa v @ gfa W
EATE g |
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 Bhadrapada,
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
Bhddrapada’ 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 pramana accepted by pauranikas and
it is possibility. Our author points out, doubt having one probability
stronger alone is known as *‘possibility.”

Here our Text, Navya-Nyaya-Bhasa-Pradipa is complete.

mm)






GLOSSARY

same as 3IqIdq

particular part

without parts

additional

locus

locusness

base - relatum

mutual absence i.e. difference
absence

an assuniption of a system.
(i) delimited

(i1) qualified

(i) delimitor

(ii) qualifier

- delimitorness

part
whole

un-located entity

existing by not pervading the whole
locus

unrelated

ether

137



138 / Navya-Nydya-Bhasa-Pradipa

SILIN
3
3T

same as 318Td
located
locatedness
ldcus, substratum
desire

uttered

doubt whose one side
is more probable

subject
horizontally
extraneous factor
mention

identity, unity

the sitrakara of the VaiSesika system of
Indian philosophy

action (same as kriya)
cause

causality

effectness

particular segment of time
temporal

action (same as HHT )
segmented time

quality

doubt having four aspects
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indicator/mark

universal (same as samanya)
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

(1) without any qualification

(i1) without any delimitation

describer-described-relation

non-verbalisable immediate perception
determinate cogrition
subject-hood (context : anumana)

entity
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g = indirect

TER-Fad-amel = regularly dependent on each-other

wdgam = culmination
Tgiftq = simultaneously and collectively
TH = qualifier (mostly in the context of jfidana,

iccha, krti)

EEQRGH = qualifierhood

LRI = usage

SRrereren = obstructor
Sianfirar = counter-positiveness
mﬁﬁ = (i) counter-positive

(ii) counter-relative
(iil) counter-comparative
qﬁ‘d”il‘“qlqliﬁm = collocated with the

counter-positive

RIEUREIE Cou S collocated with the
counter-positive

wtfer = cognition

RERERL = first perception

AT = first absence (absence of ‘x’)

KRR = causal factor

utaed = positiveness

RICEEE] = positive entity

qravead =

abstract-suffix

g = difference (same as anyonyabhava)
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possessive suffix

one indivisible Time

main qualifierness

main / prime qualificandness

(i) colour

(i) beauty (very rare in the system)
colourness (inherent property of ‘colour’)
thing

predicate

predicateness

opposite

qualified

qualified cognition

un-common property

Particularity

qualifier / qualification
qualifierhood

qualificandhood

qualificand

being co-extensive with the delimitor
of the qualificandhood

being collocated with the delimitor of the
qualificandhood

contentness

containerness
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gfa-erfames
g
gfa-Frams
Joaog
e
TESI-ga
g

qreg
qregar

ey

non-occurrence-exacting
locatedness (same as adheyata)
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 / occasional /
contextual property
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collocatedness
universal (same as jati)
common property
known
conclusion/decision
own nature
self-linking relation

probans-hood
ao
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