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Redrawing the Map of Reality:
The Debate on Ontology among the New Logicians in
Early Modern India
Abstract
In this dissertation, I examine some of the ways in which different ontological
schemata were developed, critiqued, and defended in the Sanskritic intellectual
tradition of late pre-modern India. I do so by focusing specifically on the stream
of thought known as Navya Nyāya, whose adherents displayed a commitment
to realism and rigorous analysis and a willingness to subject long-standing ideas
to withering critique. I look at three major ontological schemata:
1. the so-called “Standard Model”, particularly as exemplified in Jagadīśa
Tarkâlaṅkāra’s Tarkâmṛta, which developed out of an earlier period of
creative synthesis of the older Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika traditions
2. the “Radical Revision” proposed by the brilliant Raghunātha Śiromaṇi in
his Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa
3. Veṇīdatta’s “Attempted Synthesis” of the Standard Model and the Radical
Revision in his Padârtha-maṇḍana
I also examine two other texts that provide innovative perspectives on the
debate on ontological schemata and on the language in which this debate was
conducted:
1. Gaṅgādhara Sūrī’s Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā, in which he presents a “sedimentary” account of the ontological debate in Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika, describiii
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ing the key features of the Standard Model while pointing out the major loci of dispute with the Radical Revision and with other NaiyāyikaVaiśeṣika ontological schemata
2. Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna’s Navyanyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa, in which he explains the key features of the technical language of Navya Nyāya without
a strong commitment to specific ontological positions
These schemata are all usually described in Navya Nyāya texts using the
peculiar but astonishingly powerful technical language developed by Navya
Nyāya philosophers. I also “translate” these traditional schemata into the language of modern mathematics, using tools developed in fields like category
theory to model the formulations of the Navya Nyāya language. Using this,
I show that the developments in the Navya Nyāya ontological schemata over
time are increasingly more conducive to representation in category-theoretical
terms.
Finally, I indicate some important ways in which the trajectory of this set
of debates continues to be of relevance to us even now. This project is as much
about the intellectual history of Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika as it is about the intellectual
future of some of its core philosophical ideas.
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1.1 Introduction
Sometime around the beginning of the sixteenth century, the brilliant Indian
intellectual maverick Raghunātha Śiromaṇi (c. 1475–c. 1550) overturned a
millennium-long conversation on ontology.1
Indian intellectuals who wrote within the Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika text traditions had come to a rough consensus on ontology—what there really is, what
really constitutes the world—after centuries of debate and synthesis.2
The intellectuals of this synthetic Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition were ontological realists and pluralists: they accepted human perception as being an accurate account of how the cosmos really was structured, and they accepted
that the structure of the cosmos could not be reduced to a single underlying entity but rather required a large number of particulars which could be grouped
ultimately into precisely seven distinct, non-overlapping categories.3
Thus, for the intellectuals of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition, everything in
the cosmos necessarily had to be a dravya substance or a guṇa trope or a kar1. See Ingalls (1951, pp. 9-20) for possible dates for Raghunātha, as well as a biography based on
traditional accounts preserved in the Bengali Naiyāyika lineages in which Ingalls studied.
2. The process by which these two initially distinct text-traditions achieved a certain kind of synthesis is a fascinating one, and one that has not really been recounted in a systematic fashion in the
modern academy. Nyāya’s focus on epistemology and Vaiśeṣika’s focus on ontology were recognized as complementary by major figures like Udayana, and used to unify (though not completely)
the two text-traditions into a largely unified one by the time of Raghunātha Śiromaṇi.
3. This distinguished them sharply from their rival Advaita Vedântins, who were ontological idealists
(for them, the world as humans normally perceive it is an illusion) and monists (for them, there
is precisely one thing comprising the entire universe). Most other intellectual traditions of the
time—the Bhāṭṭa Mīmāṃsakas, the Prābhākara Mīmāṃsakas, Vedântins of various stripes—also
tended to be ontological realists, but often differed substantially on the details of the way in which
the cosmos could be carved at its joints.
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man motion or a sāmānya universal or a viśeṣa particularizer or the samavāya inherence
relation or an abhāva absence.4
All of this was utterly disrupted when Raghunātha Śiromaṇi composed his
Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa (“A Delineation of the True Nature of Categories”). Although Raghunātha retained the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika commitment to realism and
pluralism, he overturned the seven-category ontological schema that had dominated the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis. He demolished at least two entire categories, hollowed out a third, eliminated a number of subcategories within a
fourth—and then added nearly a dozen additional categories of his own, in
a manner that suggested he was open to adding even more.Furthermore, the
specific kinds of “ontological” categories that Raghunātha was willing to add
included such things as ownership, which suggested a radically different conception of what it meant for something to be a category within an ontological
schema.
Unsurprisingly, Raghunātha’s attack on the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological
synthesis triggered a major debate on ontological schemata within the NyāyaVaiśeṣika tradition. Defenders of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis doubled down
on their positions, critiquing Raghunātha’s arguments and attacking his new
proposals. Others were more open to Raghunātha’s proposed changes, and accepted an expansion of the traditional seven categories. New issues raised by
Raghunātha galvanized intellectual activity in a variety of disciplines.5
4. My translations of some of these terms differ from older accounts. Guṇas, for instance, are often
called properties” or “qualities”; karmans are “actions”; sāmānyas are usually “universals”; and
viśeṣas are variously “particulars”, “individuals”, or occasionally “individuators”. I have used different terms in those cases where I found the older translations misleading and inaccurate, but
will reserve my arguments in favor of my own terminology to the sections of this dissertation pertinent to those categories. In any case, since the goal of this dissertation is to come to a better
understanding of these seven terms, from both philosophical and historical perspectives, perhaps
it is better for now to take these terms as givens, and to examine their validity at the end of the
entire exercise.
5. Perhaps the most prominent of these was the debate on ownership (svatva) that acquired great sig-

3

This also meant that thinkers from other traditions were acutely interested
in the details of the debates on ontology within Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika.6
Perhaps even more profoundly, the fact that the structure of the world was
now open to debate within a Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika context (as opposed to a debate
between traditions with very different presuppositions about the world) meant
that a lot less could be taken for granted about intellectual activity. The responses to Raghunātha took place at a time when the practices of Indian intellectuals were shifting in significant ways: pedagogy was growing in importance, as was a hitherto invisible attention to historicality. Even the very language in which these responses were couched—a highly technical Sanskrit designed to iron out ambiguity and vagueness—was growing more and more sophisticated over time. The debates on ontology were almost certainly both trigger and symptom of a profound transformation that took place within NyāyaVaiśeṣika, and more broadly within all of the Sanskrit-based intellectual tradition. Like the Cartesian revolution, with which they were roughly contemporaneous, they reshaped the life of the mind in India, and for this reason alone
are well worth studying closely.
In this dissertation, therefore, I examine a portion of the Naiyāyika debates
on ontology that took place in India largely, though not exclusively, in the seventeeth century. These debates centered around the ontological commitments
of thinkers, and were concerned with three major issues: what sorts of entities
occur in the world, how they might be cognized, and how they might be spoken
nificance not just within Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika but also in the jurisprudential tradition of Dharmaśāstra.
See Kroll (2010) for the Nyāya takeover of legal discourse.
6. A point that has not been sufficiently emphasized is that some—though certainly not all—of
the new categories proposed by Raghunātha were already regarded as valid by some non-Nyāya
traditions, in particular the Prābhākara Mīmāṃsakas. Such cross-tradition “borrowings” might
have also drawn the attention of intellectuals from other traditions to the debate on ontology.
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about. I identify three different accounts of these issues provided by Indian
thinkers and seek to explain their variances from one another: the “Standard
Model” accepted by the defenders of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis, in particular as articulated by Jagadīśa Tarkâlaṅkāra in his Tarkâmṛta (“Nectar of
Reasoning”); Raghunātha Śiromaṇi’s “Radical Revision” in his Padârtha-tattvanirūpaṇa (which does not seem to have been accepted wholesale by anybody);
and the “Attempted Synthesis” proposed by Veṇīdatta in his Padârtha-maṇḍana
(“Ornament of Categories”).7
In addition to these philosophical debates, I look at two texts that shed
light not just on ontological matters but also on changes in intellectual practice:
Gaṅgādhara Sūri’s Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā (“Moonlight of the Principles of
the Vaiśeṣika System”), a sedimentary summary of the intra-Nyāya and intertradition ontological debates; and Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna’s Navya-Nyāyabhāṣā-pradīpa (“Lamp upon the Language of Navya Nyāya”), a Victorian-era
pedagogical presentation of the peculiar but astonishingly powerful technical
language developed by Navya Nyāya philosophers.
In the rest of this chapter, I shall set the foundation for this project. I begin by
first articulating the intentions underlying this project, its intended audience,
and its position within the landscape of the contemporary academy. I then
shift into an account of ontology as it was understood in the Indian intellectual
universe, with an emphasis on the Naiyāyika-Vaiśeṣika tradition (whose own
account, as I will show, integrates issues from what contemporary philosophers
may regard as the distinct fields of ontology, semantics, and phenomenology).
7. Later in this chapter, I explain why I have chosen Jagadīśa specifically. However I do turn to
other sources to explicate the Standard Model when Jagadīśa’s account does not suffice. These
include the famous Tarka-saṅgraha (“Compendium of Reasoning”) of Annaṃbhaṭṭa, with the Dīpikā
(“Lamp”) autocommentary, and the Bhāṣā-pariccheda (“Delineation of Technical Language”) along
with the Nyāya-siddhānta-muktâvalī (“Necklace of Pearls which are the Conclusions of the Nyāya
System”), usually ascribed to Viśvanātha Tarkapañcānana.
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I will then turn to the major primary textual sources for this project and situate them as accurately as possible in the chronology and in the intellectual
landscape of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika. I will also extract some important pointers from
these texts towards their intended audience and use, which will prove useful
in their later philosophical investigation. Next, I will offer quick summaries
of the different ontological schemata that will be closely investigated later in
the dissertation, as a way of offering a bird’s-eye-view of issues that will be
discussed extremely closely later. Finally, I will present a roadmap of the rest
of the dissertation, to assist the reader in following the flow of the text.

1.2 Impact
I envision this project as an analytically rigorous intellectual history of philosophy
in India. This might seem like a strange or cumbersome phrase, but as a matter
of fact each of those terms is significant to my understanding of this project,
and hence worth elaborating on.
history (of philosophy)

While this project sits at the intersection of a num-

ber of disciplines, it is perhaps history of philosophy that offers the most accommodating home to it. This is despite the fact that the status of history
of philosophy as a discipline is itself somewhat of a question, straddling as it
does the highly professionalized disciplines of history (usually of the West) and
philosophy (usually Western, often of an analytical flavor). Indeed, scholars
of the history of philosophy disagree on the characterization of their discipline
(whether as a subfield of history or of philosophy or as something sui generis),
on the appropriate methodology for their work (whether to focus on individual
thinkers or on particular controversies, or, more fundamentally, whether to
“appropriate” ideas from the past to use in current debates or to “contextualize”

6

ideas), or on guiding metaphors for the practice (whether drawn from cultural
anthropology or from archaeology and a Naturwissenschaft–like approach to
the study of the past or from genealogy).8
But while I do hold that my project comes under the capacious umbrella
of history of philosophy, it differs in two significant ways from other, more
Eurocentric, accounts of the discipline. First, the object of study in my project
(debates on ontology in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition in seventeenth-century
India) is distant from me not just in time, but also in space, in culture, in
language, and in intellectual tradition. Although most of the authors I examine
are no further away in time from us than Descartes, they wrote in a foreign
language—Sanskrit, and that too in a highly technical Sanskrit that required
special training to be understood.9
This raises problems of translation and cultural difference that are more
complicated to handle than when trying to read Descartes. Philology and hermeneutics are thus absolutely essential to my project, in a way that does not
immediately seem to hold true for the history of seventeenth-century European
philosophy.10
The second major difficulty is the fact that these Indian thinkers wrote as
part of a different intellectual universe than our own: the intellectual traditions
were different; the debates were different; socio-intellectual practices such as
8. See Laerke, J. E. Smith, and Schliesser (2013) for articulations and defences of all of these positions
and more by scholars.
9. Indeed, the Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa of Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna is meant to be a handbook
for students to make sense of this technical language. See Roodbergen (2006, pp. 113-117) for
examples of Sanskrit verses that poked fun at Naiyāyikas for their abstruse reasoning, their obscure
language, and their reliance on paradigmatic examples.
10. In fact, I would argue that this is not in fact true, and that philology is essential even for the study
of seemingly accessible authors like Locke and Hume, but this is not of immediate concern to my
current project.

7

debate formats, text production, and customs of citation were all different;
and the constellations of ideas and of presumptions were also different. This
Indian intellectual universe has not ceased to exist, but has certainly become
much more attenuated in the last two centuries under the pressures of colonialism and capitalism. To a much greater extent than is true for the intellectual environment of Descartes and Spinoza and Locke, the burning questions
of seventeenth-century Indian philosophy are simply not “live” questions any
more. But more problematically, the contexts in which these questions were
asked, the presuppositions that underlay both these questions and the range of
responses deemed acceptable, and the purposes for which they were asked—all
of these have changed, and can no longer be presumed to hold true.
The combined effect of these two difficulties calls into question the suitability of both the “appropriationist” and the “contextualist” models of history
of philosophy for my project. The sometimes sharp differences between the
presuppositions and the questions of seventeenth-century Indian philosophy
and contemporary philosophy mean that it is not trivially possible to “appropriate” Indian thinkers’ responses and to utilize them as resources for contemporary philosophy. I do not mean by this that the study of Indian philosophy is
somehow irrelevant to contemporary debates—on the contrary, I hope to show
through my project that many of the questions asked and answered by Indian
philosophers can and do matter even today. Rather, it will take a substantial amount of careful work to first render the questions and their underlying
presuppositions comprehensible to us, and still more work to render their answers meaningful, and yet more to adapt these concepts to our contemporary
context. But this response should not be seen as somehow rejecting an “appropriationist” model in favor of a “contextualist” one. For a variety of reasons, a
contextualist approach following the methodology of Quentin Skinner will just
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not be possible in Indian philosophy. And even if it were, I would personally
be dissatisfied with an investigation that restricted itself to noting (no doubt
very carefully and as correctly as possible) who held what sort of intellectual
position at what time.11
Let me summarize my position more clearly: A naïve “appropriationist” approach to Indian philosophy is bound to fail because the differences in context,
concepts, presuppositions, questions, and practices between Indian philosophy
and contemporary philosophy are too large. But even if it were possible, I
would regard it as an act of violence to treat Indian philosophy as a mere resource for answering contemporary questions, and to miss out on everything
that is genuinely different and provocative.12
A naïve “contextualist” approach to Indian philosophy is also bound to fail
because we simply do not, and perhaps cannot, know enough about the contexts in which Indian philosophers lived, thought, and practiced their arts. But
even if it were possible, I would regard it as an act of profound disrespect
towards Indian thinkers to wrap their ideas in their contexts, as if they were
fragile museum pieces that needed to be hermetically sealed off and rendered
inaccessible to contemporary thought.
What, then, would the point of undertaking a history of philosophy in India
be at all? I see a third path open to the discipline: that of revitalization. The
first step is undoubtedly to achieve a contextually correct understanding of
philosophical texts and text-traditions. This will of course involve close reading
as well as distant reading, both of primary texts and of other contextual texts,
11. See Ganeri (2011) and Ganeri (2008a) in particular for an outline of contextualism in the context
of Indian philosophy.
12. On this point I entirely agree with Garber’s critique of Bennett in Garber (2001). I cannot be
satisfied, however, with Garber’s suggestion that we learn to ask new questions, again because I
see the differences as being too sharp.
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and may also involve an examination of wider contextual information from
other sources. But whereas a contextualist approach would stop here, I intend
to move forward. Naïve appropriation is both impracticable and inadvisable,
but I regard it as both possible (if really hard) and essential to learn from Indian
thinkers. That is, while it may not be possible to use either their questions or
their answers to their questions, it is possible to learn from the ways in which
they asked certain questions in their context and answered them—but also
equally to learn from the questions they didn’t ask, and from the answers they
didn’t give. This is neither appropriationist nor ahistorical or counterfactual.
It does not prevent us from using Indian answers to contemporary questions—
but only after we have suitably transformed the Indian question to which these
answers were given into contemporary questions.
intellectual (history)

The qualifier “intellectual” is meant to qualify and

to delimit the kinds of contexts on which I will primarily focus in this project.
This is not to assume that there were no other contexts, such as the social or the
political, which might have had an effect on the texts—and perhaps even on
the philosophical content of the texts. My choice is due partly to my personal
interests, and partly due to the constraints of materials from India: a poverty
of biographical, social, and institutional context accompanied by a wealth of
intellectual context.13
I understand “intellectual context” as referring not just to the other texts
which constitute the background against which a text can be understood but
also to the intellectual practices, dispositions, and audiences that would have
been taken for granted at the time. Understood in this broad fashion, intel13. Ganeri (2011, pp. 65-66) raises this point as well, noting that Indian authors sometimes intentionally removed “almost all significant autobiographical, social, or political context” from their own
works.
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lectual contexts undoubtedly shade gradually into social, institutional, and
cultural contexts as well. However, there are often intratextual pointers to
the broader intellectual context within which a Sanskrit author expected his
text to operate (including such features as the opening and closing benedictory
verses, the structure and organization of the text itself, and sometimes even
the title itself). These can offer valuable clues for discovering the nature of the
intellectual interventions effected, or authorially intended to be effected, by
the text.
There are, crudely speaking, at least six different intellectual contexts operating here:
• the immediate debate on ontology within Naiyāyika circles
• wider Naiyāyika debates on a range of topics (such as the nature of inference, definition, and so on)
• interdisciplinary debates on ontological matters, as reflected in various
doxographies and in ontologically-oriented texts from other textual traditions14
• theological debates, primarily between different traditions of Vedânta but
also occasionally involving Naiyāyika texts and intellectuals
• a growing emphasis on pedagogy and the writing of introductory manuals
in multiple disciplines
• a gradual shift in intellectual practice towards what I describe in this
project as the “sedimentary” model
14. This includes such texts as the Māna-meyôdaya by Nārāyaṇa Bhaṭṭatiri and Nārāyaṇa Paṇḍita,
written from a Bhāṭṭa Mīmāṃsā perspective.
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Each of the texts I shall examine in this dissertation can be situated in all
six of these contexts (and in other contexts). Each of the texts also constitutes
an intervention in its own right in each of these contexts, and in doing so helps
to construct the context for the other texts.15

analytically rigorous

This qualifier may seem redundant, but I use it to

emphasize two points:
First, to underscore the fact that the texts I focus on are philosophical in
nature. These texts deal with the systematic decomposition of concepts, definitions, and structures into analytically simpler pieces, and repeat the process
until they reach some sort of axiom or presupposition that is regarded as being self-evident or a brute fact. To make sense of such procedures—indeed, to
even be sure that we are reading these texts correctly—requires us to follow
the logical arguments of their authors and to subject them to rigorous analysis.
I am interested in the actual accounts of the world presented by these thinkers.
To what extent are their accounts free from internal contradictions? To what
extents are their critiques of other accounts logically coherent? Not to do this
would be, I submit, an act of disrespect towards the authors who expected their
works to be consumed by intelligent, critical thinkers.
15. It may seem strange, if not absurdly anachronistic, to speak of a chronologically later text as
contributing to the intellectual context of a chronologically earlier text. It is certainly and obviously
true that there can be no such time-traveling alteration of the context in which a certain text was
intially composed. However, later texts can most certainly affect the context in which earlier texts
are received. This is most obviously true when the later text is a commentary on the earlier text,
but can also be true even when the later text is not directly linked to the earlier text. For a nonphilosophical example, consider the effect of Ānandavardhana’s Dhvanyāloka on the later reading
of chronologically earlier literary works like the plays of Kālidāsa. It may thus make sense to
distinguish between the context of composition of a text and its multifarious contexts of reception.
Furthermore, there are a number of examples in the Indian context of intentional prolepsis, as per
Ganeri (2011, p. 68). This is meaningful and possible when authors see themselves as writing “in
a scholarly practice that has both a history and a future”—even if the tradition seeks to elide time
into an authorless eternal present. Ganeri argues (convincingly, in my opinion) that in such cases,
it may well be legitimate within the bounds of the Indian intellectual tradition to permit certain
forms of prolepsis.
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Second, to recognize that the particular language and techniques used by
Indian thinkers were designed for maximal precision and minimal ambiguity. In
their desire to surpass the limitations of Sanskrit as a natural language and yet
to preserve its informality, these thinkers gradually developed and utilized the
technical language of Navya Nyāya in order to be able to express philosophical
concepts as clearly as possible. Literal renderings of this language into English
are unreadable and off-putting, and defeat its original purpose of clarity and
precision. As part of translating this language accurately, I use the modern
mathematical discipline of category theory (and in particular, the diagrams
that are so common in category theory) to capture the analytical rigor of Indian
thinkers’ statements.
in India Why say “philosophy in India” as opposed to simply “Indian philosophy”? The former term suffers the twin disadvantages of being an unfamiliar
phrase and of seeming to be a merely geographical delimitor.After all, an acolyte of J.L. Austin (or, for that matter, of Zhū Xī) who happens to be resident
in India and to wield an Indian passport could be regarded as a practitioner of
“philosophy in India” and even as an “Indian philosopher”, but not as a scholar
of “Indian philosophy”.
Despite the two disadvantages of “philosophy in India”, and while freely
conceding that “Indian philosophy” would be a perfectly adequate description
of the object of my study, I nevertheless persist with “philosophy in India” for
one important reason: by the seventeenth century, philosophical thinking was
being carried out in India not just in Sanskrit, but also in Arabic and Persian.
The practitioners of the latter tradition were by and large Muslim, and as a result their thought has been characterized as “Islamic philosophy” or occasionally as “Indo-Islamic philosophy” or “Islamic philosophy in India”. Rigorous
comparative studies of these two intellectual traditions that co-existed and in13

teracted in some contexts in seventeenth-century India are few and far between,
but represent an important frontier of research in dire need of attention. While
this particular project of mine will not be delving into such comparisons, I hope
to devote attention to these issues in other scholarly work in the future. Until
it becomes possible to use the term “Indian philosophy” to refer to not just
philosophy conducted in Sanskrit but also to philosophy conducted in India
by Indians in Arabic and Persian (and other languages), I will use “philosophy
in India” to remind us of this wider intellectual and social backdrop, against
which inquiries such as the one I will be investigating here took place.

1.3 Audiences
Given my vision for this dissertation, I see it as being accessible in different
ways to different readers. Those who are interested in Indian intellectual history are most likely to find the whole project useful, particularly those who are
interested in the early modern period and those who are interested in realist,
pluralist traditions of thought within Hinduism. Portions of the dissertation
are also likely to be of interest to scholars interested more broadly in the theological debates that took place among Nyāya, Advaita Vedânta, and the realist
Vedânta schools. Still others who study entirely different periods of Indian intellectual history may find both the debates as well as my introduction to the
Navya Nyāya technical language intriguing, and possibly useful for their own
purposes.
My category-theoretical presentation of Navya Nyāya may prove helpful,
or so I hope, to anyone who is interested in reading any early modern Indian
intellectual texts but is stymied by figuring out ways to translate (or even to
understand) the technical language. I also hope that this informal presentation
of category theory might intrigue readers from mathematics or philosophy who
14

are interested in discovering further applications of this remarkably powerful
tool. It may be inspiring to see that thinkers from a radically different intellectual tradition ended up developing patterns of representation of ontology
that are so structurally similar to some of the highly abstract mathematical
constructs in use today.
Finally, for anyone who is invested, as I am, in revitalizing the Indian intellectual past in a way that is both sensitive to its historical concerns and to
contemporary questions, I hope that my project offers something of value.

1.4 Ontology in Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika: on the padârthas
There is no single word in Sanskrit that corresponds to “ontology”, understood
either as a discipline which studies the fundamental structure of being or as
a particular schema that attempts to classify all that there is into a framework. What does appear with great frequency, however, is the word padârtha.
A number of texts on ontological schemata, frequently but not exclusively
within the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika text tradition, contain the word padârtha in their
title: the Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa (“Delineation of the Essence of padârthas”) of
Raghunātha Śiromaṇi, the Padârtha-mālā (“Garland of padârthas”) of Jayarāma
Nyāyapañcānana, the Padârtha-dīpikā (“Lamp upon padârthas”) of Kauṇḍa Bhaṭṭa,
and the Padârtha-maṇḍana (“Ornament of padârthas”) of Veṇīdatta are just
some among them. Clearly the term padârtha is of major significance to the
Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika tradition’s project of constructing an ontological schema. But
what, precisely, is a padârtha? What, in other words, are these texts delineating,
garlanding, illuminating, and ornamenting?
Answering this question is particularly challenging because within the Nyāya–
Vaiśeṣika tradition, and sometimes within a single Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika text itself,
the word padârtha seems to be used in somewhat inconsistent ways:
15

The “categorial” usage

Some of these usages, such as statements to

the effect that there are seven padârthas (or six, or three, or five), correspond
best to a word like “category”—that is, asserting that the answer to a question
like “What kind of thing is that?” can be exactly one of seven (or six, or three,
or five) things.16
This is the first, and perhaps most obvious, translation for the word padârtha,
but it faces the problem that it is clearly a poor English rendition of the word
padârtha in a wide number of cases.
The “entitative” usage

Other usages, which may assert that a padârtha

is either a bhāva (“presence”) or an abhāva (“absence”), are hard to reconcile
with the translation of the word as “category”.17
Instead, such usages suggest that a padârtha may be a “thing” or an “entity”, where these terms are to be understood very loosely for now. However,
this translation is not compatible with the earlier translation of padârtha as
“category”: given that Naiyāyikas dive deep into various subclassifications of
padârthas, it simply cannot be the case that they think there are exactly seven
different things in the world.
The “semantic” usage

There are also other usages where the word pada-

artha is treated as a samāsa compound and used to refer to the meanings of
words. However, this semantic usage raises some thorny questions: Just what,
16. What it means for something to be a category, or “ontological category” to be precise, is not in fact
fleshed out in the Naiyāyika texts. For our purposes, we can take an ontological category to refer to
some collection of entities (again to be understood broadly) that resemble one another in certain
essential or inescapable ways. This definition is not going to win any awards for philosophical
clarity or insight, but may serve as a crutch to get us to a point where the debates on categories
will be easier to grasp.
17. The word bhāva is extremely rich and has multifarious translations, including such things as “being”, “existence”, and “state”. I use the translation “presence” here to contrast it with its antonym
abhāva, which in the Nyāya context means “absence”.
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precisely, is the artha of a word? What happens when words’ meanings change
(if they do change)? And what about the arthas of self-contradictory words like
“sky-flower” or “square circle”?18

The “cognitive” usage

Finally, padârthas are sometimes stated as being

characterized by their having the property jñāna-viṣayatva, that is, they are precisely the sorts of things that can be the contents (viṣaya) of a cognitive episode
(jñāna); they are what can be cognized. This definition is not immediately at
odds with its predecessors, but it raises issues of other sorts: Can something
that cannot be cognized be a padârtha? Who is a legitimate cognizer (jñātṛ)
of these padârthas? And what happens to the contents of false cognitions: do
mirages and hallucinations count as padârthas too?
It is not possible to definitively resolve this ambiguity—indeed, part of the
point of this dissertation is to examine certain shifts in precisely what things
were regarded as padârthas—but a few pointers may be helpful. It is worth
noting that these four usages (call them the categorial, entitative, semantic,
and cognitive) are not entirely at odds with one another. The seeming tension
between the categorial and the entitative usages can be resolved by looking at
the grammar of the Sanskrit language. Because Sanskrit does not have articles,
sentences can sometimes be ambiguous in the matter of scope delimitation.
Thus, the sentence «gauḥ śuklaḥ» may be rendered as “the bull is white” (in
reference to some particular bull), “a bull is white” (indeterminate), or even
“bulls are white” (in general). This declaration, “bulls are white”, is true only
if everything which is a bull is also white. Understood this way, a sentence like
padârthāḥ sapta could be rendered not as “there are seven entities” (grammat18. “Sky-flowers” (kha-puṣpa) and “hares’ horns” (śaśa-viṣāṇa) are part of the stock Naiyāyika examples
for an utterly non-existent entity. Another common example is “infertile woman’s son” (vandhyāsuta), although Naiyāyikas do not seem to have drawn distinctions between these two classes of
impossibles.
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ically accurate but philosophically inaccurate for the Naiyāyikas) or as “there
are seven categories” (which relies on the categorial translation of padârtha)
but rather as “all those things which count as padârthas are such that each of
them is one of seven things.”19
While this is not proof that the categorial and entitative usages of the term
padârtha can be entirely reconciled, it suggests the possibility that the entitative usage is more basic. (Where it remains absolutely necessary to think
about a padârtha as a category, I will use this meaning as a superscript, as in
padârtha category.)
To understand the relationship among the entitative, cognitive, and semantic usages, we must turn to an informal assessment of three properties
that have been asserted (at different times and by different thinkers) to hold
true for padârthas: astitva (literally, “is-ness”), jñeyatva (“cognizability”), and
abhidheyatva (“denotability”). The entitative, cognitive, and semantic usages
of the word padârtha correspond loosely to these three properties. Furthermore,
since Naiyāyikas generally held that these three properties had the same extension (with some important caveats), these three usages of the word padârtha
ultimately come together.

1.5 Three properties
Three important properties were widely—though possibly not universally—
regarded as being present in every padârtha: astitva (literally, “is-ness”), jñeyatva (“cognizability”), and abhidheyatva (“denotability”). As I hope to show in
this work, these three aspects of reality, properly understood, were ultimately
19. The eagle-eyed will have noticed a non-trivial shift here: we did not say “all those things which
count as padârthas are seven”. This is because whiteness is a distributive property, while sevenness
is a collective property. This distinction comes to be important in later Nyāya logic as well.
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inseparable for the later Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika tradition, leading to an intertwining
of ontology, phenomenology, and semantics. Every account of the world must
explain not just all there is, but also how we experience it all, and how we
express it all in language.
To get into the details of these three properties, and to determine their precise definitions for different Naiyāyikas, is, in a way, the goal of this dissertation. In this section, I therefore present only the barest contours of a conceptual
vocabulary, to allow us to begin to get a sense of the Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika debates
on the nature of the world. The presentation will therefore only be outlined.
1.5.1 On astitva
Questions of astitva (literally, “is-ness”), and of its close cousins bhāvatva (literally, “being-a-presence”) and sattā (literally, “being-an-existent” or even perhaps “being-real”), are perhaps the closest to a debate on pure being in Nyāya
and Vaiśeṣika. This is particularly salient because, controversially among Indian philosophical traditions, Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika has held (at least for the past
millennium) that absences (abhāvas) are real. Deciding whether abhāvas have
astitva or not, therefore, is a particularly important issue.
Three different notions of being astitva, bhāvatva, sattā are all characterizations of entia from an ontic perspective. The definitions of these three
properties and their extensions have been disputed, and there appears to be
some willingness (particularly earlier in the tradition) to treat them as equiextensional. However, by the early modern period, this looseness seems to have
been tightened, and a clear pattern seems to have emerged.
First, as already mentioned, there is some reluctance to assign astitva to abhāvas. Within the standard Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika ontological schema, the first six
flavors of padârthas (substances, tropes, motions, class-properties, particular19

izers, and the relation of inherence) are uniformly regarded as having astitva:
it is entirely uncontroversial to say that a substance exists («dravyam asti») or
that a class-property exists in a substance («dravye sāmānyam asti»). However,
things are less clear for absences.
Since (as we will see later in greater detail) an absence is always of a particular ens in a particular locus, it appears that absences are parasitic on other
entia. Only when we can say “the pot is not” («ghaṭo nâsti») can we say “the
pot is absent” or, if we choose to butcher the English language, “the pot’s absence is” («ghaṭâbhāvo ’sti»). But does this not count as an assertion that such
an abhāva exists? After all, the sentences «ghaṭa-bhāvo ’sti» (“the pot-presence
is”) and «ghaṭâbhāvo ’sti» (“the pot-absence is”) are linguistically parallel and
(on the Nyāya account of the perception of absences) cognitively related as
well. Perhaps it would be just as well to bite the bullet and agree that abhāvas
possess astitva just as bhāvas do.
One reason to treat astitva as applying to all seven standard padârthas is
that there is a different property that is unambiguously shared exclusively by
the first six flavors of padârthas: bhāvatva (“being a presence”). Everything
that is not an abhāva is a bhāva (“presence”), and thus the property of bhāvatva
covers the first six flavors of padârthas precisely. Its complement is the property
abhāvatva (“being an absence”), which occurs in all, and only in, abhāvas.
But even among all bhāva-padârtha entia, there appears to be a difference
between the first three categories (substances, tropes, and motions) and the rest
(classes, particularizers, and the inherence relation). Foremost among these
seems to be the fact that the first three seem to be, somehow, more “real”, perhaps in a pre-philosophical way. People agree that there are, or at least seem to
be, blue pots that can be made to roll on the ground; they may not immediately
see any need for the class-properties of blue-ness or pot-ness or blue-pot-ness,
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or for an inherence relation. The property sattā (which could be translated by
“existence” or perhaps even by “realness”) captures this distinction. It is also,
at least on the standard Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika account, a jāti (“universal”); indeed,
it has the widest extension of all universals.
1.5.2 On jñeyatva
To understand the property jñeyatva (“cognizability”), we will first have to
make a short detour into the Nyāya account of consciousness.
Consciousness, cognitions, cognizers, and cognizables
Nyāya takes it as a given that consciousness is both episodic and intentional:
as conscious subjects (ātmans, or specifically jñātṛs when regarded as subjectswho-can-cognize), we have cognitive episodes (jñānas) which are directed towards objects. To be cognized is to be the object, or rather the content (viṣaya),
of a particular cognitive episode. Something which can be the content of
a cognitive episode is thus cognizable (jñeya). This is different from something which has been cognized (jñāta), or which is currently being cognized
(jñāyamāna). A cognizable is something which may be cognized by a normally
functioning cognizer under appropriate conditions.
Conceptual and non-conceptual cognitions Nyāya makes another
distinction within cognitive episodes, between conceptual (savikalpaka) and
non-conceptual (nirvikalpaka) cognitions. A non-conceptual cognition (almost
always applied to perception) is a simple, non-verbal, non-verbalizable cognition of an entity. Conceptual cognitions are built atop underlying, inaccessible
non-conceptual cognitions. A conceptual cognition is a cognition of something
as something. That is, it is a cognitive episode whose content consists of a
qualificand (viśeṣya) as qualified (viśiṣṭa) by a qualifier (viśeṣaṇa). All verbaliz21

able cognitions are conceptual, for (on the Nyāya account) every meaningful
linguistic statement is always an assertion of something as being something.
Cognitions and truth

A jñāna cognition is not necessarily true. To be

true in Nyāya is to be yathârtha, to conform to things as they are. A cognition
of things as they are is a true cognition, and is a knowledge-episode (pramā).
A cognizer who has a knowledge-episode is a knower (pramātṛ), and an object
which can be known truly is a knowable (prameya).
But what does it mean for something to be known as it in fact is? It means
that our conceptual cognition of it, as being a qualificand qualified by some
qualifier, is in fact how it is: It is in fact that very same qualificand qualified by that very same qualifier. This means that an erroneous cognition—a
hallucination, a dream, an illusion, or an intrinsically impossible object like
a married bachelor—cannot be a prameya, although it certainly is a jñeya. A
cognitive error incorrectly cognizes something as being a qualificand qualified
by a qualifier; it inserts a qualification relation where there is none in reality.
The cognizability of padârthas
With this terminology under our belt, we can proceed to examine the property
of jñeyatva (“cognizability”) and its relation to padârthas. As per some Nyāya
analyses, all padârthas are jñeya (cognizable); according to others, they are
prameya (knowable). It would be dangerous, however, to naïvely treat cognitions as somehow automatically giving us access to the underlying structure
of reality. For one, the converses of these statements are not necessarily true:
it is certainly false that all jñeyas are padârthas (otherwise we would have to
find a way to classify the content of every hallucination into our ontological
schema), and it is not obvious that every prameya is also a padârtha.
Whether or not prameyas are padârthas, they can be—and, in a pramā, are
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in fact—analyzable into components which are padârthas related to one another by other (relational) components which are also padârthas. What these
padârthas are depends, of course, on one’s choice of ontological schema.
In fact, this is true even for false cognitions: what makes something a delusion is that it is a cognition of a qualificand as qualifed by a qualifier which
does not in fact belong to the qualificand. Even delusional cognitions (bhrāntis)
must therefore ultimately be broken down into true components in order to be
comprehensible.20
Knowledge-episodes (that is, true cognitions) thus do show us what there
really is, but we cannot assume that our naïve intuitions about what there must
be based on these knowledge-episodes are in fact correct—because our ontological schema may be deficient. They are necessary, but not sufficient, for
constructing our schemata.
1.5.3 On abhidheyatva
Like jñeyatva, but unlike astitva, the property of abhidheyatva is said to hold of
all padârthas, including abhāvas. It is sometimes translated as “nameability”,
but this term does not capture important aspects of abhidheyatva. A more accurate translation would be “denotability”. To understand this, a brief detour
into the Nyāya treatment of language is necessary.
20. This is most elegantly phrased by Annaṃbhaṭṭa in his Tarka-saṅgraha, where he defines the terms
pramā and apramā: tadvati tat-prakārako ’nubhavo yathârthaḥ, yathā rajate ‹idaṃ rajatam› iti jñānam.
sāî ’va pramê ’ty ucyate. [37] tad-abhāvavati tat-prakārako ’yathârthaḥ, yathā śuktāv ‹idaṃ rajatam›
iti jñānam. sāî ’vâ ’pramê ’ty ucyate. [38] (“An experiential cognition of something that in fact has
a property p as being qualified by p is veridical, as in the case of the cognition ‘this is silver’ of
silver. This is what is termed pramā. An experiential cognition of something that does not in fact
has a property p as being qualified by p is non-veridical, as in the case of the cognition ‘this is
silver’ of nacre. This is what is termed apramā.”
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The effects of language
In Nyāya epistemology, the result of correctly hearing or reading a well-formed
and meaningful linguistic entity is a particular kind of knowledge-episode known
as a śābda-bodha. Such linguistic cognitions are structured just like the conceptual, verbalizable perceptions discussed above, and consequently, our analysis
holds for linguistic cognitions as well. That is, every linguistic cognition can
be structured upon a qualifier–qualificand relation which holds between two
things in the world. This cognition is true when the qualifier is genuinely related to the qualificand, and false otherwise. In either case, though, the entities
can ultimately be analyzed into ultimate constituents which are padârthas.
What is of greater interest is the manner in which these linguistic cognitions
arise in the first place. On the Nyāya account, a stable convention (saṅketa),
sometimes said to have been established by God (Īśvara), links a linguistic
entity to its meaning. This objective convention accounts both for the stability
of default word-meanings and for the objective comprehensibility of language
when used by different speakers.
Two important issues arise with the proper understanding of the term pada.
Firstly, later Naiyāyikas held that any semantically significant (śakta) linguistic
entity counted as a pada. This included such morphemes as nominal caseendings, separately from their nominal stems, as well as various other affixes
and particles.21
One of the consequences of this approach to language is that later Naiyāyi21. This distinguishes them from the grammarians of the Pāṇinian tradition, for whom a pada was
defined entirely in morphological terms as something that ended in either a nominal case-ending or
a verbal desinence, according to the sūtra PA I·4·14: sup -tiṅ -antaṃ padam. As a result, a grammarian
would disagree with a Naiyāyika on how many “words” there are in a sentence like Rāmaḥ phalaṃ
khādati (“Rāma is eating a fruit”). While
both would agree that this sentence has the surface
√
Pāṇinian structure Rāma·su phala·am khād·a·tip , the grammarian would assert that the sentence
has three padas words (Rāmas, phalam, and khādati), whereas √
the Naiyāyika would assert that this
sentence really has six padas morphemes (Rāma, su , phala, am, khād, and tip ).
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kas went to great lengths to define correct meaning–structures for all the main
linguistic structures of Sanskrit.
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Secondly, a different kind of problem arises with the concept of pada when
shifting languages: Naiyāyikas differ on whether languages other than Sanskrit
may have their own Īśvara-established saṅketa or whether they are parasitic
on the Sanskrit saṅketa. The vast outpouring of Navya Nyāya texts on the semantics of Sanskrit, compared to the utter paucity of works on other languages
by these thinkers, suggests that most Nyāya thinkers were content to restrict
themselves to the meanings expressible by Sanskrit. This is not, of course, an
argument that Sanskrit somehow uniquely directly maps onto the structure
of the world (although there were undoubtedly Indian intellectuals, not just
Naiyāyikas, who believed precisely that), but it should serve as a reminder that
the Sanskrit language, together with the complete technical and conceptual
toolkit developed over two millennia of concentrated linguistic investigation,
occupied a central role in the Naiyāyikas’ investigation of the world.
As a result of these two pada–related issues, it becomes highly problematic
to assert that a padârtha is anything that can be “named” arbitrarily. There is
no guarantee whatsoever that such an arbitrary process of naming will identify
something that is in fact a padârtha. Rather, a padârtha entity is abhidheya denotable
precisely insofar as it is the artha referent of a pada morpheme by the power of
established convention (saṅketa).23
A proper theory of semantics would thus have to explain the meanings of
Sanskrit padas morphemes in terms of an ontological schema that in fact reflects
22. Jagadīśa Tarkâlaṅkāra, for instance, wrote the comprehensive Śabda-śakti-prakāśikā on this very
topic, in addition to his summary of grammatical forms in the Tarkâmṛta.
23. We may hold more generally that a padârtha entity is abhidheya denotable if it is a structured
assemblage of other padârthas entities , each of which is itself abhidheya denotable .
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the structure of the world. And it was precisely this structure of the world that
was in dispute within the Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika tradition of early modern India.

1.6 Three texts
The three models I shall examine primarily come from three texts by three
authors:
• the Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa of Raghunātha Śiromaṇi;
• the Tarkâmṛta of Jagadīśa Tarkâlaṅkāra; and
• the Padârtha-maṇḍana of Veṇīdatta.
Raghunātha’s text has already been translated into lucid English by Karl
Potter.24
I provide a full translation of Jagadīśa’s and Veṇīdatta’s texts in the appendix. Since Veṇīdatta’s own text is largely a commentary on Raghudeva
Bhaṭṭâcārya’s commentary on Raghunātha, this means that my translation of
Veṇīdatta includes, in effect, a translation of a substantial portion of Raghudeva
and Raghunātha as well.
Other important texts in this investigation include the early Kiraṇâvalī of
Udayana, the enormously popular Tarka-saṅgraha of Annaṃbhaṭṭa and Bhāṣāpariccheda usually attributed to Viśvanātha Nyāya-pañcānana, the comprehensive Padârtha-mālā of Jayarāma, the Tarka-kaumudī of Jayarāma’s student Laugākṣi
Bhāskara, the eclectic Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā of Gaṅgādhara Sūri, and the
Nyāya-padârtha-dīpikā of Kauṇḍa Bhaṭṭa. I include translations from portions
of some of these texts, particularly from Gaṅgādhara’s text (which has not been
translated into English before).
24. See Karl H Potter (1957b).
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Finally, the late-Victorian-era Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa of Maheśacandra
Nyāyaratna occupies a significant, if somewhat ambiguous, role in my investigation. The text is ostensibly an introduction to the technical language of
Navya Nyāya texts, and does not enter into significant ontological debates. Its
pedagogically motivated de-ontologized presentation of the Navya Nyāya system, however, makes it a valuable foil for the other ontological schemata. As
I will show over the course of my project, this de-ontologized Nyāya schema
has significant benefits of its own.
1.6.1 Raghunātha’s Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa
Although the Vaiśeṣika system of padârthas had gone through some important reworkings in the millennium or so of investigation prior to Raghunātha
(most importantly in the addition of the seventh category of absences), it is
widely agreed that Raghunātha Śiromaṇi’s Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa represents
the most radical revision of the entire system within the Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika tradition.
Raghunātha’s work demonstrates a willingness to overturn some of the
deepest ideas of the Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika ontological tradition. His model of what
the world must be like is sharply different from that of any other Naiyāyika,
and thus stands at the clear head of a whole stream of debates on ontological
matters. His innovations hit hardest at some of the weakest links in the earlier
traditions (including such diverse topics as its handling of tropes, its account
of inherence, and its inability to account for a wide range of relations), and
force thinkers to come with rigorous defenses for these older ideas.
1.6.2 Jagadīśa’s Tarkâmṛta
An introductory text on the Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika padârthas, Jagadīśa’s Tarkâmṛta is
one among a number of important post-Raghunātha texts that were designed to
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teach the traditional schema to budding Naiyāyikas. These texts, which include
the widely circulated and repeatedly commented-upon Tarka-saṅgraha and the
Bhāṣā-pariccheda, are interesting precisely because they defend the old model
in light of the transformations wrought by Raghunātha’s Radical Revision. In
doing so, they respond to Raghunātha’s critiques implicitly—although Jagadīśa
is also willing to explicitly argue against Raghunātha.
I have turned specifically to Jagadīśa’s text instead of the Tarka-saṅgraha
and Bhāṣā-pariccheda for a few important reasons:
• The Tarkâmṛta has not received the attention it deserves in the modern
academy. This may be because it is a somewhat more advanced text than
the base texts of the Tarka-saṅgraha and the Bhāṣā-pariccheda, and thus
not immediately amenable to being taught to a contemporary audience.
However, because the Tarkâmṛta is not substantially more advanced than
these two texts, studying it after studying the Tarka-saṅgraha or the Bhāṣāpariccheda does not seem to promise substantial new insight. The text
thus falls between two stools, and remains ignored. Furthermore, the
Tarkâmṛta did not become the base text for a substantial commentarial
tradition of its own, unlike the other two texts, which further reduces the
incentive to return to it over and over as a student grows in sophistication.
• The Tarkâmṛta is organized in a fashion that recognizes, at least implicitly, the three different dimensions of the ontological investigation: It
begins with an elaboration of the seven padârthas (addressing, in effect,
the question of what possesses astitva), then shifts to the four pramāṇas
(addressing jñeyatva), and finally to a consideration of the semantics of
Sanskrit (addressing abhidheyatva). Jagadīśa refrains from the temptation to squeeze everything into a purely ontological approach. The failure to do so in other texts like the Tarka-saṅgraha leads to an inelegant
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and imbalanced attempt to accommodate all of epistemology (the four
pramāṇas) into a discussion of buddhi (cognition) tropes.
• The Tarkâmṛta contains a short but particularly interesting section on
śābda-bodha, in which Jagadīśa offers elemenary semantics for the key
surface syntactic structures of Sanskrit. This reflects the nature of some of
Jagadīśa’s own arguments for and against some padârthas on the basis of
surface syntax (such as, for instance, his arguments defending the trope
pṛthaktva, individuality). It is also entirely in keeping with Jagadīśa’s
general interest in philosophical grammar, as seen in his comprehensive
Śabda-śakti-prakāśikā.
Despite their varying presentations of the material and their different emphases on certain topics, the Tarka-saṅgraha, Bhāṣā-pariccheda, and the Tarkâmṛta
are all written in defense of the same standard Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika model. (Indeed, this very uniformity on this issue suggests that there was some anxiety among some Naiyāyikas about the potentially world-overturning impact
of Raghunātha’s Radical Revision. Raghunātha, as a Naiyāyika par excellence
who nevertheless wrecked the existing consensus, would have been especially
threatening to other thinkers within the tradition.) It is precisely the Tarkâmṛta’s
defense of the old—knowing that it is in fact old, at least in comparison to
Raghunātha’s upstart model—which makes it worth examining closely.25

1.6.3 Veṇīdatta’s Padârtha-maṇḍana
Veṇīdatta Tarkavāgīśa adopts a complex stance towards Raghunātha’s Radical
Revision in his Padârtha-maṇḍana, blending accommodation with rejection.
25. As Henderson (1998, p. 1) says about heretics in Christian, Islamic, and Neo-Confucian thought:
“The heretic attained the status of the ultimate ‘other’ in these postclassical civilzations. He was
all the more dangerous because the threat he posed came from within the culture.”
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His chief motivation, as he himself mentions in his opening verses, is to refute those portions of Raghunātha that violate the express contents of the śruti:
the corpus of Vedic and post-Vedic text regarded as ultimately authoritative
by orthodox Hindus. This results in his rejecting many of Raghunātha’s innovations, particularly in regards to substances, but also in his accepting many of
Raghunātha’s proposed new categories. Furthermore, in his synthesis of the
Radical Revision and the Standard Model, Veṇīdatta presents one major innovation in creating a new flavor of padârtha: dharmas, “locatables”. These include
a wide range of padârthas accounted for differently by both Raghunātha and
the Standard Model, such as numbers and universals and new types of relations.
Veṇīdatta’s contribution to this ontological debate offers yet another model of
philosophical engagement within the early modern Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika tradition.
Veṇīdatta is emblematic of yet another key feature of the early modern
Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika tradition: the appropriation of intellectual resources, techniques, arguments, and concepts from Nyāya by other sectarian traditions of
philosophical theology. For it appears that, despite his Naiyāyika honorific title
of «tarka-vāgīśa», Veṇīdatta himself was not primarily a Naiyāyika. Among the
other texts attributed to him is a text called the Bheda-jayaśrī in defense of the
pluralism of the Dvaita Vedântic tradition.26
The Nyāya and the Dvaita Vedânta traditions share a commitment to metaphysical pluralism in contrast to their chief intellectual antagonist, the monistic
idealistic Advaita Vedânta tradition. The Bheda-jayaśrī, whoever its author be,
appears to be a Dvaita salvo in a centuries-long debate between the Advaita
26. Gopāl Śāstrī Nene, the editor of Veṇı ̄datta (1930), ascribes thirteen texts to Veṇīdatta, and remarks
that the Bheda-jayaśrī and the Yukti-varūthinī Vipakṣa-vikṣepa-vyākhyā are both Dvaitin texts. In
addition, the Nyāyâmṛta-taraṅgiṇī-kaṇṭakôddhara ascribed to Veṇīdatta also appears to be a Dvaitin
text based on its title, which appears to refer to two Dvaita commentaries, the Nyāyâmṛta-taraṅgiṇī
of Vyāsarāmâcārya and the Nyāyâmṛta-kaṇṭakôddhara of Ānandabhaṭṭāraka, on the great Dvaita
religious leader Vyāsatīrtha’s Nyāyâmṛta (Williams 2012, pp. 193-194).
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and the Dvaita traditions (and possibly other Vedântic traditions) on the topics
of bheda and abheda (ontological difference and non-difference).
Even if Veṇīdatta indeed had Kṛṣṇaite devotional inclinations (as his maṅgalâcaraṇa benedictory verses suggest) and Dvaita Vedāntic affiliations (as would
be true if the attribution to him of the Bheda-jayaśrī is correct), his engaging directly with Naiyāyika texts on seemingly Naiyāyika topics would not therefore
be unusual.27
The Vedântic traditions expanded their intellectual scope very widely in
the late medieval period, contemporaneous with the birth of Navya Nyāya. In
virtually every Vedântic subtradition there arose some truly remarkable polymaths who sought to incorporate the insights of other intellectual traditions
like Nyāya and Mīmāṃsā into their own philosophical–hermeneutical theologies: in addition to the early polymath Vācaspati Miśra (who is regarded, at
least by the Advaitins, as having been an Advaitin at heart), we have the remarkable figures of Vedânta Deśika for Viśiṣṭâdvaita, Madhusūdana Sarasvatī
for Kevalâdvaita, Appayya Dīkṣita for Śivâdvaita, Vijñānabhikṣu for Bhedâbheda, Jayatīrtha for Dvaita, and Rūpa Gosvāmin and Jīva Gosvāmin for the
acintya-bhedâbheda of Gauḍīya Vaiṣṇavism. The hegemonic position of Vedânta
in the intellectual landscape of contemporary Hinduism is at least partially
rooted in the disciplinary eclecticism of the medieval Vedântic traditions.
This far-reaching redrawing of intellectual and sectarian lines has not received anything like the scholarly attention it truly deserves.28
27. For an early interaction between Dvaita Vedānta and Navya Nyāya, see Williams (2014)’s account
of Vyāsatīrtha’s engagement with Nyāya.
28. In contrast, a number of excellent studies on narrower topics have emerged in recent times: Stoker
(2011) and Stoker (2015) focus on the career of the Dvaitin polymath Vyāsatīrtha. Fisher (2015)
examines the growing sectarianization of South India, with a focus on the Tamil country. Venkatkrishnan (2015) examines the operations of a prominent family of intellectuals, the Devas
(among whom was enumerated Āpadeva, the celebrated author of the Mīmāṃsā-nyāya-prakāśa,
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Consequently, it would be impossible within the scope of this dissertation to
investigate, however shallowly, the possible intermixing of Nyāya and Dvaita
Vedânta in Veṇīdatta’s work. Nevertheless, his participation (if he was in fact a
Dvaitin) in the Naiyāyika ontological debate is a clear sign of the significance of
the struggle to articulate an ontological schema within the Nyāya tradition even
to sympathetic outsiders. The fact that Veṇīdatta wrote the Padârtha-maṇḍana
within the Naiyāyika text tradition, in an attempt to reshape the contours of
debate on ontological schemata, is also suggestive of the relative porosity of
intellectual traditions at this time. It is tempting to see, though admittedly
impossible to establish with any certainty, the treatment of dharmas in later
texts like the Navya-Nyāya-Bhāṣā-Pradīpa as being enabled, even if only to a
small extent, by innovations like Veṇīdatta’s.
1.6.4 Addendum I: Maheśacandra’s Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa
As its name indicates, the Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa (“Lamp upon the Language of the New Nyāya”) is focused entirely on the technical language used
in Navya Nyāya texts. Written by Mahāmahôpādhyāya Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna in the Victorian era (a British empress serves as an example for certain concepts), the text has been translated on multiple occasions into English,
and has been the subject of at least one modern commentary (by Kālīpada
Tarkâcārya).29
Although the text does not focus on ontological issues directly, it nevertheless serves as an useful source for thinking about ontological issues in Nyāya.
Unlike the Tarkasaṅgraha and the Tarkâmṛta, the Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa is
largely focused not on padârthas but on dharmas (“locatables”) and sambandhas
translated into English by Edgerton (1929)), in the city of Banaras.
29. See Lethbridge (1900, pp. 170-1) for Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna’s biography.
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(relations). It develops a typology of dharmas and a typology of sambandhas,
and examines a number of ways in which these concepts can be used to model
a wide variety of Navya Nyāya issues. The text also touches upon a number of
other issues, such as the nature of conceptual cognitions (savikalpaka-jñānas),
logical properties like being-an-inferential-reason-property (hetutā) or being-adelimitor (avacchedakatā), and the completion relation (paryāpti-sambandha).
The importance of the Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa for my project lies in the
fact that its pedagogically motivated de-ontologization of Navya Nyāya (which
is arguably a natural development of the system’s tendency towards abstraction) may offer a way forward for thinking about ontological schemata in a
Nyāya-inspired manner. A de-ontologized but logically rigorous Navya Nyāya
technical language can then be used not just to understand past debates within
the Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika tradition, but also potentially to discuss and understand
debates in other settings as well. Indeed, this was the case in early modern
India, where the Navya Nyāya language came to be used, to varying extents,
by a wide variety of intellectual traditions (including theologians, ritual hermeneuts, legal theorists, and literary critics). Such cross-disciplinary usage
requires that the ontological implications be minimized, so as to avoid importing distinctions from Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika into a context where they are irrelevant
or (worse) regarded as erroneous.
More interestingly, the Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa’s seeming ontological
agnosticism and its reliance on locatables and relations make it particularly
conducive to representation in the language of modern category theory (a
highly abstract branch of modern mathematics). Part of my project thus involves “translating” major concepts from the Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa into
a graphical language that is founded on category–theoretical concepts. This distinguishes it not just from other graphical notations for Navya Nyāya (which
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have typically been informal sketches) but also from other non-graphical mathematical representations of Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika (which have usually been done in
set–theoretical terms).
While the Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa does not contain a full picture of the
world (it does not address questions of epistemology or soteriology in any real
depth), its analysis of Navya Nyāya language has the potential to radically
transform approaches to Nyāya ontological matters. This may not have been
its author’s intention at all (indeed, it appears from certain indications in the
text that Maheśacandra himself subscribed to the Standard Model), but the new
possibilities the text discloses cannot be ignored.
1.6.5 Addendum II: The Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā of Gaṅgādhara
Gaṅgādhara Sūri’s Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā (“Moonlight of Conclusions of
the Kāṇāda [= Vaiśeṣika] System”) is a fascinating text that is of particular
value to this project: It sheds valuable light on the debates on ontology not
just within Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika, but also occasionally highlights differences and
commonalities with other intellectual traditions as well. Furthermore, and
perhaps even more interestingly, it recognizes differences between different
strata of Naiyāyika thought, and systematically classifies various positions as
belonging to different groups of thinkers.
This approach is not strictly historical in the current sense of the word:
there is little interest on Gaṅgādhara Sūri’s part to identify dates or periods for
the thinkers he identifies, nor is he interested in tracing out the genealogies of
various Nyāya ideas. Rather, Gaṅgādhara’s model seems to be a “sedimentary”
model: the ideas he explores are all active in his own lifetime, but they belong
to different strata of thinkers, as it were, and he seems to wish to assign these
ideas to the strata to which they belong. Also of great interest is the fact that
Gaṅgādhara does so only for the Naiyāyikas he investigates—the Vedântin and
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(Bhāṭṭa) Mīmāṃsaka positions continue to be represented as ahistorical monoliths.
A portrait of Gaṅgādhara Sūri
Gaṅgādhara Sūri himself is a fascinating intellectual of the period. Evidence
from benedictory verses strongly suggests that he is also the author of at least
two other texts: the Avaidika-darśana-saṅgraha (“Compendium of Non-Vedic
Viewpoints”), a short doxography of four Buddhist schools (Sautrāntika, Vaibhāṣika, Vijñānavāda, and Madhyamaka) and of Jainism; and the Rasika-rañjanī
(“Delighter of Connoisseurs”), a commentary on the Kuvalayânanda (“Joy of the
Water-lily”) of Appayya Dīkṣita, a hugely successful introductory text on literary figures. The authorship of these texts is sometimes assigned to Gaṅgādhara
Vājapeyayājin, but the benedictory verses strongly suggest that this is the same
person as Gaṅgādhara Sūri.30
Indeed, the benedictory verses from these three texts offer fascinating glimpses
into the individual that Gaṅgādhara Sūri was. The similarities in composition
(down to the repetition of a whole half-verse in the opening benedictions of the
Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā and the Avaidika-darśana-saṅgraha), in theme (personal achievement, respect to the teachers, scholarly concerns), and in style
are all very strong indications that it is the same person who has composed
all three of these texts. If this is indeed the case, then we are in a rather unusual position when it comes to speaking about the life of Gaṅgādhara Sūri. In
comparison to the pitifully sparse biographical information available on most
Sanskrit authors, Gaṅgādhara Sūri tells us a great deal about his familial, edu30. The title vājapeya-yājin is awarded only to those who have completed the elaborate Vājapeya soma
rite, and so may well not have been awarded to him at the time that he composed the Kāṇādasiddhānta-candrikā. Without a closer investigation of all three texts, however, there is no way to
confirm such an internal chronology.
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cational, devotional, and scholarly commitments.31

Gaṅgādhara’s genealogy

On his own account, Gaṅgādhara is the son

of Devasiṃha Sumati, who in turn must be the son of Samarapuṅgava Dīkṣita
(the referent of asmat-pitāmaha), whose elder brother Sūryanārāyaṇa Dīkṣita
(the referent of asmat-pitāmaha-sahodara) studied under the famous Appayya
Dīkṣita himself. Sūryanārāyaṇa Dīkṣita was the subject of his younger brother
Samarapuṅgava’s Yātrā-prabandha (“A Compendium of Journeys”). Gaṅgādhara was thus a member of an illustrious lineage of scholars and intellectuals,
Tamil in origin, but who had moved north to settle in Banaras.32
Gaṅgādhara’s personal guru was a renunciate (yati or yamin) by the name
of Viśvarūpa, who has been associated with the city of Banaras by other scholars.33
Gaṅgādhara is effusive in his praise of his guru, and identifies him repeatedly
with Śiva. (In the concluding verse of the Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā, he identifies his guru simultaneously with Viṣṇu/Kṛṣṇa and with Śiva.) This is in accord
with what we know of Gaṅgādhara’s sectarian affiliations too.
Gaṅgādhara’s sectarian commitment Gaṅgādhara clearly has strong
Śaivite sectarian affiliations, as seen by his various references to Śiva in his
benedictory verses. This is of course not surprising given his familial links
with Appayya Dīkṣita himself. Most importantly (and in a clear reference to
Gaṅgādhara’s Tamil affiliation), Gaṅgādhara invokes Śiva as Dakṣiṇāmūrti in
31. See the appendices for translations of the benedictory and the concluding verses from Gaṅgādhara’s
chief works.
32. See Bronner (2015, pp. 12-15) for details on this family, and for some circumstantial evidence that
Gaṅgādhara himself was settled in Banaras.
33. See Bronner (ibid., p. 14).
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Appayya
Dīkṣita

Sūryanārāyaṇa
Dīkṣita

Samarapuṅgava
Dīkṣita

Devasiṃha
Sumati

Viśvarūpa Yati

Gaṅgādhara
Figure 1.1: Gaṅgādhara’s family (solid) and scholarly (dashed) genealogy
each of his three works. This is a form of Śiva particularly commonly worshiped
in the Tamil country and with a strong association with learning. He is most
often visualized as a young man sitting under a vaṭa (banyan or fig) tree, one
hand in the jñāna-mudrā (or gesture of knowledge), teaching the ultimate truth
to ancient sages.34
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Gaṅgādhara’s intellectual program

Gaṅgādhara’s personal devotion

to Dakṣiṇāmūrti, a form of Śiva particularly associated with learning, dovetails
with his scholarly interests as well. All three of his texts are addressed to give
pleasure to scholars (budha-tuṣṭaye, viduṣāṃ mude), and his commentary on
the Kuvalayânanda in particular seems to have been written to win him some
respect and recognition among the endless rows of scholars (viduṣâvalīnām)
who were undoubtedly cropping up in Banaras towards the end of the seventeenth century. However, his Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā (which is of course
the work that is most relevant to my project here) seems to have a specifically
pedagogical goal as well. In its closing benedictions, Gaṅgādhara addresses beginners (bālāḥ, though this term primarily refers to children), and specifically
those who desire vyutpatti (a proper education, perhaps a Bildung suitable for
the beginning of the eighteenth century in India). Unlike the other standard
34. The Dakṣiṇāmūrti-dhyāna-ślokas, used by Śaivas to meditate upon him before commencing educational activity, present this information most compactly.
mauna-vyākhyā-prakaṭita-para-brahma-tattvaṃ yuvānaṃ
varṣiṣṭhānte vasad-ṛṣi-gaṇair āvṛtaṃ brahma-niṣṭhaiḥ |
ācāryêndraṃ kara-kalita-cin-mudram ānanda-rūpaṃ
svâtmârāmaṃ mudita-vadanaṃ dakṣiṇāmūrtim īḍe ∥
vaṭa-viṭapi-samīpe bhūmi-bhāge niṣaṇṇaṃ
sakala-muni-janānāṃ jñāna-dātāram ārāt |
tribhuvana-gurum īśaṃ dakṣiṇāmūrti-devaṃ
janana-maraṇa-duḥkha-ccheda-dakṣaṃ namāmi ∥
I worship the smiling Dakṣiṇāmūrti—
a youth who presents the essence of Brahman through his silent instruction
surrounded by hosts of sages
firmly fixed upon Brahman, dwelling upon the Most Ancient;
lord of teachers, his hand in the gesture of knowledge;
bliss personified, utterly at rest in himself.
I bow down to Lord Dakṣiṇāmūrti—
seated on the ground under the vaṭa tree;
direct bestower of knowledge to all sages;
teacher to the Triple Worlds;
skilled at destroying the sufferings of birth and death.
I am thankful to Anand Venkatkrishnan for teaching me these verses in person and for identifying
the association of the Dakṣiṇāmūrti form of Śiva with being seated at the base of the vaṭa tree.
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Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika pedagogical texts, though, Gaṅgādhara’s text is different not
just in its depth but more importantly in its usage of the sedimentary model
of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika intellectual history. If it indeed was an elementary text,
then it was one of the few texts aimed at “children” that would present the
ideas of Raghunātha Śiromaṇi. It would also include ontological views of nonNaiyāyikas as well.
Veṇīdatta and Gaṅgādhara thus likely have in common the fact that both
probably had Vedântic commitments outside of their Naiyāyika or Vaiśeṣika
textual activity. Although they would not have shared the details of this Vedântic
commitment (if indeed Veṇīdatta was a Dvaitin and if Gaṅgādhara was an Advaitin, they would have been sharply opposed on some fundamental issues),
they were both nevertheless willing to write within a Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition, and to engage in the details of an ontological debate in that tradition.
This intellectual ecumenism, if we can indeed call it that, was not uncommon in the seventeenth century, and serves to complicate later anachronistic
classifications of thinkers as belonging to this or that sectarian affiliation or
as holding particular ontological positions because of their extra-philosophical
commitments. While a fuller account of the rival ontological schemata will, I
hope, have emerged clearly by the end of the dissertation, it may help now to
briefly describe the schemata that are encoded in these aforementioned texts,
whether explicitly or implicitly.

1.7 Three ontological schemata
While we will indeed look closely at the three rival ontological schemata in
great detail later in the dissertation, it may help to begin with brief accounts
of each schema. This section can thus serve as a brief reference, or perhaps as
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a compass when we are deep in the thickets of philosophical investigation.
1.7.1 The Standard Model
The Standard Model famously defends a system in which padârthas can come
in seven flavors, many of which can be further subdivided:
1. substances (dravyas), which come in 9 types, namely:
1. earth (pṛthivī)
2. water (jala)
3. fire (tejas)
4. air (vāyu)
5. ether (ākāśa)
6. space (diś)
7. time (kāla)
8. self (ātman)
9. mental “lens” (manas)
2. tropes (guṇas), which come in 24 types, which can be grouped as follows:
1. five types of sensorial tropes: color (rūpa), taste (rasa), smell (gandha),
touch (sparśa), sound (śabda)
2. five types of quantificational tropes: numbers (saṅkhyā), measures
(parimāṇa), individuality (pṛthaktva), proximality (paratva), distality
(aparatva)
3. six types of motional tropes: inertia (gurutva), viscosity (dravatva),
oiliness (sneha), momentum (saṃskāra); plus contact (saṃyoga) and
separation (vibhāga)
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4. eight types of actional tropes: cognitions (buddhi or jñāna), pleasure (sukha), pain (duḥkha), desire (icchā), revulsion (dveṣa), exertion
(yatna), dharmas, and adharmas
3. motions (karmans), which come in 5 types:
1. upward motion
2. downward motion
3. inward motion
4. outward motion
5. general motion
4. universals (sāmānyas)
5. particularizers, one per atom (viśeṣa)
6. the inherence relation (samavāya)
7. absences (abhāvas)
1.7.2 Raghunātha’s Radical Revision
Raghunātha’s radical revision of the standard model is presented entirely as a
critique; at no point within the text does he offer a summary of his schema on
its own terms. Indeed, given its seeming open-endedness, it may well be that
there is no way to summarize all of Raghunātha’s schema. For now, however,
it will perhaps be most helpful to look at the padârthas defended or postulated
within Raghunātha’s Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa:
1. substances (minus time, space, and ether)
1. earth (pṛthivī)
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2. water (jala)
3. fire (tejas)
4. wind (vāyu)
5. manas (but reconfigured from the Standard Model)
6. selves (individual selves and the Supreme Self)
2. tropes*
1. five types of sensorial tropes: color (rūpa), taste (rasa), smell (gandha),
touch (sparśa), sound (śabda)
2. one type of quantificational trope: measure (parimāṇa)
3. five types of motional tropes: inertia (gurutva), viscosity (dravatva),
oiliness (sneha), momentum (saṃskāra); plus contact (saṃyoga)
4. eight types of actional tropes: cognitions (buddhi or jñāna), pleasure (sukha), pain (duḥkha), desire (icchā), revulsion (dveṣa), exertion
(yatna), dharmas, and adharmas
3. motion (karmans)
4. universals (sāmānyas)
5. inherence relation (samavāya), but reconfigured
6. absences (including higher-order absences, abhāvâbhāvas)
7. moments (kṣaṇas)
8. numbers (saṅkhyā)
9. qualificative relation (vaiśiṣṭya)
10. being the content of a cognition (viṣayatā)
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11. causal potentiality (śakti)
12. being a cause (kāraṇatā)
13. being an effect (kāryatā)
14. personal property (svatva)
Raghunātha also argues that trope-ness is not a genuine universal at all,
which would suggest that tropes should be eliminated from the schema and
instead the various old subflavors of tropes be recognized as distinct flavors
of padârthas of their own standing. Furthermore, he argues elsewhere, though
not in the Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa, for a new kind of relation, “completion”
(paryāpti), which would handle collective properties.
The rich (perhaps even unruly) proliferation of categories in Raghunātha’s
schema, when combined with a greater tendency to abstraction than the Standard Model, gives rise to a sense of open-endedness which is absent from the
fixed seven-category schema of the Standard Model. Indeed, Raghunātha’s willingness to add new categories “no matter how abstract or how much higher in
the hierarchy of abstraction they might be” differentiates him sharply from the
old Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika way of doing philosophy. For more conservative philosophers, their response to “some unanalyzable and apparently irreducible predicateconcept” was

“to parse it away as an [akhaṇḍôpādhi, non-composite imposed property] … which is predicable of some individual but does not itself
constitute a separate fundamental category.”35
35. Matilal (1968, pp. 69-70)
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1.7.3 Veṇīdatta’s Attempted Synthesis
Veṇīdatta critiques both Raghunātha (for his rejection of a number of types
of substances and for his demolition of tropes as a separate category) and the
Standard Model (for misunderstanding inherence and motions and for not recognizing a number of distinct categories Raghunātha suggested). Consequently,
his attempted synthesis of the Standard Model and the Radical Revision amounts
to an even wider set of categories than Raghunātha’s. However, unlike Raghunātha, Veṇīdatta proposes a small set of overall categories which contain a number of subdivisions, and thus seems to bring Raghunātha’s potentially endless
proliferation of distinct categories under control.
1. substances, which come in 9 types, namely:
1. earth (pṛthivī)
2. water (jala)
3. fire (tejas)
4. air (vāyu)
5. ether (ākāśa)
6. space (diś)
7. time (kāla)
8. self (ātman)
9. mental “lens” (manas)
2. tropes (19 in total: no numbers, individuality, proximity, distance; dharma
and adharma collapsed into a single “unseen”)
1. five types of sensorial tropes: color (rūpa), taste (rasa), smell (gandha),
touch (sparśa), sound (śabda)
44

2. one type of quantificational trope: measure (parimāṇa)
3. six types of motional tropes: inertia (gurutva), viscosity (dravatva),
oiliness (sneha), momentum (saṃskāra); plus contact (saṃyoga) and
separation (vibhāga)
4. seven types of actional tropes: cognitions (buddhi or jñāna), pleasure (sukha), pain (duḥkha), desire (icchā), revulsion (dveṣa), exertion (yatna), and the unseen (adṛṣṭa) comprising both dharmas and
adharmas
3. motion (karmans), as in Raghunātha
4. “locatables” (dharmas, not to be confused with the earlier trope of the
same name):
1. numbers (saṅkhyā)
2. universals
3. particularizers (viśeṣas)
4. qualificative relation (vaiśiṣṭya)
5. being the content of a cognition (viṣayatā)
6. being a cause (kāraṇatā)
7. being an effect (kāryatā)
8. personal property (svatva)
5. absences (abhāvas)
1. relational absence (saṃsarâbhāva)
2. mutual absence (anyonyâbhāva)
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The implication of this is that Veṇīdatta is actually arguing for even more
distinctions than Raghunātha: not only does he preserve the relative proliferation of substances accepted in the SM, but further adds to it the many new
classes introduced by Raghunātha. However, Veṇīdatta is also inclined to be
tidier than Raghunātha, for his schema only contains five top-level classes in
comparison to Raghunātha’s fourteen (or more). He achieves this primarily by
creating a new class of “locatables” (dharmas), but does not elaborate upon the
internal structure of this class beyond enumerating its members.
1.7.4 Addendum: Maheśacandra’s Pedagogical Model
Maheśacandra offers a number of different ways of slicing up padârthas, which
do not necessarily cohere into a single overarching schema. Instead, his various schemata provide different perspectives for looking at padârthas, and sometimes overlap in ways that are not entirely clear. His own motivation was likely
pedagogical, but reading these models in an ontological light is nevertheless
illuminating.
Locatability All padârthas may be classified on the basis of locatability
as follows:
1. locatables (dharmas or vṛtti-padârthas, although Maheśacandra does not
use the latter term anywhere):
1. natural classes (jātis, = the old Vaiśeṣika sāmānyas)
2. imposed classes (upādhis):
1. composite (sakhaṇḍôpādhis)
2. non-composite (akhaṇḍôpādhis)
2. non-locatables (a-vṛtti-padârthas)
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Every locatable (dharma) is located in a location (dharmin). The word
dharma is sometimes translated as “property”, but as we will see later, its semantic range is much wider than that of the word “property”.36
Furthermore, unlike the earlier usage of these two words in the Vaiśeṣika
system, the terms dharma and dharmin are relative terms for Maheśacandra.
Relations

All relations (sambandhas) are of two types:

1. direct (sākṣāt-sambandhas):
1. inherence (samavāya = the Vaiśeṣika relation)
2. contact (saṃyoga = the Vaiśeṣika trope)
3. “self-linking” or intrinsic relations (svarūpa-sambandhas)
2. indirect (paramparā-sambandhas)
Every relation gives rise to a qualifier–qualificand relation (viśeṣya-viśeṣaṇabhāva) between its relata.
Relations and locatability

All relations can also be classified in two

ways, depending on whether they necessitate the location of one of the relata
in the other or not (i.e., whether they make one of their relata a dharma and
the other a dharmin):
1. occurrence-exacting (vṛtti-niyāmaka)
1. inherence (always)
36. One brief example should suffice for now: for Maheśacandra, berries lying inside a bowl are
dharmas of the bowl, which in turn is a dharmin of the berries. It would be exceedingly strange, if
not downright incomprehensible, to speak of the berries as being “properties” of the bowl in English. I therefore prefer to translate the terms dharma and as “locatable” and “location” respectively.
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2. contact (sometimes)
3. self-linking relations (often)
4. some temporal relations
2. non–occurrence-exacting (vṛtty-a-niyāmaka)
1. contact (sometimes)
2. most indirect relations
3. some temporal relations
4. being the content of a cognition (viṣayatā) or being the container
(viṣayitā)
Relational properties

Some dharmas are such that they are always

paired with another dharma, which may reside in a different locus entirely.
These pairs are called sâpekṣa-dharmas, “dependent” or relational properties.
A large number of such relational properties are named by Maheśacandra,
including the pairs pratiyogitā–anuyogitā (being the source and the target of a
directional relation), avacchedakatā (being a scope-delimitor), sādhyatā–hetutā
(being the target-property and the reason-property in an inference), kāryatā–
kāraṇatā (being a cause and an effect), uddeśyatā–vidheyatā (being the topic
and the comment of a structured utterance), and so on.
Absences

Absences, which count as padârthas, are of two types:

1. mutual absences (anyônyâbhāvas = bheda)
2. relational absences (saṃsargâbhāvas)
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Pervasion of locus

All vṛtti-padârthas, whether presences (bhāvas) or

absences (abhāvas) are of two types, depending on whether they pervade their
locus or not. Furthermore, they can fail to pervade their locus in multiple ways.
1. locus-pervading (vyāpya-vṛtti)
2. non-locus-pervading (a-vyāpya-vṛtti)
1. mereologically (aṃśa)
2. spatially (deśa)
3. temporally (kāla)

1.8 Organization of the dissertation
This dissertation is organized into eight chapters, the first of which is this current introduction. The core chapters in which the Naiyāyika debates on ontology are analyzed are chapters 4 through 7. They are sandwiched between
two preliminary chapters and a concluding chapter. Following the concluding
chapter are the appendices, in which I present translations of a number of my
source texts. In this section I shall offer a brief roadmap of the rest of the
dissertation.
In Chapter 2, I briefly discuss the history of the ontological schemata posited
by thinkers operating in the Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika frameworks. This chapter
also includes summaries of the Standard Model, the Radical Revision, and
the Attempted Synthesis. Because the later chapters often enter into very detailed discussions of subtle arguments, I provide a synoptic perspective on these
schemata to help contextualize the debates.
In Chapter 3, I offer a very brief and informal introduction to the mathematical discipline known as category theory, presenting some of its key ideas
and terminology. Rather than focusing on mathematical rigor (which is, in
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any case, amply supplied by other, much fuller, specialist treatments of the
subject), I introduce the main concepts of the discipline with an eye on building up a category-theoretical intuition for looking at Navya Nyāya. I then
provide simple category-theoretical formulations for the chief structures of
Navya Nyāya, which then help to ground the analyses of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontology in later chapters on firm ground.
In chapters 4 through 7, I critically examine the debates on ontological
schemata that took place among Naiyāyikas, evaluate their claims, and construct graphical models to represent their models. In deciding how to organize
this section of the dissertation, I had a choice between a “horizontal” organization (in which I would examine each author’s model in a separate chapter)
and a “vertical” organization (in which I would examine natural groupings of
padârthas in separate chapter.) I have chosen the “vertical” organization here,
and examine the padârthas in separate chapters (and thus collating arguments
from the different texts that all focus on the same padârthas). I made this choice
for a number of reasons:
• The ontological works of Raghunātha and Veṇīdatta are deeply dialogical in nature, full of often highly elliptical arguments between real
or imagined philosophical antagonists (pūrva-pakṣins) and the texts’ own
established conclusions (siddhāntas). By collecting debates on a single
padârtha, it is easier to see the arguments and uncover the hidden presuppositions of these debates.
• As I include in the appendices translations of major portions of multiple
texts, it seemed to me overly repetitive to structure separate chapters
as well on each thinker. The translations in the appendices provide a
“horizontal” perspective on each author.
• It is easier to construct, explain, and compare the category-theoretical
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representations for padârthas as per the account of each of these models
when they are next to each other.
• Finally, setting varying accounts of different padârthas next to each other
makes it much more evident just how much is held common across different models, and how much is allowed to vary.
I have grouped the various discussions on padârthas in these texts into five
chapters, reflecting the interrelatedness of certain arguments in the debates:
• substances (dravyas) and particularizers (viśeṣas)
• tropes (guṇas) and motions (karmas)
• class-properties (jātis and upādhis)
• relations (sambandhas), with a coda on absences (abhāvas)
In the concluding chapter, I examine the motivations of the authors whose
texts I have analyzed, and draw conclusions about the shifting nature of ontology in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition. I also point towards a possible intellectual future for Nyāya in the twenty-first century, drawing upon both its own
intellectual tradition and upon resources available to us today.

1.9 A footnote on the translations
The translation of terms from technical disciplines is particularly challenging
because it is very easy to inadvertently impose an inappropriate, though superficially similar, conceptual framework by using its terminology. There is
seldom, if ever, a single term in the target language which can adequately capture the entire semantic field of, and activate the same conceptual network as,
a term in the source language. It is tempting in some cases (as with words
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like padârtha, for instance) to leave them untranslated—but then the terms require detailed exposition in order to make sense to a reader who cannot read
the source language. Furthermore, translations have their own genealogies as
well (in the case of Sanskrit texts, they have been translated into English for
over two centuries now). As a result, some Sanskrit terms have come to have
standard English translations (such as the use of “quality” or “property” for
guṇa). An act of translation that neglects this genealogy will therefore have to
justify itself. And all of these aforementioned problems are severely compounded when it comes to frequently-used polyvalent words like dharma, padârtha,
guṇa and the like.37
In such cases, I shall follow Hansen (1992) in using the original word accompanied by its most appropriate context-sensitive gloss as a superscript. This will
allow us to distinguish padârtha ens, padârtha referent of a word, and padârtha category
.
When referring to the Sanskrit linguistic terms invented by the Pāṇinian
grammatical tradition, I will freely use the notation devised by Scharfe (1971),
albeit with occasional simplifications and deviations. The key features of this
notation are:
Superscripted letters are used to mark the anubandhas, or grammatical tags,
which are used in the system for a wide range of grammatical purposes.
Majuscule letters are used to mark heterophones: sounds that act as place37. See Hiltebeitel (2010) for an introductory account of varying concepts of dharma. I will be
exploring some of the ambiguities of the word padârtha in this dissertation. The word guṇa is
extraordinarily polyvalent, showing up in virtually every Sanskritic intellectual discipline with a
different meaning: in Nyāya–Vaiśeṣika, trope; in Vyākaraṇa, a particular grade of vowel ablaut; in
Mīmāṃsā, a subordinate rite that assists the principal rite (pradhāna-karma); in Sāṃkhya, one of
the three “strands” (sattva, rajas, tamas) out of which reality is woven; in semantics, a secondary
meaning of a word; in poetics, anything that enhances the beauty of the literary artefact; in ethics,
a character virtue. For some of the challenges in translating the word guṇa in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
context, see Narain (1961).
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holders, to be overwritten by other Sanskrit sounds at some stage in the
derivation process.
Struck-through letters are used to mark sounds that are present purely for
the sake of ease of articulation (uccāraṇârtham) of the technical term,
and not for any grammatical purpose.
I will also use some technical notation freely:
P [·] I will use this freely to signify abstractions built from other terms. This
notation thus parallels the Sanskrit abstraction suffixes -tva and -tā.
H [·] I will use this freely to signify the “possessor” (understood loosely) of a
term. This is thus parallel to the Sanskrit possession suffix -matup
E [·] I will use this freely to signify the extension of a property (that is, to refer
to the set of individuals that all bear that property).
A [·] I will use this freely to signify the absence of an entity (whether an individual or a property or a class).
As in Sanskrit, these two symbols may be freely intermixed to give rise to a
variety of meanings. Thus, for instance, in the case that a mountain has a fire,
we can describe the mountain as fire-possessing, or as a H [fire]. We can also
talk about all locis for fires using the abstraction of this term, P [H [fire]].
At this point one important cautionary note is called for. A number of
sources assume that P [·] and H [·] are inverses of each other. In other words,
they assume that combinations of the sort P [H [X]] and of the sort H [P [X]] are
equivalent to each other and to X. This, however, cannot possibly be true.38
38. Consider the simplest possible case, where X is some determinate entity like a particular fire f
(which happens to be located on a mountain m). We can form at least two abstractions from this:
P [fire] (the property of being a fire, which holds not just for f but for all fires in general) and
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It is false that P [·] and H [·] are inverses of each other. What can be asserted at the most is that H [·] is a left inverse of P [·]. (Understood intuitively,
something which possesses the property of being an X is in fact an X.)
Another complexity that occasionally arises has to do with higher-order
abstractions. What is the relationship between P [X] and P [P [X]] (which I
will abbreviate as P2 [X])? On some accounts, P [·] = P2 [·], so that higherorder abstractions are cut off after the first level. On other accounts, the cutoff
happens after the second level, so that P [·] ̸= P2 [·] = P3 [·]. On yet other
accounts, there is no cutoff, and a potentially infinite tower of abstraction is

possible. Regardless of one’s preferred account of higher-order abstractions,
the notation can capture the necessary details.
Similarly with absences, one of the issues that is debated is the status of an
absence of an absence. Symbolically: how are X, A [X], and A [A [X]] (which
I will abbreviate as A2 [X]) related? As per the Standard Model, A2 [X] = X
itself. According to Raghunātha, however, X, A [X], and A2 [X] are all distinct,
but A3 [X] is regarded as identical with A [X], thus also cutting off a potentially
infinite layering of abstractions.

P [f ] (the property of being f in particular, which holds of f and only of f ). We can refer to the
possessors of each of these properties using the H [·] notation: so that H [P [fire]] refers to anything
that possesses the property of being a fire (that is to say, to any fire qua fire whatsoever), while
H [P [f ]] refers to anything that possesses the property of being f (that is, to f and f alone, qua its
being f ). In this case it does appear that H [P [f ]] is (extensionally, if not intensionally) identical
to f . However, we can also refer to m as a “possessor” of f , loosely speaking, so that m is a H [f ].
This property of m’s being a “possessor” of f is P [H [f ]]. But there is no way that this can be
regarded as being the same as f extensionally or intensionally. P [H [f ]] and f are both collocated
in m (insofar as we can think of properties as being “located” in their property-bearers), but they
are two different kinds of entities and are not identical. Similarly, m, being a “possessor” of f
which is a fire, is a fire-“possessor”, a H [fire]. This property of m’s being a fire-“possessor” is
P [H [fire]]. But this is emphatically not the same as being a fire.
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2.1 Introduction
Indian intellectuals who identified themselves with the Nyāya tradition generally shared some positions and assumptions. These include, for instance, a
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realist, pluralist orientation towards the world; acceptance of the existence
of a creator-god (referred to in the system as Īśvara); acceptance of distinct,
multiple selves; and a profound commitment to a rigorous exploration of epistemology. Nyāya’s pluralism stands in stark contrast to the uncompromising
monism of Advaita Vedānta, while its realist commitments distinguish it from
the idealisms both of the Buddhist variety and later of the Hindu Vedantic
variety.1
Nyāya philosophers defended their system against arguments not just by
Buddhists, Mīmāṃsakas and Vedāntins, but also against other Naiyāyikas who
found their own school’s foundations to be shakier than they would have liked.
In the course of these debates, the frameworks through which Nayāyikas viewed
the world were modified and refined—sometimes quite drastically. A full history of the modifications to Nyāya’s ontology would amount, in essence, to a
history of Nyāya itself, and would thus be far beyond the scope of this dissertation. Instead, I will offer a very brief summary of the millennium-long process
of refinement that led to the formulation of what could be termed the “Standard Model” of Navya Nyāya, and which also opened the doors to the powerful
attacks made on it from within the system itself.

2.2 Before the synthesis
The Navya Nyāya synthesis of medieval Indian logic drew upon two older, and
at least initially distinct, text-traditions: the Nyāya-sūtra tradition based on the
text ascribed to Akṣapāda Gautama on the one hand, and the Vaiśeṣika-sūtra
tradition based on the text ascribed to Kaṇāda on the other. Both text-traditions
1. See Karl Harrington Potter (1977) for an encyclopedic overview of the early Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika
systems. For early Advaita, see Karl Harrington Potter (1981). For a monograph-length philosophical perspective on Advaita, see Deutsch (1973).
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subscribed to a realist view of the cosmos, but had different emphases.
2.2.1 “Old” Nyāya
The “old” Nyāya text-tradition built upon the Nyāya-sūtras ascribed to Akṣapāda
Gautama in a series of four commentaries, each responding to its predecessors.
This series of four texts is sometimes known as the Nyāya-catur-granthikā (“quartet of texts on the Nyāya”), and includes the following (in order of composition):2
1. Pakṣilasvāmin Vātsyāyana’s Nyāya-sūtra-bhāṣya
2. Bhāradvāja Uddyotakara’s Nyāya-sūtra(-bhāṣya)-vārttika
3. Vācaspati Miśra’s Nyāya-vārttika-tātparyaṭīkā
4. Udayana’s Nyāya-vārttika-tātparyaṭīkā-pariśuddhi
According to the text-tradition of Gautama, supreme happiness can be attained through the knowledge of the essence of sixteen different topics. These
may be grouped into three domains of enquiry, following Ganeri (2001):3
1. epistemology and metaphysics:
(a) sources of knowledge
(b) objects of knowledge
2. the components of proper reasoning
2. Anantalal Thakur’s careful editions of the four texts are perhaps the best sources for these commentaries. See Thakur (1997a) for the foundational Nyāya-sūtras of Gautama along with the first
layer of commentary, and then successively Thakur (1997b), Thakur (1996a), and Thakur (1996b).
3. NyāSū I·1·1: pramāṇa-prameya-saṃśaya-prayojana-dṛṣṭānta-siddhāntâvayava-tarka-nirṇaya-vādajalpa-vitaṇḍā-hetvābhāsa-cchala-jāti-nigrahasthānānāṃ tattva-jñānān niḥśreyasâdhigamaḥ.
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(a) doubt
(b) purpose
(c) illustrative examples
(d) conclusion
(e) parts (of an inference)
(f) hypothetical reasoning
(g) resolution
3. dialectics and argumentation
(a) truth-seeking debate
(b) victory-seeking debate
(c) skeptical refutation
(d) false reasons
(e) deception
(f) sophistry
(g) points of defeat
By the time of the Navya Naiyāyikas, the domain of dialectics is largely
ignored by the philosophers (with the exception of “false reasons”), while the
domain of reasoning is almost entirely subsumed under inference, which in turn
comes under the first topic. It is thus the first topic (“sources of knowledge”, the
pramāṇas) which comes to occupy the vast majority of the intellectual energy
of the Naiyāyikas.
Gautama enumerates four sources of knowledge, which are generally upheld by Naiyāyikas throughout the history of the school: perception, inference,
analogy, and testimony. However, that continuity of nomenclature serves to
58

conceal a staggering increase in the sophistication and complexity of the definitions and conceptions of these sources of knowledge, particularly inference
and testimony. In contrast, the third source, analogy, is downgraded over time
to the point where it merits almost no attention from the philosophers.
Gautama’s second topic, objects of knowledge, spans a range of thirteen
entities. These may be grouped into two broad classes:4
1. the personal:
(a) the self (ātman)
(b) the body
(c) sense-organs
(d) the five elements
(e) objects of sense-perception
(f) cognition (buddhi)
(g) mental “spotlight” (manas)
2. the soteriological
(a) exertions (pravṛtti)
(b) faults
(c) transmigration
(d) result
(e) pain
(f) liberation
4. NyāSū I·1·9:
ātma-śarīrê-’ndriyâ-’rtha-buddhi-manaḥ-pravṛtti-doṣa-pretyabhāva-phala-duḥkhâ’pavargās tu prameyam.
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These two classes of objects of knowledge continue to be studied under the
“Standard Model” of Navya Nyāya for the obvious reasons that they address
two of the core topics of Nyāya philosophy: accounting for how we humans
can have the experiences of the world that we in fact do, and articulating a
soteriology congruent with the worldly experiences of humans. Let us therefore look briefly at these two classes of objects of knowledge, as presented
in Nyāya-sūtras I·1·9-22. (This sequence of sūtras is sometimes termed the
prameya-prakaraṇa, the chapter on objects of knowledge.) What follows is
meant to be the briefest of sketches of the system, and is not meant to be either
a close interrogation or a systematic account of the arguments in its favor. It is
only intended to show the broad outlines of the system, and to point out why
these entities may have been regarded as necessary objects of knowledge.
The personal
Under the personal, Gautama posits the self (ātman). This is a matter of
common-sense realism, for the Naiyāyikas: we are able to use the word “I”
meaningfully and consistently; we can recall memories and experiences with
a sense of continuity; and we cannot recall other people’s memories or experience their subjectivities. It would then follow that each person has a core self
which endures over time and which is characterized by such things as desires,
impulses to action, pleasure and pain, and cognitions. Nyāya thus comes to
defend the idea of selves against the Buddhists, and the idea of plural selves
against Advaita Vedānta.5
Furthermore, it should also be obvious that these selves cannot float around
in a disembodied way, but need—and have—bodies that allow them to experience, interact with, and alter the material world. Thus are bodies (śarīras)
5. NyāSū I·1·10: icchā-dveṣa-prayatna-sukha-duḥkha-jñānāny ātmano liṅgam iti.

60

introduced.6
Once bodies enter the picture, the system has to account for how the self is
able to receive information about the external world through this body, and is
also able to access prior experiences from memory. The body must therefore
have sense-organs (indriyas) that can access the world.7
But how is each sense-organ able to grasp only certain aspects of the world?
To account for this, Gautama posits that each of the five sense-organs arises
from one of the elements (bhūtas), and that these elements occur in the external world as the locus of one (or more) of the objects of the senses.8
Thus, for instance, the smell-organ is made up of the earth-element, which
happens to be the locus for smells.
Why five elements? Five elements are needed because we have five senseorgans for perceiving the world. These five elements ground the world of
objects of sensory perception (arthas): corresponding to each element is a
particular object of perception that occurs in that element.9
While the sense-organs and the sense-objects account for interactions between
the body and the external world, they cannot explain how we perceive mental phenomena. To handle this, Gautama introduces two new entities: buddhi
and manas. These are frequently translated as “intellect” and “mind”, or something similar. But while these English words do in fact come within the semantic fields of buddhi and manas, the words have a much more restricted
sense in Gautama’s system. The former is specifically indicated as a synonym
6. NyāSū I·1·11: ceṣṭê-’ndriyâ-’rthâ-’’śrayaḥ śarīram.
7. NyāSū I·1·12: ghrāṇa-rasana-cakṣus-tvak-chrotrāṇî ’ndriyāṇi bhūtebhyaḥ.
8. NyāSū I·1·13: pṛthivy āpas tejo vāyur ākāśam iti bhūtāni.
9. NyāSū I·1·14: gandha-rasa-rūpa-sparśa-śabdāḥ pṛthivy-ādi-guṇās tad-arthāḥ.
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for upalabdhi and jñāna—which surely cannot mean that Gautama regarded the
intellect as being identical to knowledge!10
Instead, buddhi must be understood as a cognition, or better yet, as a
cognitive episode which can be the object of a mental sense-organ. This mental
sense-organ is the manas, which, far from being the “mind”, is perhaps best
thought of as a mental “spotlight” that can shine upon a single cognition at
a time. This accounts for the fact that, at least according to Gautama, we can
consciously focus only on one phenomenon at a time.11

The soteriological
Old Nyāya is not just a formal logic or an epistemology, but a program for
liberation. As the very first sūtra explains, studying logic, epistemology, metaphysics, and dialectics is designed to lead us to the supreme felicity, liberation.
It is thus supremely important for Nyāya to explain what this liberation is and
how knowledge of the domains it lays out lead to this liberation.
The sequence of steps seems to be the following:
1. Exertions initiate verbal, mental, and physical activity.12
2. Faults lead to exertions.13
3. Faults and exertions produce results.14
10. NyāSū I·1·15: buddhir upalabdhir jñānam ity anarthāntaram.
11. NyāSū I·1·16: yugapaj-jñānâ-’nutpattir manaso liṅgam.
12. NyāSū I·1·17: pravṛttir vāg-buddhi-śarīrâ-’’rambhaḥ.
13. NyāSū I·1·18: pravartanā-lakṣaṇā doṣāḥ.
14. NyāSū I·1·20: pravṛtti-doṣa-janito ’rthaḥ phalam.
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4. Among these results, pain is suffering.15
5. Transmigration occurs so long as the soul partakes of the results of
exertions.16
6. Liberation is total, permanent release from suffering (hence from transmigration)17

The word padârtha in Old Nyāya
One brief point is worth noting: The word padârtha is used only once in the
Nyāya-sūtra.18
In that context, it appears to simply mean “the meaning (referent) of a
word”. The commentaries on Gautama, however, use the word extensively
to mean “category”. Indeed, Pakṣilasvāmin Vātsyāyana, author of the earliest
surviving commentary on the Nyāya-sūtra, uses the word padârtha in his commentary on the first sūtra itself, calling the sixteen topics of investigation the
padârthas (clearly in the sense of “category”) into which the science of reasoning (ānvīkṣikī) is divided.19
15. NyāSū I·1·21: bādhanā-lakṣaṇaṃ duḥkham.
16. NyāSū I·1·19: punar-utpattiḥ pretyabhāvaḥ.
17. NyāSū I·1·22: tad-atyanta-vimokṣo ’pavargaḥ.
18. It occurs in NyāSū II·2·66: vyakty-ākṛti-jātayas tu padārthaḥ. (Following the numbering of the
1936–44 editions of the Calcutta Sanskrit Series.)
19. Vātsyāyana ad NyāSū I·1·1: sê ’yam ānvīkṣikī pramāṇâ-’’dibhiḥ padârthair vibhajyamānā (Thakur
1997a, p. 5).
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2.2.2 “Old” Vaiśeṣika
The foundational text of the Vaiśeṣika system were the Vaiśeṣika-sūtras of Kaṇāda. However, unlike the coalescing of the “old” Nyāya text-tradition around
Gautama’s text, a second early text acquired major significance in the Vaiśeṣika
text-tradition: the Padârtha-dharma-saṅgraha of Praśastapada. This compact
work attracted numerous commentaries, among the most philosophically significant of which were the Nyāya-kandalī of Śrīdhara, the Vyomavatī of Vyomaśiva,
and perhaps most importantly from our perspective, the Kiraṇâvalī of Udayana.20
Praśastapada sets out a metaphysical framework with six categories:
1. substances, which come in 9 types, namely:
(a) the 5 elements: earth, water, fire, air, space
(b) delimitors: space and time
(c) essential personal substances: self (ātman) and mental “spotlight”
(manas)
2. property-tropes, which come in 24 types, namely
(a) the 6 types of sense-objects: color, taste, smell, touch, sound; plus
cognitions
(b) quantifiers: numbers, measures, individuality, proximity, distance
(c) motion-related: inertia, viscosity, oiliness, momentum; plus contact
and separation
(d) action-related: pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, exertion, dharma,
and adharma
20. See G. Jha (1982) for Praśastapada’s text accompanied by Śrīdhara’s commentary. Another source
is Kavirāj and Śāstrı ̄ (1930).
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3. motions, which come in 5 types:
(a) upward motion
(b) downward motion
(c) inward motion
(d) outward motion
(e) general motion
4. universals
5. particularizers (one per atom)
6. the inherence relation
The core of the “Standard Model” of later Navya Nyāya is built upon this
six-fold system, to which is added the seventh category of absences. It has been
observed that the Vaiśeṣika ontology is heavily influenced by the structure of
the Sanskrit language, with nouns, adjectives (or modifiers, more broadly),
and verbs corresponding to substances, property-tropes, and motions respectively.21
Given the extensive use of nominal abstraction suffixes in Sanskrit (like tva and -tā), it is also not surprising that universals play an important role in
the Vaiśeṣika system. Thus, there may well have been some pressure from
within the system itself to add an additional category for absences (abhāvas) to
account for the linguistic phenomenon of negation.
21. Faddegon (1918, pp. 109-110) notes perspicuously about the Vaiśeṣika system and other similar
schemata that “they are based, just as well as the Aristotelian table of ten categories, on the
properties of the human language. For, when taking, into consideration the typical and most
original meanings of the word-classes, we are allowed to say that substantives, adjectives, verbs and
particles respectively denote things, qualities, actions and relations. And this holds true, though
a more developed form of language possesses substantives which denote qualities, relations or
actions as well as objects.”
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2.3 The Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika Synthesis
With the benefit of hindsight, we can see Old Nyāya and Old Vaiśeṣika as
complementary systems that were both concerned ultimately with defending
a realist conception of the world. For instance, it is clear that the Vaiśeṣika
categorical framework can accommodate most of the (somewhat chaotically
organized) objects of knowledge in Gautama’s system. On the other hand, it is
not immediately obvious from the Vaiśeṣika framework how the Vaiśeṣikas organized their epistemology. (And indeed the Nyāya and the Vaiśeṣika differed
on what counted as a valid source of knowledge, with the Vaiśeṣikas most notably subsuming testimonial evidence (śābda or āgama) into inference itself.)
Thus, the actual synthesis of the two text-traditions would have been a
slow process, drawn out over centuries, with inconsistencies remaining even
after the integration. Perhaps the key figure in effecting the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
synthesis was Udayana (10th c.). Udayana composed extensive commentaries
both on the Nyāya-sūtras of Gautama and on the Padârtha-dharma-saṅgraha of
Praśastapada, in addition to writing independent texts with theological (Nyāyakusumâñjali) and polemical (the Bauddha-dhikkāra) purposes. A deep examination of Udayana’s arguments, rhetorical strategies, and techniques for effecting
the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis is far beyond the scope of this—or any single—
project. It suffices for my purposes to note the major results of his efforts.22
In his Kiraṇâvalī commentary on Praśastapada’s work, Udayana notes in the
opening section that absences were implicitly included within the Vaiśeṣika
framework:
Absence, however, is not separately mentioned [as a category
in the textual passage], even though it possesses its own charac22. See Tachikawa (1981) for a book-length study of Udayana’s contribution to the synthesis.
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Figure 2.1: Subsumption of Nyāya prameyas into Vaiśeṣika padârthas
ātman
body
sense-organs
substance

manas
elements
objects of perception
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exertion
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fault
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teristics: it has the determination nirūpaṇa based upon another determination nirūpaṇa of the counter-positive pratiyogin … This is
not because it is insignificant, but because when rising and perishing are taken into consideration, prior absence prāg-abhāva and posterior absence pradhvaṃsa-abhāva are to be shown here and there,
and when dissimilarities are taken into consideration, mutual absence anyonya-abhāva and constant absence atyanta-abhāva are to
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be shown [here and there].23
Again, I emphasize: the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis did not come about
overnight; it was not due to Udayana alone, but grew out of the works of
multiple thinkers; and it was not a perfect fit, in that a number of problems
and inconsistencies remained. Some of these issues were present in one of
the systems even before the synthesis (for instance, the grab-bag nature of the
property-tropes in Vaiśeṣika, or the mixing of epistemological and dialectical
categories in Nyāya), while others emerged from the synthesis itself (for instance, the conflicting attitudes of Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika towards testimonial
and analogical reasoning, or their different accounts for the motion of a substance). Still newer problems arose as the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis continued
to develop over time, and it is this third source upon which I will focus in this
dissertation.

2.4 The development of Navya Nyāya
For approximately three centuries after Udayana, thinkers produced a rich set
of texts dealing with Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika, and with the aftermath of Udayana’s synthesis. With minor exceptions like Vallabha’s Nyāya-līlāvatī, these
works have been woefully ignored in contemporary Nyāya studies. Their contributions have been obscured by both Udayana, who preceded them, and by
Gaṅgeśa, whose Tattva-cintāmaṇi totally revolutionized logical thinking in India.
2.4.1 Gaṅgeśa Upādhyāya
Gaṅgeśa’s work is generally regarded as heralding the birth of Navya Nyāya.24
23. Tachikawa (2001, p. 281)
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With the exception of Bhāsarvajña’s Nyāya-sāra (which in any case occupied
a marginal position within the Nyāya text-tradition), the Tattva-cintāmaṇi is the
first major Nyāya work to be organized around the four pramāṇas: perception,
inference, testimony, and analogy. Through these four means alone, argued
Gaṅgeśa, could knowledge be acquired.
The precision and elegance of Gaṅgeśa’s arguments motivated the outpouring of a vast amount of rigorous philosophical work, which has continued to
this day. The technical complexity of this work and the fact that much of it
was written in the form of commentaries on Gaṅgeśa has meant that its genuine
originality has often been overlooked by modern scholars. This holds true not
just for the thinkers who posed substantial new challenges to the system from
within, but also to those who would appear more conservative at first glance
because they were invested in defending the system from change.
Is the “Standard Model” really standard?

This is perhaps as good a

time as any to question my own use of the term “Standard Model” to describe
the persistence of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema well into Navya
Nyāya times. Given that it faced so much criticism, it is doubtful whether
it can really be regarded as a “standard”. Furthermore, the mere fact that
it preserved an older nomenclature while changing (even if only subtly) the
definitions of existing categories means that two thinkers who both profess to
subscribe to the “Standard Model” may actually disagree with each other.
Nevertheless, I hold that my terminology is valuable and broadly correct.
From a pedagogical perspective, the chief introductory texts of the Navya
Nyāya period—the Tarka-saṅgraha, the Nyāya-siddhānta-muktāvali, the Tarkakaumudī, the Tarkâmṛta, just to mention a few—taught minor variants of the
24. Some, like Wada (2001), point out that many of the features regarded as “new” in Gaṅgeśa were
already present in Udayana.
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Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema. For most young logicians in medieval India, then, the “Standard Model” would have been their first encounter with an
ontological schema that claimed to span all of existence and non-existence.
The variations among different introductory texts are not unimportant, but
really are quite minor when compared to the wholesale reworking of the Standard Model by other thinkers. Indeed, one reason for at least some of these
variations is in order to defend the Standard Model from outside criticisms.
These later scholars would thus vehemently disagree that they had departed
from orthodoxy through their changes; on the contrary, they were protecting
the system from error through these changes.
Yet another reason for thinking of the Standard Model as really representing
a “standard” is the textual form in which revisionist works were couched. I will
have occasion for studying the details of these forms later, when examining
these revisionist works, but for now, it suffices to note two features, present
most prominently in Raghunātha Śiromaṇi’s Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa:
• As might be expected from the pedagogical orthodoxy of the Standard
Model, these revisionist works take the Standard Model, its structures
and categorizations, all as a given. Indeed, these works focus largely on
the critique of the Standard Model, and only seldom (if at all) present
an authoritative schema of the world as a whole. They are thus clearly
responses to the Standard Model.25
• Whether the revisionists see themselves as bold sojourners into unexplored intellectual landscapes or as true defenders of the orthodoxy of
the Veda, they are aware of the social authority and centrality of the
25. The revisionist works are of course sensitive to the existence of debates within the Standard Model,
and make use of phrases like kecit tu (“but some others [say]”) to note such debates. However, this
does not change their basic attitude towards the givenness of the Standard Model.
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Standard Model, and of their own marginality in proposing alterations
to it. This emerges most often in the opening and/or closing benedictory
verses of these texts, which therefore deserve close examination.
The mere recognition of a Standard Model is neither essential nor antihistoricist. Rather, it is an acknowledgement of the value placed by many
Navya Naiyāyikas in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema which they inherited, and of the capacity of such a tradition to respond to critiques without
changing its fundamental structures.26
Furthermore, it remains true that the majority of Navya Naiyāyikas “worked
on the whole within the framework of the traditional categories, and consequently kept trying to adjust [their] logical theories to the traditional scheme.”27

2.4.2 Raghunātha Śiromaṇi’s Challenge
Perhaps the most powerful internal reformulation of Nyāya’s ontology came
from the brilliant, idiosyncratic thinker Raghunātha Śiromaṇi. Although his
work has been studied thoroughly by others, it is worth looking at yet again.
Most research has focused on Raghunātha’s penetrating commentaries on
Gaṅgeśa and Udayana, all called dīdhitis (“rays of light”). In addition to this,
Raghunātha also wrote shorter texts (vādas) covering specific issues that Gaṅgeśa
had not addressed in his own magnum opus: Among these were the Ākhyātavāda, which focused on the semantics of verbal endings, and the nañ -vāda,
which addressed negation. In addition to these, Raghunātha also penned the
26. See Henderson (1998) for a comparative, cross-cultural account of the ways in which intellectual
traditions constructed a notion of “orthodoxy” in contradistinction to “heterodoxy” in order to police their own boundaries. While the Naiyāyikas certainly did not go so far as to burn their heretics,
the writing of pedagogical texts to “inoculate” young students from the ideas of Raghunātha’s Radical Revision does suggest that they were unwilling to accept certain kinds of innovations.
27. Matilal (1968, p. 69).

71

revolutionary Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa, a thorough reworking of the NyāyaVaiśeṣika ontological schema.28
We will be looking at Raghunātha’s work in detail in later chapters, by
examining each category of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika schema in turn and looking
at his arguments. For now, however, it will perhaps be most helpful to look at
Raghunātha’s Radical Revision as a whole instead (which he himself did not
do in the Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa):
1. substances (minus time, space, and ether)
2. property-tropes (minus separation, proximity, distance, and numbers)
3. motion
4. universals
5. inherence (reconfigured)
6. absences (expanded to include higher-order absences)
7. moments
8. numbers (plus the completion relation)
9. qualificative relation
10. P [content] relation
11. potentiality
12. P [cause]
28. Karl H Potter (1957b) offers a full-length translation and philosophical study of the text, which
has been enormously helpful in this project. In addition, Anita Rajpal (2008a)’s two-volume Hindi
analysis of Raghunātha and his principal commentators has also been enormously helpful even
though it became available to me only towards the very end of this project.
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13. P [effect]
14. personal property
Raghunātha’s “Radical Revision” differs from the Standard Model in three
major ways:
1. By incorporating socially constructed categories of the world like personal property, it departs sharply from the naturalistic Standard Model.
2. Its rich (perhaps even unruly) proliferation of categories creates a sense of
open-endedness which is absent from the fixed seven-category schema of
the Standard Model. Further, its structure offers the possibility of future
expansion where necessary.
3. It shows a greater tendency to abstraction than the Standard Model.
Indeed, Raghunātha’s willingness to add new categories “no matter how
abstract or how much higher in the hierarchy of abstraction they might be”
differentiates him sharply from the old Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika way of doing philosophy. For more conservative philosophers, their response to “some unanalyzable and apparently irreducible predicate-concept” was “to parse it away
as an [akhaṇḍô-’pādhi, non-composite imposed property] … which is predicable of some individual but does not itself constitute a separate fundamental
category.”29
Nevertheless, Raghunātha’s schema is still deeply Naiyāyika, especially in
comparison to the other major possibilities open to intellectuals in eastern India
at the time: Advaita Vedānta and an early version of what would become the
acintya-bhedâbheda Vedānta of Caitanya’s Gauḍīya Vaiṣṇavism. Against the
29. Matilal (1968, pp. 69-70)
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idealist monism of Advaita Vedānta, Raghunātha’s view preserves a realist,
pluralist conception of the world, with distinct individual selves.30
Against the “incomprehensible difference/non-difference” of the Gauḍīya
Vaiṣṇavas (which in any case was only elaborated after Raghunātha’s demise),
Raghunātha’s view clearly differentiates among individual selves and Īśvara,
and is deeply invested in creating a comprehensive but still comprehensible
account of the world as a whole. Furthermore, unlike the Vedântic schools,
Raghunātha’s view is not primarily based on a hermeneutical analysis of the
Vedânta-sūtras or the Nyāya-sūtras or indeed any text, but rather on a rigorous
philosophical analysis of the categories of the Standard Model and of their
inadequacies in describing the whole world.
2.4.3 Responses to Raghunātha, I: The “Empire” Strikes Back
Such a profound demolition attempt of the painstakingly constructed Standard
Model was, perhaps naturally, greeted by the adherents of the Standard Model
with an unyielding defense. One of the most distinctive ways in which this defense appears to have been mounted was the composition of new pedagogical
works, designed to introduce novices to the Standard Model as the Nyāya ontological schema. Indeed, since some of the most popular pedagogical texts of
the Standard Model were historically composed after Raghunātha’s time, we
may well see some of their arguments as being directed against his Radical
Revision. These defensive attempts are often best seen in the commentaries
written on these texts, which often raise possible objections to the Standard
Model that are clearly reminiscent of Raghunātha’s and then reject them.
It would be incorrect, however, to automatically assume that these texts
were intended to oppose Raghunātha: For one, he was hardly the only revision30. Although, as we will see, he was accused of collapsing these selves as well.
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ist at the time (though he was arguably the most philosophically formidable of
the lot), and thus some of the positions rejected by these pedagogical texts were
likely to have been raised by other thinkers. Furthermore, these texts and their
first-order commentaries were used for pedagogical purposes, whereas the job
of refuting Raghunātha required the careful attention of a professional.
But even if they do not necessarily directly address Raghunātha’s attacks,
these pedagogical texts serve one purpose: they illustrate those points on which
the authors thought even the most elementary students of Nyāya needed to
armed against Raghunātha’s attacks.
2.4.4 Responses to Raghunātha, II: Raghudeva Nyāyâlaṅkāra’s “Further Elaboration”
Other thinkers wrote full commentaries on the Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa, often
willing to critically engage with Raghunātha’s innovations. The most popular
of these were Raghudeva Nyāyâlaṅkāra’s Padârtha-khaṇḍana and Rāmabhadra
Sārvabhauma’s Padârtha-tattva-vivecana-prakāśa.31
Rāmabhadra Sārvabhauma has been described as “an independently minded
philosopher in the new mould” for his willingness to critique both the Standard
Model as well as Raghunātha. His commentary on Raghunātha’s work rejected a number of Raghunātha’s claims, such as the existence of variegated color
(citra-rūpa) as a distinct property-trope.32
But it is Raghudeva’s work that will occupy us at some length here, for it
in turn becomes the locus for a number of further responses. Consequently, it
is worth examining his self-confessed motivations for composing this work, as
31. Both of these were published along with Raghunātha’s text in the Pandit, which was the primary
source for Karl H Potter (1957b).
32. See Ganeri (2011, pp. 82-83) for a brief account of Rāmabhadra’s work.
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preserved in his opening verse:

padârtha-tattvaṃ yad idaṃ Śiromaṇir
nirṇītavāñ jīrṇa-matasya dūṣaṇaiḥ |
tad eva tarkeṇa vicārayāmaḥ
sad-arthakenê ’tara-khaṇḍanena ∥
That Essences of Categories which Raghunātha Śiromaṇi
constructed by refuting the antediluvian theories
do we now critically examine using reasoning
that proves the truth and rejects the false.
Raghudeva thus takes a critical attitude towards Raghunātha’s work, but does
not reject his positions automatically In effect, he is applying to Raghunātha
the very same critical standard that Raghunātha had applied to his own predecessors.
2.4.5 Responses to Raghunātha, III: Veṇīdatta’s “Attempted Synthesis”
The critique of Raghunātha was by no means limited to supporters of the Standard Model. Veṇīdatta, for instance, adopts a complex stance blending accommodation with rejection. His chief motivation, as he himself mentions in the
opening verses, is to refute those portions of Raghunātha that violate the express contents of the śruti: the corpus of Vedic and post-Vedic text regarded as
ultimately authoritative by orthodox Hindus. This results in his rejecting many
of Raghunātha’s innovations, particularly in regards to substances, but also in
his accepting many of Raghunātha’s proposed new categories. Yet Veṇīdatta
himself does not seem to be a Naiyāyika: he sets himself apart from the Naiyāyikas when discussing interpretations of certain sūtras of Gautama, for instance.
He is also regarded to have written a text called the Bheda-jayaśrī in defense of
Dvaita Vedântic positions, which if true suggests that some of his differences
from Raghunātha may have also been motivated by theological positions.
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Veṇīdatta’s Padârtha-maṇḍana is not quite a commentary on Raghunātha
in the traditional sense—it does not gloss his every word or try to explain
his position, for instance. It is structured as a response to his work: virtually
every section of it begins with an extract from Raghunātha, often signaled by
the words yat tu (“and as for …”), followed by a summary of Raghudeva’s
commentary on that extract. When Veṇīdatta rejects the position of Raghunātha (or Raghudeva’s interpretation of Raghunātha), his critiques usually begin with phrases like tac cintyam (“this is worth pondering over”), tad dheyam
(“this should be rejected”), and even tat tuccham (“this is despicable”). Veṇīdatta’s work can be understood as an exemplary instance of “textual re-use”, a
scholarly practice that was evidently common in the Indian intellectual traditions. The originality of his work emerges not just from his own words but also
from the arrangement and re-wording of the texts he is re-using—in this case,
Raghunātha and Raghudeva’s commentary on Raghunātha.33
These dialectical mechanics may best be seen in action with an example. Let
us take Raghunātha’s very first argument, that time and space are not distinct
substances. Raghunātha’s argument is extremely brief, but even so, we will
focus on just its beginning, in which he asserts that time and space are not
different from Īśvara because there is no means of knowing them to be different.
Let us now look at Raghunātha’s first, extremely concise, argument, and see
how Raghudeva and Veṇīdatta respond to it. (I have broken Raghunātha’s text
into parts to show the places where this corresponds to breaks in Raghudeva
and Veṇīdatta.)
1. tatra
2. dik-kālau nê ’śvarād atiricyete,
33. See Freschi (2015) for an introduction to these practices, and also see other articles in that issue
of the Journal of Indian Philosophy for further examples.
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3. mānâ-’bhāvāt.
Raghudeva’s commentary on this reads as follows:
1. «tatra» iti: prācīna-matâ-’bhyupeta-padârtheṣu madhye ity arthaḥ.
2. «dik-kālau» ity-ādi: dik-kālayor atiriktatvaṃ yat prācīnaiḥ svīkṛtaṃ tan na
yukti-siddhaṃ,
3. tayos tad-atiriktatve mānâ-’bhāvad ity arthaḥ.
(a)

i. na ca
«atra diktvaṃ pakṣatâ-’vacchedakīkṛtyâ ’tiriktatvâ-’bhāva-sādhane
siddhy-asiddhi-vyāghātaḥ»
iti vācyam; «pūrvasyāṃ diśi ghataḥ» iti pratīti-viṣayībhūta-vibhutvasyaî ’va diktva-rūpatvāt.
ii. na ca
«atra kālatvaṃ pakṣatâ-’vacchedakīkṛtyâ ’tiriktatvâ-’bhāvasādhane tad-doṣa-tādavasthyam»
iti vācyam; «idānīṃ ghaṭaḥ» iti pratīti-viṣayībhūta-vibhutvasyaî ’va
kālatva-rūpatvāt.

(b) vibhutvaṃ ca mūrter itara-dravyatvaṃ, na tu parama-mahat-parimāṇarūpam. Īśvarâ-’’tmani tasya nirākariṣyamāṇatvena vibhutvâ-’bhāvâ-’’patteḥ.
(c) nanu
«dik-kālayor atiriktatvâ-’nabhyupagame «pūrvasyāṃ ghaṭaḥ», «idānīṃ
ghaṭaḥ» ity-ādy-anugata-pratyayâ-’nupapattiḥ.
na ca
«Īśvarād eva tathā-pratyaya-nirvāhaḥ»
iti vācyam; tathā sati «prācyāṃ ghaṭaḥ» «pratīcyāṃ ghaṭaḥ» ityāder, «idānīṃ ghaṭaḥ» «tadānīṃ ghaṭaḥ» ity-ādeś ca vailakṣaṇyâ’nupapatter Īśvarasyaî ’katvād»
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ity ata āha:
[continues on to the next portion of Raghunātha’s base text.]
In turn, Veṇīdatta’s response to Raghunātha reads almost like an inversion
of Raghudeva’s commentary:
yat tu
«
1.
2. dik-kālau nê ’śvarād atiricyete,
3. mānâ-’bhāvāt.
(a) atra diktvâ-’’di pakṣatâ-’vacchedakīkṛtyâ ’tiriktatvâ-’bhāva-sādhane
na siddhy-asiddhi-vyāghātaḥ; «pūrvasyāṃ diśi ghataḥ», «idānīṃ
ghaṭaḥ» ity-ādi-pratīti-viṣayībhūta-vibhutvasyaî ’va diktvâ-’’dirūpatvāt.
(b) vibhutvaṃ ca mūrter itara-dravyatvaṃ, na tu parama-mahatparimāṇa-rūpam. Īśvarâ-’’tmani tasya nirākariṣyamāṇatvena
vibhutvâ-’bhāvâ-’’patteḥ.
», tac cintyam:
(c) dik-kālayor atiriktatvâ-’nabhyupagame «pūrvasyāṃ ghaṭaḥ»,
«idānīṃ ghaṭaḥ» ity-ādy-anugata-pratyayâ-’nupapatteḥ.
na ca Īśvarād eva tathā-pratyaya-nirvāhaḥ, upadarśita-pratītīnāṃ
vailakṣaṇyâ-’nupapatteḥ, Īśvarasyaî ’katvād.
Even without a full translation of these three passages, a number of features
of the interactions among Raghunātha, Raghudeva, and Veṇīdatta emerge:
• Raghudeva is writing in the conventional commentary genre, glossing
words and phrases from Raghunātha, supplying additional examples, and
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refuting anticipated objections. Veṇīdatta, on the other hand, is engaging
directly with Raghunātha and Raghudeva.
• Veṇīdatta makes no difference between Raghunātha and Raghudeva in
describing their position (after the discourse marker yat tu).
• Veṇīdatta often directly takes Raghudeva’s words verbatim, but in other
cases (for instance, in points 2(a)(i)–(ii)) rephrases him for compactness
and perhaps for ease of comprehension.
• At least on this one point (the identity of time and space with Īśvara),
Raghudeva is in full agreement with Raghunātha, while Veṇīdatta is radically opposed. Veṇidatta thus extracts the contents of Raghudeva’s objections (i.e., the text contained within na ca … iti vācyam or following a
nanu in Raghudeva), and promotes them to the main level of discourse.
But Veṇidatta does not spare the “Standard Model” either. On a number
of points, particularly later in the text, he takes Raghunātha’s side. Indeed, he
does more than take Raghunātha’s side: he quotes him almost verbatim, with
only the slightest variations in text (displaced anusvāras or short missing words,
for instance, which may well be ascribable to scribal error). On the topics
of kāraṇatva, kāryatva, saṅkhyā, samavāya, vaiśiṣṭya, and viṣayatā, Veṇīdatta
essentially quotes Raghunātha directly without deviation. The only variation
here is that Veṇīdatta covers these topics in the order saṅkhyā, samavāya, and
vaiśiṣṭya, followed by kāraṇatva and kāryatva.
Crudely put, Veṇīdatta’s modus operandi appears to be: Unify Raghunātha’s
somewhat disparate categories, but keep the system easily expandable.
1. substances (all 9 of the SM)
2. property-tropes (19 in total: no numbers, individuality, proximity, distance; dharma and adharma collapsed into a single “unseen”)
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(a) the 6 types of sense-objects: color, taste, smell, touch, sound; plus
cognitions
(b) quantifiers: measures
(c) motion-related: inertia, viscosity, oiliness, momentum; plus contact
and separation
(d) action-related: pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, exertion, the unseen
3. motion (only 1)
4. “locatables”:
(a) numbers
(b) universals
(c) particularizers
(d) qualificative relation
(e) P [content]
(f) P [cause]
(g) P [effect]
(h) potentiality
(i) personal property
5. absences
(a) relational absence
(b) mutual absence
The implication of this is that Veṇīdatta is actually arguing for even more
distinctions than Raghunātha: not only does he preserve the relative proliferation of substances accepted in the SM, but further adds to it the many new
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classes introduced by Raghunātha. However, Veṇīdatta is also inclined to be
tidier than Raghunātha, for his schema only contains five top-level classes in
comparison to Raghunātha’s fourteen. He achieves this primarily by creating a
new class of “locatables”, but does not elaborate upon the internal structure of
this class beyond enumerating its members. As we will see in the next chapter
and over the course of the rest of this dissertation, category theory gives us the
tools to understand and refine this notion of a “locatable” further, which will
help us see patterns that may not have been visible—or relevant—to Veṇīdatta
himself.
A coda on Dvaita ontology
If Veṇīdatta is indeed a Dvaitin, his ontological setup is rather different from
the ontology presented by orthodox Dvaitin thinkers like Padmanābha Sūri
(1994). According to this text, there are ten padârthas categories.34
Many of these are in fact shared with the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika setup, but often
differ in important details. Consequently, I will tag the Dvaitin terms with a DV
subscript, and (only in this subsection of the dissertation) the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
terms with an N V subscript.
1. Twenty different dravyasDV

substances

(modeled largely on a theistic ver-

sion of the Sāṃkhya system)35
2. A seemingly open-ended list of non-repeating concrete guṇasDV

qualities

(including such things as personality traits and ethical virtues)36
34. Padmanābha Sūri (ibid., p. 1, sūtra 1): tatra dravya-guṇa-karma-sāmānya-viśeṣa-viśiṣṭâ-’ṃśi-śaktisādṛśyâ-’bhāvā daśa padârthāḥ.
35. Padmanābha Sūri (ibid., p. 1, sū. 2): tatra dravyāṇi paramât̂ ma-lakṣmī-jīvâ-’vyākṛtâ-’’kāśa-prakṛtiguṇatraya-mahattattvâ-’haṅkāratattva-buddhi-mana-indriya-mātrābhūta-brahmâṇ̂ ḍâ-’vidyā-̂ ’varṇâ’ndhakāra-vāsanā-kāla-pratibimba-bhedād viṃśatir eva.
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3. karmansDV

actions

(understood more broadly than the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika

terms, these can genuinely be translated as “actions” as two of them
carry deontological weight, while only the deontologically neutral variants genuinely correspond to karmansN V
4. sāmānyasDV

class-properties

motions

properly speaking)37

which come in two types, jātisDV

being-a-living-being or being-a-brahmin) and upādhisDV

universals

(like

imposed-properties

(like being-omniscient or being-knowable)38
5. viśeṣasDV

particularizers

(serving to distinguish even otherwise identical things,

and therefore occurring in all padârthas entia )39
6. viśiṣṭasDV

qualificata

(the particular configurations of viśeṣyas qualificanda as

qualified by their viśeṣaṇas qualifiers )40
7. aṃśinsDV
8. śaktiDV

wholes

potency

(directly experienced as distinguished from their parts)41
of four types: incomprehensible (applicable only to God),

imposed (via consecration and the like), intrinsic/causal, and referen36. Padmanābha Sūri (1994, p. 1, sū. 3): rūpa-rasa-gandha-sparśa-saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-saṃyogavibhāga-paratvâ-’paratva-dravatva-gurutva-laghutva-mṛdutva-kāṭhinya-sneha-śabda-buddhi-sukhaduḥkhê-’cchā-dveṣa-prayatna-dharmâ-’dharma-saṃskārâ-’’loka-śama-dama-kṛpā-titikṣā-bala-bhayalajjā-gāmbhīrya-saundarya-dhairya-sthairya-śauryaû-’’dārya-saubhāgya-prabhṛtayo ’neke guṇāḥ.
37. Padmanābha Sūri (ibid., pp. 1-2, sū. 4): vihita-niṣiddhô-’dāsīna-bhedena trividhaṃ karma …
udāsīnaṃ karma tu parispandaḥ, sa cô ’tkṣepaṇâ-’pakṣepaṇâ-’’kuñcana-prasāraṇa-gamanâ-’’gamanabhramaṇa-vamana-bhojana-vidāraṇâ-’’dy-aneka-vidhaḥ.
38. Padmanābha Sūri (ibid., p. 2, sū. 5): [sāmānyaṃ] punar dvividham, jātir upādhiś cê ’ti.
39. Padmanābha Sūri (ibid., p. 2, sū. 6): tatra dravya-guṇa-karma-sāmānya-viśeṣa-viśiṣṭâ-’ṃśi-śaktisādṛśâ-’bhāvā daśa padârthāḥ.
40. Padmanābha Sūri (ibid., p. 2, sū. 7): viśeṣaṇa-sambandhena viśeṣyasya ya ākāras, tad viśiṣṭam.
41. Padmanābha Sūri (ibid., p. 2, sū. 8): aṃśī tu hasta-vitasty-ādy-atiriktaḥ paṭâ-’’dir, gaganâ-’’diś câ
’nubhava-siddhaḥ.
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tial42
9. sādṛśyaDV

similarity

(serving to mark two entities as similar, without overgen-

eralizing to similarity classes)43
10. abhāvasDV

absences

(of the four types generally accepted by Naiyāyikas as

well)44
It is clear that this Dvaitin ontological schema shares some important commonalities with the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika schema—down to such things as the sequence of listing categories and the subclassifications as well. Nevertheless,
it is also importantly different in a few ways (which, interestingly, draw it
closer to the Prābhākara Mīmāṃsā worldview that also seemed to appeal to
Raghunātha). Among these differences are the inclusion of additional types
and subtypes of entia. Thus, both similarity and potency are recognized in
the Dvaita schema as being distinct categories, unlike in the Standard Model.
Furthermore, while Raghunātha’s Radical Revision does recognize (causal) potency as a distinct kind of entity, the Dvaita schema also includes referential
and theological potency as additional subtypes of potency.
With the addition of the categories of viśiṣṭas, aṃśins, śaktis of multiple
types, and sādṛśya, the Dvaita ontological schema incorporates into the structure of reality itself the notions of adjectival qualification, mereology, causal
teleology, linguistic denotation, and resemblance. Notably, all of these features
are absent from the Standard Model, while many (though not all) of them are
42. Padmanābha Sūri (1994, p. 2-3, sūs. 9-10): śaktiś caturvidhā acintyâ-śaktir ādheya-śaktiḥ sahajaśaktiḥ pada-śaktiś cê ’ti.
43. Padmanābha Sūri (ibid., p. 3, sū. 11): sādṛśyaṃ ca padârthâ-’ntaram, na tu tad-bhinnatve sati
tad-gata-bhūyo-dharmavattvam … eka-nirūpitam apara-vṛtti, na tv anugatam.
44. Padmanābha Sūri (ibid., p. 3, sū. 12): abhāvaś caturvidhaḥ, prāgabhāvaḥ pradhvaṃsâ-’bhāvo
’nyônyâ-’bhāvo ’tyantâ-’bhāvaś cê ’ti.
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present in both the Radical Revision and Veṇīdatta’s Attempted Synthesis. The
Dvaita schema thus seems to recognize a far wider range of entia as having
real, irreducible, ontological heft, and to try to explain a far greater range of
human experiences in terms of ontology.
In this light, Veṇīdatta’s Attempted Synthesis might be seen as a way to
reconcile not just the Standard Model and the Radical Revision, but rather the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika and the Dvaitin realist, pluralist views of the world (presumably to better defend against the attacks of the common enemy, the Advaitins).
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Chapter 3

Category theory and Navya
Nyāya
Ueberhaupt verhŁlt eŊ siĚ mit allen solĚen neuen CalculŊ so, daȷ man
durĚ sie niĚtŊ leiĆen kann, waŊ niĚt auĚ ohne sie zu leiĆen wŁre; der
Vortheil iĆ aber der, daȷ, wenn ein solĚer Calcul dem innerĆen Wesen
vielfaĚ vorkommender Bed§rfniȷe correspondirt, jeder, der siĚ ihn ganz
angeeignet hat, auĚ ohne die gleiĚsam unbewuȷten Inspirationen deŊ
GenieŊ, die niemand erzwingen kann, die dahin gehŽrigen Aufgaben lŽsen,
ja selbĆ in so verwiĘelten FŁllen gleiĚsam meĚanisĚ lŽsen kann, wo ohne
eine solĚe H§lfe auĚ daŊ Genie ohnmŁĚtig wird . . . EŊ werden durĚ
solĚe Conceptionen unzŁhlige Aufgaben, die sonĆ vereinzelt Ćehen, und
jedeŊmal neue EĎortŊ (kleinere oder grŽȷere) deŊ ErfindungŊgeiĆeŊ
erfordern, gleiĚsam zu einem organisĚen ReiĚe.
Carl Friedrich Gauss1

1. Gauss (1900, p. 298): “In general it holds for all such new calculi that through them one cannot
achieve anything that could not be achieved without them. The advantage, however, is that if such
a calculus should correspond to the innermost nature of frequently recurring needs, then anyone
who has mastered it thoroughly can solve—even without the so-called unconscious inspiration
of genius which nobody can compel—problems pertinent to them; indeed, he can solve them
himself mechanically, so to speak, even in cases so knotty where even a genius would be helpless
without such help …Through such conceptions, innumerable problems, which would otherwise
stand isolated and would each separately call for new efforts (greater or lesser) of the spirit of
invention, are transformed into an organic whole.” (my translation)
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3.1 Introduction
The challenges of reading and translating Navya Nyāya ideas into modern language are only too well known to modern scholars. There are two distinct
reasons for this.
The first reason is not unique to Navya Nyāya; rather, it stems from having to understand and import a philosophical framework into an intellectual
culture that does not share many of its assumptions.However, this is not an insurmountable problem. A number of excellent introductions to Navya Nyāya
logic exist in English, which allow us to get a purchase on many different aspects of Navya Nyāya logic, epistemology, and ontology.2
The second reason for Navya Nyāya’s forbidding reputation is harder to
overcome. It lies in the fact that Navya Naiyāyika logicians expressed their
ideas in a variety of Sanskrit that is often filled with forbiddingly abstruse
technical terms and seemingly never-ending compounds. Translators have despaired of rendering these expressions (so difficult even in the original that nonNaiyāyika contemporaries often parodied the Navya Naiyāyika logicians!) into
a form of English that does not rely on a bewildering mess of pothoods and
clothnesses and causehoodnesses.
This approach, to me, seems to miss the essence of the matter: the Navya
Naiyāyikas were using a technical language to express logical arguments. This
suggests that a translation—not merely of their texts, but of their ideas and
their arguments—would have to be couched in the technical tools of our times
most conducive to Navya Naiyāyika modes of thinking. In order to do this, we
must first examine the sorts of tools that have been used so far to analyze Navya
2. Among the best of these can be numbered Ingalls (1951) and Matilal (1968). Ganeri (2001) is a
provocative introduction to Classical Indian philosophy in general (although see Patil (2010) for
a penetrating critique), while Ganeri (2011) is an account of Navya Nyāya as a social, intellectual,
and philosophical movement.
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Nyāya language, before turning to my new proposal to use category theory for
this purpose.

3.2 Different tools for Navya Nyāya
Before I explain my motivation for choosing category theory as the modern vessel for expressing Navya Nyāya ideas, I will briefly outline some of the methods
that have already been used for this purpose.
3.2.1 Set theory and Navya Nyāya
Set theory has come to be commonly accepted as a “philosophical device” that
can be used to clarify and analyze philosophical problems with great accuracy. Set theory is common knowledge among analytic philosophers by this
point, and indeed inescapable for anyone who wishes to engage in any kind of
mathematical or logical study.3
It is thus entirely unsurprising that attempts have been made to ground
at least some portion of Navya Nyāya in the language of set theory. One of
the most interesting attempts of this kind occurs in Ganeri (2011, 221–243),
in which Ganeri develops a syntax and semantics for a formal system he calls
N N that models Navya Nyāya logic.4
However, this approach to Navya Nyāya faces two significant challenges,
in my opinion: The first challenge has to do with the fact that sets, being
collections of objects, are extensional entities. However, Navya Nyāya logic is
3. See, for instance, the presentation of set theory in texts like Papineau (2012) (from whose title
I borrowed this term) and Steinhart (2009). These books are not books on the philosophy of
mathematics; they are attempts to use mathematical structures like sets and functions in order to
strengthen philosophical concepts.
4. This work builds on Ganeri (2008b).
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expressed in terms of properties, so that it is not immediately clear if Navya
Naiyāyikas were thinking about the issue extensionally or intensionally.5
Regardless of whether Navya Nyāya is extensional or intensional, the translation of Navya Nyāya into the language of sets will amount to an obscuring
of this feature of the system. This does not vitiate the use of set theory, but
it does suggest that a philosophical device that can capture this potential dual
nature of properties in Navya Nyāya would be closer to the original than set
theory.
The second challenge is more subtle: in set theory, the only kind of relation
admitted into the system is the set-membership relation. That is, the only kind
of question that set theory ultimately permits us to ask is whether a certain
entity is a member of a certain set or not. Admittedly, this seemingly simple
question appears to be sufficient for a truly vast range of purposes, including
most of modern mathematics. However, it is not always the most natural way
to pose a number of questions that would depend on other sorts of relations
between entities. As the importance of sambandhas (relations) seems to consistently grow in Navya Nyāya discourse, this means that the mismatch between
set theory and Navya Nyāya’s styles of discourse will also continue to worsen.
3.2.2 Graph theory and (Nyāya-)Vaiśeṣika metaphysics
Ganeri (2001) employs a graph-theoretic approach to understanding the metaphysics of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika texts (which is foundational to orthodox Navya
Nyāya as well, and which forms the pūrvapakṣa to Raghunātha Śiromaṇi’s critique as well). Indeed, one of Ganeri’s claims is that thinkers like Raghunātha Śiromaṇi were at least implicitly aware of the graph-theoretic structures,
5. Karl H Potter (1968) argues, for instance, that Nyāya is “property-extensional”, pace Matilal (1968),
who holds that the Navya Nyāya language is intensional.
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and used them to refine Navya Nyāya metaphysics. At least in the context of
his book, Ganeri concludes that modeling Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika metaphysics using
graph theory can tell us that “the idea that nature exemplifies mathematical
structure is not remote from the Indian understanding of natural philosophy,
contrary to what has generally been believed, but is in fact a fundamental aspect of it.”6
Regardless of the validity of Ganeri’s claim regarding Indian thinkers’ use
of mathematical structures, it is clear from his work that directed graphs can
in fact be very useful for thinking about Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika metaphysics. However, Ganeri’s account does not quite extend to the wider uses that thinkers
put Navya Nyāya language to. For instance, it is not immediately obvious
how complex relations like iṣṭa-sādhanatā (the property of being-a-means-forrealizing-a-desired-end, an enormously important concept in Nyāya action theory) would be structured in purely graph-theoretical terms. Indeed, given the
debate within Nyāya itself regarding the status of relational properties like
viṣayatā (the property of being-the-content-of-a-cognition) and the possibility
of relations among relations, it is not clear that vanilla graph theory will actually suffice for these purposes.
The graph-theoretical approach is nevertheless a very promising start for
thinking about structuring Navya Nyāya logic.
3.2.3 Graphical representations
Other scholars have adopted different types of graphical representations as a
visual language for translating Navya Nyāya utterances. Among these, Wada
(2001) presents a simple and elegant notation for tackling the most common
types of statements in Navya Nyāya: statements regarding mutually descriptory
6. Ganeri (2001, p. 94).
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√
√
(ni rūp) relational properties which are delimited (ava chid) by class proper√
ties located in (ni sthā) entities. However, he does not address some of the
complications associated with dealing with absences (abhāvas) and with the
relation of completion (paryāpti).
U. Jha (2004)’s translation of Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna’s Navya-nyāyabhāṣā-pradīpa also makes extensive use of diagrams to explicate some fairly
complex Navya Nyāya structures. Since the original text was aimed at being
an introduction to the technical language of Navya Nyāya for Sanskrit readers, Jha’s translation into visual language covers virtually the entire span of
issues in Navya Nyāya, including such technical challenges as direct and indirect relations (sākṣāt- and paramparā-sambandhas), temporal relations (kālikasambandhas), abhāva, numbers and paryāpti, and complex properties. Jha’s
visual language is thus more comprehensive than Wada’s, and has been tested
against a wider range of examples, some of which are nearly as complex as
those used by Raghunātha Śiromaṇi in actual debates.
The most serious limitation of Wada and Jha’s otherwise yeoman work is
that their diagrams are not mathematically rigorous. This is, in a way, an unfair criticism: neither is trying to create a mathematically rigorous model for
Navya Nyāya logic. Their purpose is only to represent Navya Nyāya statements
visually, to allow scholars who may not otherwise be able or willing to read
intricate Sanskrit compounds to actually understand the structure of a Navya
Nyāya utterance. However, since Ganeri has shown that Navya Nyāya can be
translated into modern idioms without loss of precision, it would be unfortunate if we had to trade one for the other.
This is where category theory comes into the picture.
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3.2.4 Category theory as a possibility
I hope to indicate in the rest of this chapter that category theory represents
the best contemporary technical discourse for accommodating Navya Nyāya’s
philosophical language and insights. While I hope that the following introduction to category theory and to its application with Navya Nyāya should speak
for themselves, I would like to offer a few preliminary comments to briefly
point to some of the advantages of the category-theoretical method over the
aforementioned methods.
1. Category theory can subsume within it both set theory and graph theory:
(a) The class of all sets and of functions between sets can be treated as
a single category, Set. Any statement made in terms of set theory
can therefore be converted into a statement about Set.7
(b) The class of all graphs and structure-preserving transformations of
graphs can be treated as a single category, Grf. Furthermore, every
graph can be treated as a category in and of itself.
2. Category theory is naturally expressed in graphical form, and furthermore
these diagrams are rigorous visual depictions of mathematical arguments.
Because category theory concerns itself not just with objects (as does set
theory) but with objects together with the arrows that relate objects, an
accurate diagram of a category can depict how properties of objects are
pushed around by the arrow-structures of the category. Such “arrowchasing” can result in trivial proofs of deep mathematical theorems.
3. Category theory relates in powerful, natural ways to Navya Nyāya.8
7. All of these terms will be defined in the following section.
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While I will, of course, flesh this out in greater detail in the rest of this
chapter, I will briefly point to a few of the features of Navya Nyāya that
make it particularly conducive to being expressed in category-theoretic
language:
(a) Navya Nyāya is built on relations (which can easily be modeled as
arrows).
(b) Navya Nyāya recognizes the existence of indirect relations that are
built on sequences of relations (corresponding to the composition of
arrows).
(c) Navya Nyāya’s flexibility (or ambiguity, as some would have it) as
regards extension and intension can be exploited in category theory
by shifting between categories and their objects.
(d) Navya Nyāya recognizes that the same utterance can be parsed at
successively higher levels of abstraction, which can easily be modeled
in category theory by the commutativity of arrows.
(e) As Wada and Jha have shown, Navya Nyāya can be adequately translated into a graphical language; similar, but mathematically wellfounded, diagrams are the bread-and-butter of category theory.
4. Category theory generalizes to still higher abstractions, should more complex features be necessitated. These higher abstractions include creatures
such as n-categories, braided categories (used in quantum mechanics),
and so on.
The rest of this chapter is split into two sections. In the first section, I
provide an extremely brief, non-rigorous introduction to category theory, heav8. By this statement, I am by no means arguing that Navya Nyāya knew or anticipated category
theory, but rather that both systems adopt similar principles of reasoning because of the power of
such reasoning.
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ily biased towards the specific concepts I will be employing. I will focus on
definitions and motivating examples to convey the essence of different mathematical structures. In the second section, I shift gears to apply the philosophical
device to the Navya Nyāya system as a whole. I will thus provide categorytheoretical grounding for key elements of Navya Nyāya thought. I will also
flesh out a graphical representation of Navya Nyāya that, although drawing
upon the visual appearance of Wada’s and Jha’s pioneering work, remains as
close to category theory as possible. I have done so in two senses:
1. In the more mundane sense, I have drawn these diagrams using the standard typesetting tools used in modern mathematics papers.9
2. I have tried to draw my diagrams so as to preserve the commutative
properties that give category theory its power. This means it should be
possible to comprehend arguments just by following arrows (just as many
proofs in category theory can be completed by “arrow-chasing”). In a few
cases, this has required somewhat more complex diagrams than those
drawn by Wada or Jha, but I trust that the increase in logical power
should more than compensate.

3.3 A brief introduction to category theory
In this section, I will briefly introduce category theory, highlighting some of
its key concepts and motivational examples. The goal is not to substitute for
a properly rigorous introduction to category theory—there are many excellent
resources that can serve that purpose far more fully than this brief chapter—
9. Commutative diagrams are typically coded in LATEX using the TikZ package or its subset, TikZ-cd.
Indeed, it was my realization that Navya Nyāya diagrams could be easily converted into TikZ-style
commutative diagrams which prompted me to dig deeper into possible connections between the
two underlying theories: Navya Nyāya and category theory.
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but to help make sense of the techniques I will utilize subsequently to relate
category theory and Navya Nyāya.10

3.3.1 Categories
There are different ways in which categories can be defined, but this may be
the simplest. A category C is a collection of objects ob(C) and a collection
of arrows (or morphisms) arr(C), along with an binary operation on arrows,
◦, known as the composition of arrows.11
In what follows, categories will be identified by bold-faced text; objects, if
at all named, are usually named with majuscule italicized letters; arrows, with
minuscule italicized letters. Frequently, objects will not be named at all, and
will be represented instead by shapes like • and ⋆. This relates to the fact that

in category theory, objects are, in a way, less important than the arrows that
relate them.
Each arrow a is associated with two objects, which are termed its source
and its target. It is conventional to represent such an arrow by drawing an
actual arrow, with its tail at the source and its head at the target. Thus, • −
→⋆
a

represents an arrow a with source(a) = • and target(a) = ⋆.

The arrow composition operation ◦ takes two arrows that are “compatible”

(in a rigorous sense to be specified below) and produces a third arrow. Spe10. Perhaps the best introduction to categories for readers without an extensive background in mathematics is Lawvere and Schanuel (2009). For readers with a more technical background looking for
a more thorough and rigorous, yet still fairly accessible, introduction to category theory, Awodey
(2006) is a good source. The reader with extensive knowledge of rigorous mathematics would be
best served by the classic Mac Lane (1998), written by one of the founders of category theory. A
good starting point for higher-order category theory is Baez (1997).
11. I use the word “collection” here loosely, as I wish to avoid getting into the morass of sets and
classes and all the associated technical complications. While these are important for mathematically rigorous formulations of category theory, they are unnecessary for us now. Indeed, given that
Navya Nyāya seems to reject the existence of infinities, we may be able to get away with using
sets for collections.
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cifically, consider three objects •, ♣, ♠, with two arrows • −
→ ♣ and ♣ →
− ♠.
a

b

The arrows a, b are “compatible” in the sense that target(a) = ♣ = source(b).

As a result, a and b can be composed to produce a new arrow, b ◦ a, with
source (b ◦ a) = source(a) = • and target (b ◦ a) = target(b) = ♠.12

We can read b ◦ a variously as “b composed with a”, “b of a”, or “b after a”.
•

a

♣

b

♠

b◦a

Figure 3.1: The composition of arrows in a category
Such a diagram is said to commute: in effect, the two paths from • to ♠

are identical. This commutativity lies at the very heart of category theory, and
recurs at every level of the theory. Its power lies in the fact that it can be
interpreted in two dual ways:
1. Given two appropriately compatible arrows a, b, commutativity says that
it is possible to “chain” them together, in a sense, into a single arrow.
2. Alternatively, given two arrows that share either a common source or a
common target, commutativity says it may be possible to infer the existence of a third arrow that “completes” the picture, so to speak.
Notice that the order of composition is critical: In this case, for instance,
it does not even make sense to talk about a ◦ b, because target(b) ̸= source(a).
But even in the cases where two arrows x, y can be composed both ways, it is
generally false that x ◦ y = y ◦ x.

Categories are required to obey two additional rules:

12. The composition of arrows ◦ is clearly similar to the composition of functions. However, it is not
the same, because it composes two arrows to produce a third arrow.
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id

•
1. Every object • in a category must have an identity arrow • −−→
•.

Identity arrows must respect the following rule: For any arrow • −
→ ⋆,
f

we must have id• ◦f = f = f ◦ id⋆ .

2. (associativity of composition) Given three arrows which can compose, A −
→ B, B −
→ C, C −
→ D, we must have z ◦ (y ◦ x) = (z ◦ y) ◦ x.
y

x

z

B
z ◦y

x

A

y
z◦(y◦x)

(z◦y)◦x

D

z

y ◦x

C

Figure 3.2: Associativity of arrow composition

3.3.1.1 Examples of categories
The preceding definitions were rather abstract, and lacked motivation to explain why such structures are useful. While category theory was originally
formulated in a fairly abstract branch of mathematics known as algebraic topology, it has now been applied to virtually every field of mathematics. Furthermore, scholars are still actively applying categories in disciplines like physics
and logic as well. I will therefore offer a few examples from a few different
settings to help concretize some of the notions we have seen so far, and to set
the stage for further abstractions.
Sets

Every set can be thought of a category in itself. More precisely, a set X

can be thought of as a category X whose collection of objects ob(X) = X itself,
and whose only arrows are the identity arrows for each element of ob(X).13
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In a sense, then, a category in general is a set equipped with additional
structure (namely, with arrows among elements of the set). Much of category
theory’s power above set theory arises from this additional structure.
We can also think of all sets taken together, along with all functions between
sets, as forming a category, called Set.The objects of Set are sets, and the arrows
of Set are functions between sets. In this case, we are unconcerned with the
internal structure of different sets (that is, we don’t care about the elements of
sets); all we care about are the different functions that map one set to another.
Graphs

As may be obvious from the diagrams we have seen so far, many

graphs can also be considered as categories, with graph-nodes regarded as the
objects of the category and graph-edges as arrows. To respect ◦, these graphs

require edges between the beginnings and the ends of all chains of connecting
edges.
Monoids

Monoids are ubiquitous in mathematics, and represent an abstrac-

tion of the notion of addition of natural numbers. A monoid M is a mathematical structure that consists of a collection of elements and a binary operation

on the collection ⟨ · ⟩ : M × M → M satisfying the two following conditions:
1. (identity element) There is an element e in M such that for all a ∈ M,
we have a · e = a = e · a.

2. (associativity of composition) Given any three x, y, z ∈ M, we must
have z · (y · x) = (z · y) · x.

It should be clear from the very definition of a monoid that every monoid
M can itself be seen as a category M with one object •, with arrows • −
→ •
a

corresponding to each element a of the monoid.14

13. In certain contexts, such a category may be also be called a discrete category.
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Thus, the monoid that consists of the numbers {0, 1, 2, 3} under the oper-

ation of addition modulo 4, so that 3 + 2 ≡ 1 (mod 4), can be seen as the
category represented by the following diagram:
1

•

0

2

3

Figure 3.3: Monoid with four elements
A monoid, seen as a category, is a useful way to think of a single entity
that contains multiple arrows to itself (each of which could be thought of as a
property).
Preorders

Like monoids, preorders are also ubiquitous in mathematics, and

generalize the notion of comparing and ordering the natural numbers. A preorder (P, ≼) is a set P with a reflexive, transitive binary relation ≼. That is,
for all a, b, c ∈ P:
1. a ≼ a
2. if a ≼ b and b ≼ c, then a ≼ c.
Every preorder P can itself be seen as a category P that has one object αi

per element ai of the preorder, and at most one arrow αi −→ αj for every pair
of objects αi , αj that correspond to ai , aj ∈ P such that ai ≼ aj .15

Thus, take the preorder consisting of the four numbers {0, 1, 2, 3} with the

usual operation of ≤ among them. Seen as a category, this preorder can be
represented by the following diagram:

14. This should be carefully distinguished from the category of monoids Mon, which has as objects
all monoids and as arrows all structure-preserving transformations among monoids.
15. This should be carefully distinguished from the category of preorders Pre, which has as objects all
preorders and as arrows all order-preserving maps between preorders.
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0

1

2

3

Figure 3.4: Preorder with four elements
A preorder, seen as a category, is a useful way to think of a collection of
entities that have at most one arrow between any pair of entities.
3.3.1.2 Spans
In some situations it is useful to think of an arrow between two objects as itself
being an object in the same category.16
Spans can be defined to handle precisely this situation.
A span between two objects x and y is given by another object a in the
same category, accompanied by two arrow a −
→ x and a −
→ y. (We can think
s

t

of the arrows s and t as standing for “source” and “target”, respectively, while
the object a effectively represents the original arrow between x and y.)
a
s

t

x

y

Figure 3.5: A span between two objects x and y

3.3.1.3 Initial and final objects
The category-level perspective on a collection of objects abstracts away from
the internal complexities of these objects and focuses only on their relations
to other objects. In certain cases, some categories do have “special” objects
16. As we will see, this is particularly helpful when trying to represent certain interpretations of the
Standard Model’s account of inherence using category theory.
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that set themselves apart from the others. These objects will then be helpful in
deducing certain properties of other objects in the category.
An initial object in a category C, which I will denote ⊥C , is the unique

object (up to isomorphism) such that for each object A, there is a unique arrow
⊥C −
→ A.17
A1
..
.

⊥C

An
Figure 3.6: The initial element for a category C
Similarly, a final object in a category C, which I will denote ⊤C , is the

unique object (up to isomorphism) such that for each object A, there is a unique
arrow A −
→ ⊤C .
A1
..
.

⊤C

An
Figure 3.7: The final element for a category C
Final objects possess one important property that we will make use of later:
17. My notation for these objects is not entirely standard. The usual notation is 0 or for an initial object
and 1 or for a final object, without an explicit indication of the particular category. I eschewed
this notation because I will have occasion to use bold-faced numbers later when handling paryāpti.
The symbols I chose instead, ⊥ and ⊤, are in any case the initial and final objects in models built
on categorical semantics, representing, respectively, the empty (or bottom) type and the unit type.
I also note the category explicitly in regards to which an object is initial or final; this will will be
crucial when dealing with multiple overlapping categories in Navya Nyāya.
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Given a final object ⊤C and an object A of C, we can think of an arrow ⊤C −
→A
a

as “pick[ing] out a special kind of member of [that] object.”18

3.3.1.4 Products and Coproducts
In certain cases, an object can be thought of as somehow being “constructed
from” or “decomposable into” other objects. There are two different, dual,
ways in which this can be done, corresponding to the dual notions of products
and coproducts. This is a fairly abstract idea for now, but will be put into use
later.19
Given a category C, a (binary) product of the objects A, B is an object
denoted A × B if it satisfies the following property: There are two arrows

1
2
A × B −→
A and A × B −→
B (called projections) such that, for all objects

π

π

X in C with arrows X −→ A, X −→ B, there is a unique arrow X −
→ A × B so
f1

f2

f

that the following diagram commutes:
A

π1

f1

A×B
f

π2

B

f2

X
Figure 3.8: The product A × B of two objects A, B
Dually, a (binary) coproduct of the objects A, B is an object denoted
A + B (or A ⨿ B) if it satisfies the following property: There are two arrows
1
2
A −→
A + B and B −→
A + B (called injections) such that, for all objects X

i

i

in C with arrows A −→ X, B −→ X, there is a unique arrow A + B −
→ X so
f1

f2

f

that the following diagram commutes:
18. Schalk and Simmons (2005, p. 34).

19. In particular, coproducts will help us with analyzing sakhaṇḍô-’pādhis, decomposable properties.
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A

i1

i2

A+B
f

f1

B

f2

X
Figure 3.9: The coproduct A + B of two objects A, B
3.3.1.5 Subcategories
Given a category C, a category D is called a subcategory of C if ob(D) is a
subcollection of ob(C) and if arr(D) is a subcollection of arr(C). This must obey
some common-sense constraints:
1. • −
→ ⋆ can be an arrow in D only if • and ⋆ are objects in D.
a

2. (closure of arrow composition in D) If • −
→ ♣ and ♣ →
− ♠ are
a

b

arrows in D, then so must • −−→ ♠.
b◦a

Loosely speaking, D is a subcategory of C if we can obtain it by “ignoring”
some of the objects and/or arrows of C, while still ensuring that D itself satisfies
all the properties of a category. For instance, if we keep all the objects of C but
retain only the identity arrows, we get the discrete subcategory of C, which is
essentially C seen as a set of entities.
Two types of subcategories will be important down the road:
• D is a full subcategory of C if, for every pair of objects •, ⋆ in D, all

of the arrows • −
→ ⋆ in C are also arrows in D. (That is, D is full if we get
it by “ignoring” only objects and any consequently undefined arrows.)
A

B

C

D

Figure 3.10: C and its full subcategory D
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• D is a wide subcategory of C if ob(D) = ob(C). (That is, D is wide if
we get it by “ignoring” only some arrows in C.)
A

B

C

D

Figure 3.11: C and its wide subcategory D
One of the benefits of thinking about subcategories is that we can distinguish between different classes of arrows. That is, there may be particular
categories where the arrows can be classified into multiple classes, each class
functioning coherently and autonomously, but all connecting the same class of
objects.
3.3.2 Functors
Everything we have seen so far has been related to a single category and its
structure. The real power of category theory emerges, however, when we examine two or more categories and the structure-preserving transformations
connecting them.
A (covariant) functor F is a structure-preserving map between two
categories C and D, associating to every object X of D an object F X of D, and
to every arrow X −
→ Y of C an arrow F X −−−→ F Y . This association must be
F (f )

f

done in a way that respects the identity arrows and arrow composition. Thus,20
• F (idX ) = idF X for each object X in C
• F (g ◦C f ) = F (g) ◦D F (f ) for any pair of compatible arrows f, g in C.

20. Dual to this is the notion of a contravariant functor G, which associates to every arrow
f

G(f )

X −
→ Y of C an arrow GY −−−→ GX. Contravariant functors must also respect identity arrows
and arrow composition in a manner dual to covariant functors (so G(g ◦C f ) = G(f ) ◦D G(g) for
any pair of compatible arrows f, g in C).
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The intuition underlying a functor is that it offers a way to “compare” one
category to another. By mapping objects to objects and arrows to arrows, a
functor “inscribes” its source category on its target category.
3.3.3 Natural transformations
Given two categories C and D, we can treat the collection of all functors from C
to D as objects in a category of its own. This category, known as the functor
category from C to D, is denoted DC . Intuitively, it corresponds to all the
possible ways in which C can be “inscribed” on D. The next goal is therefore
to “compare” ways in which these “inscriptions” differ from each other. This
is where natural transformations come in.
C
η
F

G

D
Figure 3.12: Functor category DC with two objects [functors] F, G and one
η
arrow [natural transformation] F −
→G
A natural transformation η is an arrow in the functor category DC
between two functors F, G which obeys certain “natural” rules of composition.21
Thus, given two objects •, ⋆ and an arrow • −
→ ⋆ in C,
f

• the (covariant) functor F maps them to objects F •, F ⋆ and to the arrow

F • −−−→ F ⋆ in D in a way that respects identity and arrow composition.
F (f )

• the (covariant) functor G maps them to objects G•, G⋆ and to the arrow
21. Mac Lane (1998, p. 18), one of the founders of the field of category theory, notes: “As EilenbergMac Lane first observed, ‘category’ has been defined in order to be able to define ‘functor’ and
‘functor’ has been defined in order to be able to define ‘natural transformation’.”
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G• −−−→ G⋆ in D in a way that respects identity and arrow composition.
G(f )

It is “natural” to associate F • and G•, and F ⋆ and G⋆, and F (f ) and G(f ),
as each pair is linked to the same element in the source category C. This is

done by the natural transformation F =⇒ G, which uses arrows in the target
η

category D indexed by objects of the source category C to pair up objects in
D that are mapped from the same objects in C. Visually, the square in the
following diagram should commute:
•

F•

F
η

f

⋆

G

F (f )

F⋆

η•

G•

η⋆
G(f )

G⋆

Figure 3.13: Natural transformation η from functor F to G, both mapping C to
D
Given the importance of natural transformations, it is worth repeating certain critical points: A natural transformation F −
→ G “compares” the effects of
η

two functors F, G, both of which “inscribe” the same source category C into the
same target category D. η does so by relying on certain arrows in D. Let us call
them η-arrows for now. These η-arrows are indexed by the objects of C: that
is, there is one η-arrow per object of C. The η-arrow indexed by a particular
object • in C is an arrow F • −→ G• in D between the two objects F • and G• in
η•

D to which • is mapped by F and G. And the natural transformation F =⇒ G
η

relies on all these ob(C)-indexed arrows in D to map F to G.
Natural transformations between endofunctors

One special case

worth looking into occurs with the natural transformation is between two endofunctors. In particular, take a category C and two (covariant) endofunctors
I and G on C, where I is the inclusion functor (that is, I maps every object
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and every arrow of C onto themselves). In this case, the natural transformation
I =⇒ G takes the following shape:
η

•

η

f

⋆

G

f

•

I

η•

G•

⋆
η⋆

G(f )

G⋆

Figure 3.14: Natural transformation η from endofunctors IC to G
One way to look at this diagram is to assert that the natural transformation
η “concretizes”, in effect, the mapping created by the functor G between C and
D. An alternative interpretation is to take the existence of the η-arrows and
of the arrow G(f ) (and hence of the commuting square) as a given, and to
use this as information to infer the existence of the functor G. In other words,
when such a commuting square exists among objects, we can recognize one of
the arrows between the objects as being, in fact, the map associated with a
concrete arrow f . This second interpretation, in particular, will be critical in
the category-theoretic foundation of the Navya Nyāya notion of delimitation.

3.4 Higher-order category theory
For fear of making this discussion altogether unreadable, I will not get into further technical details of definitions and constructions of categories. However,
I will note the existence of an important abstraction that will, I suspect, be
essential for subsequent work that models Navya Nyāya in a mathematically
rigorous category-theoretical way.
To make the abstraction easier, let us change our notation slightly (note
that this is not standard notation): Given a 1-category C1 , let us refer to the
set of its objects ob(C1 ) as C10 , and to its set of arrows arr(C1 ) as C11 . This
allows us to think of an arrow (an element of C11 ) as connecting two objects
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(two elements of C10 ). The shift in notation should immediately prompt us to
the obvious abstraction: a 2-category C2 will be defined by a set of objects
C20 , a set of 1-arrows C21 between objects, and a set of 2-arrows C22 between
the 1-arrows. Similarly, we can generalize this to any n-category Cn , which
has a set of objects Cn0 , a set of 1-arrows Cn1 between the objects, a set of 2arrows Cn2 between the 1-arrows, and similarly a set of k-arrows Cnk between
(k − 1)-arrows for every value of 0 ≤ k ≤ n.

Now this is not in fact a rigorous definition of higher-order categories.22
A number of constraints must be imposed to make sure that k-arrows com-

pose correctly with each other while preserving (k − 1)-arrow compositions,

and so on. However, these technical difficulties aside, the great benefit of ncategories is that they allow us to talk not just about relations between objects,
but also about relations between relations, and so on, potentially ad infinitum.

3.5 Navya Nyāya and category theory
A category-theoretic foundation for Navya Nyāya will have to take three steps:
1. To describe the features of the Navya Nyāya system in category-theoretic
terms.
2. To develop purely category-theoretic machinery to account for certain
features of Navya Nyāya, and to attempt to interpret them further in
Navya Nyāya terms if possible.
3. To create a visual language for Navya Nyāya that retains the flexibility
and precision of the original technical Sanskrit, while possessing the rigor
of category-theoretic diagrams.
22. In fact, there are a number of different ways of defining these higher-order categories, so that
mathematicians speak of “weak n-categories”, “strict n-categories”, and so on.
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In the sections that follow, I will make extensive use of Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna’s Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa (abbreviated as the Lamp). As I will argue later in the dissertation, this is because Maheśacandra’s text lends itself
particularly well to a category-theoretical treatment.23

3.5.1 Nesting categories
In the Nyāya view, all entities that can be perceived, cognized, and described
in human language, whether they be existent or not, are part of one universe.
The world is thus a single, intricately interconnected structure. We can call
this the category World, such that24
• ob(World) contains all entities in the world, existent and non-existent
• arr(World) is the collection of relations in the world, where an arrow
•−
→ ⋆ holds only when • and ⋆.
a

Classifying all entities together into a single category means that all functors in this world are ultimately endofunctors of World, which brings in some
advantages from the category-theoretic perspective. It is also respectful of the
Nyāya view that the world is a single, connected entity, with no disconnected
subcomponents. Of course, World contains a large number of subcategories,
functors between subcategories, and natural transformations between functors.
23. All citations from the Lamp are marked with their corresponding page numbers in U. Jha (2004).
They are also preceded by a parenthetized number, referring to the sectioning within Jha’s text.
24. This assumes, of course, that World is a 1-category. However this would also work mutatis mutandis
if World were a high-order category.
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3.6 Modeling substances
Insofar as they are self-standing entities which can participate in relations with
each other and with other types of entities, substances may most obviously be
modeled by objects. That is, every entity which a Naiyāyika describes as a
substance is represented by a separate object in our overall category World.
We will thus have objects like •pot1 for some pot indexed by the number 1,
•earth3 for some earth-atom indexed by the number 3, and so on. For the sake

of legibility, I may occasionally drop the bullets associated with these objects
and represent them by textual labels instead.
pot1

fire4

manm

earth-atom15

fire-atom41

soulm

Figure 3.15: Substances as objects in the category World
This representation of substances by objects seems entirely uncontroversial
at first, especially when we regard the material atoms out of which physical
substances are made, according to Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika. To regard these atoms
as objects makes intuitive sense. But how do we represent agglomerations of
atoms?
3.6.1 Composite objects
It is important to remember that wholes are distinct from their parts in the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika universe, and inhere in their parts. Thus, a pot (which is
a substance) is formed by the contact of two pot-halves (each of which is a
substance), and inheres in the two pot-halves, but it is distinct from the two
pot-halves and from the relation of contact which brings them together. Each
pot-half in itself is formed from the assemblage of smaller substances, and so
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on down to the level of atoms (or mobile motes for Raghunātha).
w

contact

•1

• 11

contact

•12

•2

•21

contact

•22

Figure 3.16: A whole inhering in its parts
This simplified picture already offers us the chance to see one of the great benefits of a category-theoretical representation in action: arrow composition allows us to see that a whole is also resident in its subparts. Having this categorytheoretical structure of arrows in World thus allows us to extract this feature
of the world “for free”.

3.7 Modeling tropes and motions
As we will see in later chapters, tropes and motions are distinguished from substances by the fact that every trope and every motion must of necessity inhere
in some substance or the other. Aside from this, though, tropes and motions
share in common with substances the property of being loci of universals.
Consequently, the simplest way to model tropes and motions is by treating
them as objects of World, together with an inherence arrow that links them to
some other object which is a substance.
3.7.1 Locus-pervading and non-locus-pervading entities
Tropes also have complex and controversial mereological properties, heavily
debated by the Standard Model and the Radical Revision. The theory of “locus112

pervading” and “non-locus-pervading” entities was developed, in part to help
address these questions. Its representation depends, however, on a fuller understanding of absences and of relations. As a result, it may be best to skip this
subsection on the first read.
Both presences and absences come in two types:
1. locus-pervading (vyāpya-vṛtti)
2. non-locus-pervading (avyāpya-vṛtti)
A locus-pervading entity is one which occurs in every part of its locus, in
every time its locus occurs, or every spatial location of its locus.25
Examples of these include:
1. a class property occurring in every instance of the class wholly
2. the absence of color occurring in ether for all time
3. the absence of a horn occurring in every part of a rabbit26
For those who accept the classical model of absence, a locus-pervading entity can be defined as one whose absence is necessarily absent in its locus’s
parts/time/space.
This has the convenient consequence of defining a non-locus-pervading entity as being one whose absence may be present in its locus’s mereological /
temporal / spatial components. The classic example is contact: when two entities e1 , e2 are in contact, it is strictly only some distinguished component ⋆e1
25. U. Jha (2004, 98, §33): vyāpya sarvam evâ ’’dhārasyâ ’ṃśaṃ kālaṃ deśaṃ vâ ’valambya vartate
yaḥ, sa vyāpya-vṛttiḥ. The Lamp does not indicate if these three—mereological pervasion, temporal
pervasion, spatial pervasion—are all necessary for an entity to count as locus-pervading, or if a
single one of these suffices.
26. A rabbit’s horn being the quintessential Nyāya example of a non-existent entity.
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locus-pervading
entity

occurs-in

locus

any component
of locus

absence
absence
(of absence)
Figure 3.17: A locus-pervading entity under the classical model of absence
of e1 which is in contact with some distinguished component ⋆e2 of e2 . Thus,
some other component pe1 of e1 may not be in contact with e2 .
The non-locus-pervading entity’s occurrence in its locus is limited by some
sort of boundary-restrictor (sīmā-paricchedaka), which restricts occurrence
just as a delimitor (avacchedaka) restricts scope.27
This may be understood in the following manner:
1. A non-locus-pervading entity e occurs in a particular locus L.
2. e has the property P [locatee], which is described by L. (Because e’s
P [locatee] and L’s P [locus] describe each other.)
3. Of the various possible mereological/temporal/spatial components of L,
one part ⋆ is distinguished. (We can think of this as a unique relation
from L to ⋆ which L does not have with any other component.)
4. e’s P [locatee] is bounded by ⋆ in the precise sense that it is described by
L, which has a distinguished component in ⋆ (that is, by” “bounded =
⋆ ◦ by” “described ).
27. This brings up the undefined notion of a boundary (sīmā), which is not stated anywhere in the
Lamp.
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P [locatee]

P [boundary-restrictor]
des
cri
bed
-by

non-locuspervading entity

occurs-in

boun
d

ed-by

locus

⋆

⋆ component
of locus

Figure 3.18: A non-locus-pervading entity and its boundary-restrictor
Because the absence of a non-locus-pervading entity ¬e is also a non-locus-

pervading entity, the very same picture would apply to it as well. We may

suppose in this case that the boundary-restrictor of ¬e is precisely the absence of the boundary-restricting component of e, which we may call •. It

is precisely the fact of •’s not being ⋆ which makes it a boundary-restrictor

for ¬e. In Navya Nyāya terms, the avyāpya-vṛtti-padârthâ-’bhāva-vṛttitā-sīmāparicchedakatâ-’vacchedaka is the aṃśa-kāla-deśa-viśeṣa-niṣṭha-jāty-abhāva.

The Lamp presents three examples of non-locus-pervading entities, corresponding to the failure of mereological, temporal pervasion, and spatial pervasion:
1. “the monkey is in contact with the (branch of the) tree and not in contact
with the (root of the) tree.”28
Here (where ⋆ is the branch bearing the monkey and • is the root), a
relation of mutual absence (anyônyâ-’bhāva) suffices.

2. “the flower has no fragrance (when it blossoms) and has fragrance (after
it blossoms).”29
Here (where ⋆ is the time of blossoming and • is the time after blossom28. U. Jha (2004, 99, §34): śākhāyāṃ vṛkṣaḥ kapi-saṃyogī na mūle.
29. U. Jha (ibid., 99, §34): utpatti-kāle puṣpaṃ na gandhavat kiṃtu tad-uttaram.
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ing), we can use the ≼ relation within Time to distinguish between ⋆

and •: Given a flower f , the absence of f ’s fragrance occurs at time t⋆ ,

whereas f ’s fragrance occurs at every time t• such that t⋆ ≼ t• . (We
must, of course, restrict ourselves to only those times in Time in which

f actually occurs! This is specified in the diagram by the arrows −
→ and
⋆

−
→.)
•

3. “during the spring, barley grows (in the plains of eastern India) and
doesn’t grow (in the mountains).”30
Here (where ⋆ is the riverine plains region and • is the mountainous region), the boundary-delimitors themselves are not precise enough (surely

there are places even within the riverine plains where barley won’t grow,
and surely there are places which are not the riverine plains where barley may still grow). We may then have to rest content with having two
distinct boundary-restrictors.
A diagram of this expanded picture looks forbidding at first, but is in fact
quite straightforward (and possesses a pleasing amount of symmetry as well).31
The double-headed arrow between ⋆ and • labelled “??” represents the

relation between the boundary-restrictors of e and ¬e.

It’s worth reminding ourselves that all of this complexity is employed only

to explain the red relations in terms of the blue relations.
30. U. Jha (2004, 99, §34): vasante yavāḥ Magadhe tiṣṭhanti na tu girau.
31. We would like to be able to say “the boundary-restrictor of the absence of a non-locus-pervading
entity is the absence of the boundary-restrictor of the non-locus-pervading entity”, but that statement may be a stretch as will be shown presently.
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Figure 3.19: A non-locus-pervading entity, its absence, and their boundaryrestrictors

3.8 Modeling absences
An absence is always the absence of something in a locus via some relation.
In most cases, the relation is obvious and so can be omitted. This simplified
picture of an absence is fairly easy to represent using a span between the absentee object and the locus of its absence. The absence itself, which is regarded
as a different category of entity entirely, is then yet another object in World.
Following U. Jha (2004)’s lead, I will not bother to name the “source” arrow
from the absence to the absentee object separately, but will use a squiggly line
instead.
Let us look at a concrete situation: Suppose a certain pot p is absent from a
certain location on the ground g. In Navya Nyāya terms, we can say that the
pot-absence A [p] is in g. This A [p] is the object in World that spans p and g.
Representing the three-fold structure of absences is somewhat more complicated, as we have to be able to account for there being an arrow from A [p]
to another arrow itself. The mathematical complications that arise from this
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p

of

A [p]

in

g

Figure 3.20: Representing the absence of pot p in location g
are substantial and can be ignored for now. Instead, I will illustrate a simpler
version of this situation. According to the Standard Model, the normal relationship that would have held between p and g had p been present in g is one of
contact. Since a contact is a trope c, it can be represented by a separate object,
which inheres in both p and g. Now, since c is an object, there should be no
problem with having an arrow from the absence-object to c. However, if we
treat absences as spans, then this will not work as spans only come with two
arrows. Instead, we will have to generalize to so-called multispans, which
permit the central object to have more than two arrows.32
With this in place, we can now draw a fuller representation of the situation.
A [p]

in

of

via

c

i

i

p

g

Figure 3.21: Representing the absence of pot p in location g via contact c
32. As a matter of fact, the definition of a multispan is rather more sophisticated and rather more
abstract than this, but I will avoid these details for now.
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3.9 Category-theoretical representations of relations
It also transpires that sambandhas can be fairly simply represented in categorytheoretical terms. Indeed, this ease of representation of relations, which are
such a critical part of Navya Nyāya, is one major reason for using the language
of category theory to translate Navya Nyāya.
3.9.1 Relations as (pairs of) arrows
The most obvious category-theoretical representation of a sambandha is by using an arrow. The arrow’s source is the pratiyogin of the relation; the arrow’s
target, its anuyogin.
p

R

a

Figure 3.22: p R-relates to a
While this representation suffices for most purposes, there is one important point to be noted. For any relation R that holds from an entity p (the
R-pratiyogin) to an entity a (the R-anuyogin), there are two linguistic ways of
reading it: we can say both “p R-relates to a” and “a is R-related to p”.33
Thus we can say both “a blue trope inheres in a pot” as well as “a pot is
inhered in by a blue trope” given a blue pot. Both of these linguistic formulations express the same underlying relation: they do not introduce a second
relation into the picture. This point may seem subtle, but it is very important because it allows Navya Naiyāyika logicians to talk freely about both the
R-pratiyogin and the R-anuyogin. If we wish to incorporate this feature into
our category-theoretical picture, we can instead choose to represent a single
33. This closely corresponds to the notion of a relation R and its converse R′ : a R′ -relates to p if and
only if a is R-related to p.
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sambandha with a pair of arrows, each labeled with one of the two linguistic
formulations of the single sambandha.34
p

R-relates-to
R-related-to

a

Figure 3.23: Representing a sambandha with a pair of arrows
We can now flesh out the picture by including the relational properties of
(R-)pratiyogitā and (R-)anuyogitā. These two relational properties are related
by the symmetrical relation of description, which I will represent with a single
bidirectional arrow for now.35
Each of the relational properties is then related to its locus by the locuslocatee relation (ādhārâ-’’dheya-bhāva), which too requires two arrows in opposite directions. (For the sake of simplicity, I will usually skip the “is locus
of” arrow in most diagrams, but it should be assumed to be present.)
pratiyogitā

anuyogitā

R-relates-to
R-related-to

located-in

locus-of

located-in

locus-of

p

describes
described-by

a

Figure 3.24: Adding descriptors to the picture
I will address the representation of delimitors after fleshing out further details about relations.
34. These two arrows correspond to the relation and its converse.
35. We would otherwise require four arrows for such a relation, corresponding to “x describes y”, “y
describes x”, “x is described by y”, and “y is described by x”.

120

3.9.2 Direct and indirect relations
relations

direct

indirect

inherence contact self-linking
So far, we have not addressed the category-theoretic issue of arrow composition, ◦. We have only focused on arrows between objects that are “atomic”,
in the sense of not being decomposable into other arrows. These correspond

not just to sambandhas, but specifically to sākṣāt-sambandhas, direct relations.
The Lamp offers three examples of such direct relations (intriguingly, each of
these is a different kind of padârtha altogether under the Standard Model):
1. inherence (samavāya), which is one of the top-level padârthas of the Standard Model
2. contact (saṃyoga), which is one of the twenty-four tropes (guṇas) of the
Standard Model
3. self-linking relations, such as absences (abhāvas, regarded as a top-level
padârtha in the Standard Model), which are qualifiers in general
However, Navya Nyāya understands the existence not just of direct relations
but also permits indirect relations (paramparā-sambandhas), which are built
upon other relations.
3.9.3 Indirect relations as arrow composition and commuting polygons
Indeed, Navya Nyāya permits indirect relations not just on the basis of arrow
composition. This follows from the definition and examples of an indirect rela121

tion given in the Lamp, according to which “an indirect relation R is one that is
built upon another relation” (i.e., constructing R requires some other relation
R′ ).36
The Lamp then presents two examples of such indirect relations, which differ in their structure in important ways.
• The indirect relation R of coreferentiality relates an entity x through
the entity z in which it inheres to the entity y which also inheres in z.37
x

y

R

R′

′

R

z
Figure 3.25: Indirect relation via “determination”
• The locus-of-one’s-locus relation R relates an entity x, whose locus is z,
to an entity y, which is the locus of z.38
x

y

R′
′

R

R

z
Figure 3.26: Indirect relation via arrow composition
Thus it is that a color x which inheres in the threads z in which inheres the
whole piece of cloth constituted by those threads y can also be said to inhere in
the cloth y. This indirect relation R is built upon the relation R′ of inherence.
36. U. Jha (2004, p. 43, §11): sambandhâ-’ntara-ghaṭitaḥ (yasya sambandhasya nirmāṇe sambandhâ’ntarâ-’pekṣā vidyate tādṛśaḥ) sambandhaḥ paramparā-sambandhaḥ.
37. U. Jha (ibid., p. 43, §11): yathā sva-samavāyi-samavetatva-rūpeṇa sāmānādhikaraṇya-nāmakena
paramparā-sambandhena paṭe tantor api rūpam asti. ayaṃ ca sambandhaḥ samavāya-ghaṭitaḥ.
38. U. Jha (ibid., p. 43, §11): evaṃ daṇḍa-kamaṇḍalu-dhāriṇi puruṣe gṛhe tiṣṭhati sati sva-saṃyogisaṃyogitva-rūpeṇa svâ-’śrayâ-’śrayatvena paramparā-sambandhena daṇḍa-kamaṇḍalū api gṛhe sta iti.
ayaṃ ca sambandhaḥ saṃyoga-ghaṭitaḥ.
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Figure 3.27: An indirect “determination” relation of coreferentiality built on
inherence
Similarly, if a man z holding a stick and a pot x is standing inside a house
y, we can say that the stick and pot x are also located inside the house z itself.
This indirect relation R is built upon the relation R′ of contact.
contact

pot

man

lo
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cu
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Figure 3.28: An indirect relation of locus-of-locus based on arrow composition
Of these two types of indirect relations, the second corresponds to the notion of arrow composition. Both, however, are clearly built on the idea of
commuting triangles of arrows. The fact that Navya Nyāya permits both possibilities means that in the category World, we will have commuting triangles
wherever they are possible.
3.9.4 Occurrence-exacting and non-occurrence-exacting relations
Relations are of two types in Navya Nyāya:
1. occurrence-exacting (vṛtti-niyāmaka) relations necessarily entail a locuslocatee relation between the relata
2. non-occurrence-exacting (vṛtty-aniyāmaka) do not entail a locus-locatee
relation
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Inherence, for instance, is always occurrence-exacting: when X inheres in
Y it is necessarily located in Y . Some cases of contact are occurrence-exacting,
while others are not.39
Other relations, such as the owner–property relation and most indirect relations, are generally non-occurrence-exacting.
One way to think about occurrence-exacting relations in Navya Nyāya terms
is that there is what we might call an exactor-exactee (niyāmya-niyāmaka-bhāva)
relation between the occurrence-exacting relation and the locus-locatee relation. This is a relation between relations, which is not forbidden in the system.
The strength of this particular way of thinking about occurrence-exacting
relations is that it results in a natural category-theoretical representation: We
can have an arrow from the occurrence-exacting relation to the locus-locatee
relation. This arrow (which we can label with a ⊢ to show that it represents

an entailment) is a relation between two arrows, and is thus what is called a
2-arrow.

inheres-in

⊢

located-in

P [pot]

pot
Figure 3.29: Inherence as an occurrence-exacting relation
However, it must be remarked that in most cases, it is fairly obvious which
relations are occurrence-exacting and which aren’t. The main benefit seems to
be that it guards us from inadvertently making erroneous inferences.
39. Specifically, when two entities are in contact such that the surface of contact is roughly horizontal,
then one of the entities is above the other, which makes such a contact occurrence-exacting. The
Lamp calls such a relation upary-adho-bhāva, in contrast to the case where the surface of contact
is roughly vertical and the entities consequently level with each other, which is called sama-sūtrapāta.
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3.10 Classes and imposed properties
Locatables come in two kinds: classes and imposed properties.
3.10.1 Class properties as arrows from initial objects
As mentioned earlier, category theory treats objects as opaque, relying only on
the structure of their arrows. If we treat the entities of the world as objects
of World, we will be unable to see their innermost workings, and will have
to rely instead on the arrows by which they relate to themselves and to other
objects. This means that properties of entities have to be encoded as arrows.
Most of the properties that concern Nyāya are relational: they are intrinsically properties that are connected to other properties (being n-place relations,
where n = 2 usually). However, class properties (jātis or sāmānyas) are different, in that each member of a class inherently carries this class property.
We can thus treat each such jāti as a subcategory of World, whose objects
are the entities of the world that count as members of that jāti, and whose only
arrows are the arrows from one object (which we can take as “representing”
the class as a single entity). This object, by definition, is the initial object for
its class. Each arrow from it to an entity in the world represents the relation
by which a class property resides in a member of the class.
More concretely, and to use a favorite example of the Naiyāyikas, consider
all the pots (ghaṭas) of the world. We can treat them as a category Ghaṭa,
which looks like the following:
⊥Ghaṭa
pot1

···

potn

Figure 3.30: The category of pots, Ghaṭa
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This approach has a number of advantages.
• Because initial objects are unique up to isomorphism for any category,
we ensure that two classes which have the same extension also have the
same—up to isomorphism—class property.
• It gives us an object ⊥Ghaṭa in World which we can use to refer to the
whole class together.

• Furthermore—and this is in fact a strength—this method in itself does not
distinguish between jātis and upādhis. The diagrams will look the same
for both, which accords with the fact that the terminology used in Nyāya
does not distinguish between them.40
• This method can be extended to higher-order properties as well, as can
be seen in the diagram below. (Note that this is only possible because
the diagram does not distinguish between jātis and upādhis, because the
higher-order properties are technically upādhis, as they only have a single
object as locus.)
In this case, I have switched notation and used P [pot], P [P [pot]], and so
on to represent the class properties. I have done so for three reasons:
1. to avoid the cumbersome notation of ⊥⊥Ghaṭa and so on;
2. to capitalize on the fact that we can in fact recognize ⊥Ghaṭa as being the
class property of pot-ness; and

3. to respect the fact that the Navya Nyāya language uses an extensible
notation for higher-order properties (ghaṭatva, ghaṭatvatva, and so on).
40. The main distinction—that jātis occur in their loci through samavāya (inherence) and upādhis
through svarūpa-sambandhas—can be indicated via other means, as will be shown in the section
on relational properties.
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..
.
P [P [pot]]

P [pot]
pot1

···

potn

Figure 3.31: A potentially infinite tower of higher-order properties
3.10.2 Compound imposed properties as (co)products
Whereas class properties are “simple”, in the sense of being initial objects which
do not have any further internal structure, this does not hold for sakhaṇḍô’pādhis, compound imposed locatables (like beastness) that can be “factorized”
into parts.41
Clearly embodied entities with spatiotemporal extension, like humans and
pots, count as compound imposed locatables: they have parts, and they are
locatable in space and/or time. The Lamp offers two examples to show how
much further these can be pushed.
Thus, every color-trope is itself a compound imposed locatable, because it
is always the occurrence of a color class property in a particular locus. A patch
of blue is a locus for P [blue], and thus necessarily has two “parts”: a P [blue]
part and a P [locus] part.42
Every color-trope object is therefore the target of two arrows, one from a
41. U. Jha (2004, p. 28, §3): yathā paśutvam. tad dhi lomaval-lāṅgūlavattvam. tataś ca tasya [paśoḥ]
loma-lāṅgūlâ-’’daya aṃśā bahavo vartanta iti dravya-rūpaṃ paśutvaṃ dharmaḥ sakhaṇḍô-’pādhiḥ.
42. Note that this is distinct from the blue color-trope itself having a locus, say a pot. Every color-trope
has a locus in some substance, but it itself is always a locus for a color class-property.
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color class-property and one from a P [locus]. We can thus think of each colortrope object as being the “union”, loosely speaking, of these two components.
This is not a set-theoretic union, but rather a way of indicating that the two
properties (which are themselves simple) are “injected” into the color-trope,
which is therefore more complex than either of them.
P [locatee]

P [blue]

P [locus]
ib

s

i locu

lue

blue color-trope
=
P [blue] 5 P [locus]
Another example given in the Lamp is more ambiguous: it notes that P [beast]
“which has the form of a substance” can thus be treated as a compound imposed property. This statement as it stands is unclear, because P [beast] is not
a substance itself, but is rather some sort of class-property (whether natural
or imposed): it makes no sense, for instance, to talk about P [beast] as having
a color or possessing a tail. However, any particular beast is of course a substance, and can be the locus of such properties as bearing-a-tail (P [H [tail]])
and possessing-fur (P [H [fur]]). It should therefore be obvious that every particular beast is thus a compound imposed locatable in just the same way that a
color-trope is also a compound imposed locatable: it is a “union” of a tail and
fur (and of any other characteristics we would want to assign to a broad class
like P [beast]), and thus is the target of two arrows.
However, if we take the literal reading of the Lamp seriously, we must treat
P [beast] as a compound imposed locatable property (in addition to any particular beast). The logical properties into which it can be factorized are P [H [tail]])
and P [H [fur]]. However, this raises an issue: it does not make sense to say that
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P [beast] is the “union” of P [H [tail]] and P [H [fur]]. If anything, from an extensional perspective P [beast] is the “intersection” of P [H [tail]] and P [H [fur]]:
to be a beast is both to be a tail-possessor and a fur-possessor. The case of
P [beast] thus seems to be the converse of the case of a particular beast:
1. A particular beast might be regarded as the “union” of various parts,
whereas P [beast] seems more like the “intersection” of P [H [tail]] and
P [H [fur]].
2. Dually, it does not make sense to regard a beast as being the “intersection”
of a tail and fur (which would be some sort of furry tail), or to regard
P [beast] as the “union” of P [H [tail]] and P [H [fur]] (which would refer
to all creatures which are tail-possessing or fur-possessing, including such
unfurry creatures as lizards and sharks).
3. There is a natural arrow from each part to a beast, which we might label the “belongs to” or “located in” relation, whereas there seem to be
natural arrows from P [beast] to P [H [tail]] and P [H [fur]] (which model
the perspective shift from seeing an individual as a beast to seeing it as
a tail-possessor or a fur-possessor).
4. In the case of the beast, the natural arrow points from the simpler entity
to the more complex entity, whereas in the case of P [beast], the natural
arrow points from the more complex entity (the “intersection” of two
properties) to the simpler entity (one property).
In category-theoretical terms, we can think of P [beast] as a product, with
the natural arrows from it being projections. A particular beast (or a colortrope, for that matter) is a coproduct, with the natural arrows from its components to it called injections. To reflect the fact that products resemble
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set-theoretic intersections and coproducts resemble set-theoretic unions, let us
use ⊓ for products and 5 for coproducts.

This distinction is not made anywhere in the Lamp, or anywhere else in

Navya Nyāya logic to the best of my knowledge, but for now, I believe it marks
a significant distinction in the ways that a single locatable may be made up of
different components.
P [beast]
=
P [H [tail]] ⊓ P [H [fur]]
πf

π tail

ur

P [H [tail]]

P [H [fur]]

P [tail]

P [fur]
tailk

furk
ita

i fur k

il
k

beastk
=
tailk 5 furk
Figure 3.32: Compound imposed properties, products, and coproducts
The use of the index k on the individual is meant to represent the fact that
this holds true for every beast indexed k which has a tail and fur. The class
properties enclosed inside P [·] are, of course, singular and hence unindexed.

3.11 Relational properties
As part of the Navya Nyāya attempt to reconcile a burgeoning interest in relations with the locus–locatable metaphor that pervaded Navya Nyāya’s approach to the world, elational properties were used extensively. A relation
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between two entities could be seen as a pair of relational properties, each located in one of the two relata. (The pair of relational properties themselves
were intrinsically intertwined by the descriptor-descriptee relation, nirūpyanirūpaka-bhāva. This could potentially spiral out into a never-ending cascade
of ever-more abstract properties being linked by descriptor-descriptee relations,
so it may perhaps be most effective to treat this relation as a primitive.)
There are a large number of relational property-pairs that have been intensively investigated by Naiyāyikas, including:
• property and property-bearer, dharma-dharmi-bhāva, Dharm
• locus and locatee, ādhārâ-’’dheya-bhāva, Ādh
• cause and effect, kāraṇa-kārya-bhāva, Kār
• qualifier and qualificand, viśeṣaṇa-viśeṣya-bhāva, Viśeṣ
• content and container, viṣaya-viṣayi-bhāva, Viṣay
• pervadendum and pervader, vyāpya-vyāpaka-bhāva, Vyāp
• signifier and signified, śakta-śakya-bhāva, Śak
• definiendum and definiens (definition), lakṣya-lakṣaṇa-bhāva, Lak
The bold-faced text on each line represents the category that I will use to analyze that relation. All of these categories share the same structure, which we
will now examine.
But before diving into a category-theoretic foundation for these relational
properties, let us first see how Nyāya handles them in a simple case. Let us
consider the situation where Rāma is Daśaratha’s son. This situation would
be described by Naiyāyikas in different ways (with some of their usual translations):
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1. Rāmo Daśarathasya putraḥ. (“Rāma is Daśaratha’s son.”)
2. Daśaratho putratvena [putratva-sambandhena] Rāme ’nveti. (“Daśaratha is
related to Rāma through [the relation of] sonhood.”)
3. Daśaratha-niṣṭha-pitṛtva-nirūpita-putratvavān Rāmaḥ. (“Rāma possesses sonhood described by the fatherhood located in Daśaratha.”)
4. Daśaratha-niṣṭha-Daśarathatvâ-’vacchinna-pitṛtva-nirūpita-Rāmatvâ-’vacchinna-putratvavān Rāmaḥ. (“Rāma possesses sonhood-delimited-by-Rāmahood
described by the fatherhood delimited by the Daśarathahood located in
Daśaratha.”)
These translations into English are monotonically increasing in regards to
their clumsiness and monotonically decreasing in regards to their comprehensibility. This is because such expressions are not in keeping with the usual idiom
of the English language.43
However, these translations illustrate some useful points:
1. An object • can construe with another object ⋆ only through a property
located in ⋆.44

2. The two relational properties must be resident in different entities, as
evinced by the use of the word niṣṭha and the possessive affix -matup in
these compounds.
43. Indeed, the sentiment that such expressions are not in keeping with the usual idiom of Sanskrit
was expressed by many non-logicians in medieval India!
44. It is this feature that has led some previous scholars to assert that the directions of relations in
Navya Nyāya are somehow opposed to the order that we would use in English. In fact, the Navya
Nyāya idiom is actually quite sensible once we realize that they are thinking about real entities,
and not about terms or propositions or relations-as-ordered-pairs. We can think of P [son] as a sort
of “handle” on the entity we refer to by the name “Rāma”, and it is by means of this handle that
it can be picked up by the entity referred to by the name “Daśaratha”.
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3. The two properties must relate to each other by a special symmetrical
relation, description (nirūpya-nirūpaka-bhāva).
4. An entity relates to a relational property only insofar as it is a member
of some class or the other. When this class is obvious, it can go without
mentioning, but in other cases it must mentioned. This class is related to
the relational property by the relation of delimitation.
Given this, let us first look at translations of these sentences into diagrams
that will help us make the associations with category theory. A starred arrow in one of these diagrams is expanded in the next one using commutative
triangles, by introducing one or more new objects. It should be clear from
these successive expansions that the Navya Nyāya method of analyzing these
relations accords well with the category-theoretic perspective.
We begin with the most basic sentence, “Rāma is Daśaratha’s son.”
Rāma

son-of
∗

Daśaratha

Figure 3.33: “Rāma is Daśaratha’s son.”
We then turn to “Daśaratha is related to Rāma through P [son].” It becomes
clear here that the awkward phrasing in English conceals a simple commutative
diagram in the original.
P [son]
∗

Rāma

son-of

Daśaratha

Figure 3.34: “Daśaratha is related to Rāma through P [son].”
This can further be expanded into “Rāma possesses P [son] described by
P [father] located in Daśaratha.” This new sentence first illustrates the mutually descriptive nature of the properties P [son] and P [father]. A more fluid
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translation of this sentence into something closer to idiomatic English could
be “Rāma has the property of being a son which is mutually and inseparably
connected with Daśaratha’s property of being a father.”
P [son]

describes

∗

∗

Rāma

P [father]
Daśaratha

son-of

Figure 3.35: “Rāma possesses P [son] described by P [father] located in
Daśaratha.”
The fullest expansion that would typically be necessitated in such a case
would be “Rāma possesses P [son]-delimited-by-P [Rāma] described by P [father]
delimited by the P [Daśaratha] located in Daśaratha.” This demonstrates the
role played by delimitation, which “filters” the relation by which the two entities enter into the mutually descriptive relation.45
A relatively fluid translation of this into English could be “Rāma, insofar
as he is Rāma, has the property of being a son which is mutually and inseparably connected with Daśaratha’s property of being a father, which Daśaratha
possesses insofar as he is Daśaratha.”
P [Rāma]

delimited-by

P [son]
Rāma

describes
∗

of son

P [father]

delimited-by

P [Daśaratha]

Daśaratha

Figure 3.36: “Rāma possesses P [son]-delimited-by-P [Rāma] described by
P [father] delimited by the P [Daśaratha] located in Daśaratha.”
These diagrams suggest that we should have a separate category for each
45. The direction of the delimitation arrow is the opposite of the arrow drawn in Jha and Wada’s work.
This is because I wish to emphasize that the location of relational properties like P [son] in real
delimits

entities is an indirect relation. I could well have drawn the arrow as =⇒ , but that would not
have served the analytical purpose of the problem at hand.
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pair of relational properties. Each of these categories will contain two objects
and two arrows between them. We can name these categories in ways that
reflect the properties they represent. Thus, the category Viśeṣ represents the
qualifier-qualificand relationship (viśeṣya-viśeṣaṇa-bhāva), and has two objects
representing P [qualifier] (viśeṣaṇatā) and P [qualificand] (viśeṣyatā).
describes

P [viśeṣya]

P [viśeṣaṇa]
describes

The same structure applies to all such pairs, including P [son]—P [father].
3.11.1 Delimitation
Given such a category of a pair of relational properties RelPair, we can then
define two functors I, G from RelPair to World. The first is the inclusion functor which maps the objects and arrows of RelPair into the same objects and
arrows, now seen as objects and arrows of World. The second maps onto two
objects in World which are class properties, which we know to be the delimitors (avacchedakas). Then the natural transformation I =⇒ G, which relies
η

on the η-arrows that represent the delimitation of one relatum by a delimitor,
represents the process of delimitation.
relatum1

G

describes

ηrelatum1

G(relatum1 )

G(f )

I(relatum2 )
delimited-by

η

delimited-by

describes

relatum2

I(relatum1 )

I

ηrelatum1

G(relatum2 )

Figure 3.37: Natural transformation η representing the process of delimitation
The arrow G(f ) is an arrow between the two class properties that is induced
by the relation between the two entities that are actually related. Thus, going
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back to the specific case of Rāma and Daśaratha, we have
PitPut
η
I

G

World
which gives us the specific commuting squares:
P [son]

describes

ηP [father]

delimited-by

ηP [son]

delimited-by

P [Rāma]

Rāma

P [father]

P [Daśaratha]

son-of

Daśaratha

Here, the arrow P [Rāma] −
→ P [Daśaratha] is induced by the father-son

relationship between Rāma and Daśaratha, the arrows P [son] →
− Rāma and

P [father] −
→ Daśaratha are the result of arrow composition, and the dotted

arrow is obtained because the whole structure commutes. The Navya Nyāya
language system, and these diagrams, are thus rigorously consistent with category theory.

3.12 Cognitions
So far, we have applied category theory to the primitives of Navya Nyāya logic:
objects, properties, relations, and the like. We can now use these primitives
to understand cognitions, which play the same sort of role in Navya Nyāya
logic that propositions play in Western logic. Thus, just as Western logicians
study subjects and predicates, so too do Navya Naiyāyikas study different kinds
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of cognitive episodes with qualifiers and qualificands. The Lamp’s brief summary of this topic allows us to start structuring Navya Nyāya logic in terms of
category theory.
3.12.1 Structure of cognition
Although the Lamp does not enter into any details about the structure of a
cognitive episode, it may be worth bringing up some basic points.
Every cognitive episode (jñāna) necessarily requires two other entities: a
cognizer (jñātṛ or jñānin) and some content of cognition (viṣaya). The supremely dominant metaphor for cognition in Navya Nyāya is that of a container
containing something: a cognition is a container (viṣayin) for some content
(viṣaya). This cognition is believed to reside, via inherence, in a self (ātman),
from the very beginnings of Nyāya philosophy.46
Every cognition must therefore involve at least three entities: a cognizer,
a content, and the cognition as a “bridge” between the two. Of course, the
abstract properties will all be delimited by the appropriate delimitors in every
concrete instantiation of such a picture.
3.12.2 Sequence of cognitions
According to the Lamp, cognitions proceed in three steps:
1. primary perceptions, which are non-conceptual (nirvikalpaka) cognitions
2. secondary perceptions, which are conceptual (savikalpaka) cognitions
or cognitions of qualified entities (viśiṣṭa-jñāna)
46. For instance, NyāSū I · 1 · 10: icchā-dveṣa-prayatna-sukha-duḥkha-jñānāni ātmanaḥ liṅgam (“Desire,
revulsion, effort, pleasure, pain, cognition: these are the characteristics of the self”).
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describes

P [container]

P [content]

P [samaveta]
describes

jñāna

content

occurs-in

P [samavāyin]

ātman
Figure 3.38: General structure of a cognition
3. tertiary perceptions, which are conceptual cognitions of qualified entities
which qualify other entities
cognitions

non-conceptual
primary

conceptual
secondary

tertiary

Non-conceptual cognitions In a non-conceptual cognition, two entities
are cognized, but not the relation between them. As a result, they cannot be
structured as one entity qualifying the other, and therefore cannot be verbalized. Thus, the two entities separately form the content (viṣaya) of the cognition, but not the relation between them.
P [container]
non-conceptual
cognition

P [content]

pot

qualifies

Figure 3.39: Non-conceptual cognition of a pot
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P [pot]

In this case, we cannot verbalize our non-conceptual cognition of the pot,
as to do so would require us to “perceive its P [pot]”, that is, to see it as being
a pot. Since we don’t see the pot as being qualified by the P [pot], or indeed
anything else, we cannot express this verbally in any way.
Conceptual cognitions In a conceptual cognition, the two entities are cognized as being related as qualifier and qualificand in some way. The term used
for such a cognition is viśiṣṭa-jñāna, or the cognition of a qualified entity.47
P [container]
conceptual
cognition

P [content]

pot

qualifies

P [pot]

Figure 3.40: Conceptual cognition of a pot as being a pot
As noted above, conceptual cognitions may either be “secondary” cognitions or “tertiary” cognitions. The distinction between the two here is that a
secondary cognition cognizes a “simple” entity as being qualified by a “simple”
property, whereas a tertiary cognition cognizes a qualified entity as being qualified by another qualified entity. Thus a tertiary cognition is necessarily reliant
on secondary cognitions.
Let us now take one example of a tertiary cognition from the Lamp and flesh
it out more fully: Consider a scenario where we see a black horse in a stable.48
47. This compound is frequently translated as “qualified cognition”, treating it as a karma-dhāraya
type of compound. This interpretation cannot, however, be correct, as it is not the cognition
itself which is qualified in some way. Rather it is the content of such a cognition which has as its
object an entity which is qualified in some way. Thus, I prefer to translate this as a ṣaṣṭhī-tatpuruṣa
compound, meaning “cognition of a qualified entity”.
48. This is a variant of the actual example in the Lamp: kṛṣṇa-paśu-pūrṇā paśu-śālā (“the cowshed is
full of black cows”).
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On the account of cognition we have seen so far, we will have the following
cognitions:
1. (primary cognitions)
(a) A non-conceptual cognition of the horse
(b) A non-conceptual cognition of the black color-trope
(c) A non-conceptual cognition of the stable
2. (secondary cognitions)
(a) A conceptual cognition of the horse as being a black horse
(b) A conceptual cognition of the stable as being a stable
3. (tertiary cognition) A conceptual cognition of the black horse as being
related to the stable by the locus-locatee relation
3.12.3 Structure of cognitions of qualified entities
The content of a cognition of a qualified entity is always of a qualificand
(viśeṣya) in a particular mode (prakāra). In each of these is located its respective abstract property, P [qualificand] and P [mode]. These two relational
properties describe each other, although sometimes for the sake of conciseness
(as before), we may say that the qualificand describes the P [mode] or that the
mode describes the P [qualificand].49
For instance, consider the following seemingly similar statements:
• The cognition “the evening star is the morning star” presents the evening
star under the mode of being the morning star; similarly, “the morning
49. U. Jha (2004, 127, §48): viśeṣye viśeṣyatā prakāre ca prakāratā vartate. te ca parasparaṃ nirūpyanirūpaka-bhāvâ-’’panne. viśeṣyatā-nirūpitā prakāratā bhavati, prakāratā-nirūpitā ca viśeṣyatā. ity evaṃ
prakāratā viśeṣya-nirūpitā bhavati, viśeṣyatā ca prakāra-nirūpitā.
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star is the evening star” presents the morning star under the mode of
being the evening star.
P [mode]

P [qualificand]

P [P [morning-star]]

P [evening-star]

P [morning-star]
s

lifie

e

qua

P [mode]

P [P [evening-star]]

P [qualificand]

P [evening-star]

P [morning-star]
qua
lifie
s

m
• In the cognition “the evening star and the morning star are identical”, in
which it is the identity relation between two qualified entities which is
cognized: the two qualificands are presented under the mode of being
the relata of the identity relation.
• In the case of “Venus is the evening star and the morning star”, the qualificand is Venus, which is presented under the mode of being both evening
star and morning star.
Types of qualifiers An entity usually has many different qualifiers (viśeṣaṇas):
a class property, its spatiotemporal situation, its relations to other entities, and
so on. These various qualifiers can come to play distinct functional roles in
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P [P [I-relatum]]

P [mode]

P [I-relatum]

describes

P [P [I-relatum]]
de

sc
rib

es

P [I-relatum]

P [evening-star]

P [qualificand]

P [morning-star]

e

identical

m

Figure 3.41: “The evening star and the morning star are identical”
P [P [evening-star]]

P [mode]

P [P [morning-star]]

describes

P [evening-star]

P [qualificand]
qua

P [morning-star]
s

lifie
qua

lifie

s

Venus
Figure 3.42: “Venus is the evening star and the morning star”
cognition, which must therefore be carefully separated. It is therefore worth
listing some of these different roles:
• A qualifier can be a delimitor (avacchedaka) of its qualificand. For instance, P [pot] is a qualifier of every pot, and so when we perceive a
certain p as being a pot, or when p is relevant to us insofar as p is a pot
(and not, for instance, insofar as it is a human artifact or a substance or
a composite entity), we are using the qualifier P [pot] as a delimitor of p.
• A qualifier can be a delimitor (avacchedaka) of some other property
present in its qualificand.50
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Thus, when we are interested in talking about p as being the effect of a certain pot-maker’s efforts, we delimit its property P [effect] by its qualifier
P [pot]: p is an effect insofar as it is a pot. Similarly, when p is cognized
as being a pot, we say its P [qualificand] is delimited by its P [pot].
• A qualifier can be a mode (prakāra) of presentation in the conceptual
cognition of its qualificand. Thus, suppose our favorite pot p is blue in
color: it has the qualifier P [blue]. Then, when we have a conceptual
cognition of p as being blue, p’s qualifier P [blue] is the mode under which
p is presented to us.51
In the case of tertiary conceptual cognitions, we have multiple qualifiers
of multiple qualificands under multiple modes, forcing us to further classify
modes into two major types:
• A qualifier is attributive (siddha, lit. “established”) when it is already
known to us and is being used in order to specify the qualificand.
• A qualifier is predicative (sādhya, lit. “to-be-established”) when it adds
new informational content in regards to the qualificand.52
Both attributive and predicative qualifiers are necessarily modes of presenting the qualificand. The predicative qualifier is then the principal mode
(i.e., to have mukhya-prakāratā) under which the qualificand is presented, and
corresponding to this mode the qualificand is said to be the primary quali√
50. This use of derived forms of ava chid is related to, but conceptually distinct from, the first.
51. Other qualifiers of p, such as its being made up of clay or its being exceptionally beautiful or its
being filled with water, are not presented to us under this particular cognition, and so cannot be
modes of the cognition—even though they continue to be qualifiers of p.
52. A predicative (sādhya) qualifier and its corresponding qualificand are sometimes known as vidheya
(injungendum) and uddeśya (topic or referendum) respectively.
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ficand (i.e., to have mukhya-viśeṣyatā). Thus, in the cognition “the blue pot is
beautiful” in regards to our favorite pot p, we have the following qualifiers:
• P [pot]:
1. delimitor of p
2. delimitor of p’s P [qualificand] corresponding to the mode P [blue]
3. delimitor of p’s P [qualificand] corresponding to the mode P [beautiful]
• P [blue]:
1. mode of cognizing p
2. attributive qualifier
• P [beautiful]
1. mode of cognizing p
2. predicative qualifier, and hence:
3. principal mode of cognizing p

P [principal]

P [secondary]

P [-mode⋆]

P [pot]
P [-qualificand⋆]

P [mode]
P [qualificand]

P [beautiful]

P [blue]
p
Figure 3.43: “The blue pot is beautiful”
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3.13 On doubt and certainty in cognitions
All the cognitions we have seen so far share one common property: In each of
them, a single qualificand is seen as being qualified by one (or more) qualifiers.
All of these are thus determinate cognitions (niścayas), in which a single
qualifier or its absence is affirmed of a locus.53
This is also true of complex cognitions involving principal and secondary
modes, because even in such cases there is still a single principal mode for the
qualificand to which the other modes are subordinated.
P [content cognitive]
P [mode]
P [qualificand]
P [pot]
p
Figure 3.44: Determinate cognition: “This is a pot”
We may, however, also have collective cognitions (samūhâ-’’lambanajñānas), in which a set of qualificands is cognized, each under its own mode.54
There are thus multiple P [qualificand]s in such a cognition.55
We may also have doubts (saṃśayas), in which a qualifier and its absence
are simultaneously the modes describing a single qualificand.56
53. U. Jha (2004, 132-133, §52): yatra jñāne ekam eva tad eva tad-abhāva eva vā prakāratayā bhāsate
sa niścayaḥ.
54. U. Jha (ibid., 132-133, §52): samūhâ-’’lambana-sthale tu pratyeka-prakāratā-nirūpitā pṛthak-pṛthakviśeṣyatā bhavati.
55. We may note that each of the qualificands is itself cognized determinately, although this point is
not made in the Lamp.
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P [mode]

P [content]
P [qualificand]

P [mode]
P [qualificand]

P [pot]

P [cloth]
p

c

Figure 3.45: Collective cognition: “These are a pot and a piece of cloth”
In this case, the word alternative (koṭi) is usually used instead of “mode”,
but it still refers to a putative qualifier which may qualify a qualificand.
P [content]
P [qualificand]
P [mode]

P [mode]
P [tall]

P [man]

A [man]
p

Figure 3.46: Doubt: “This tall thing is either a man or not”
The Lamp offers another, more controversial, example of a doubt: “This is
either a pole or a man.” There are two alternatives for interpreting this:
• The “four-cornered” (catuṣkoṭika) interpretation: the locus of doubt has
four alternatives: presence of P [pole], absence of P [pole], presence of
P [man], absence of P [man].57
56. U. Jha (2004, 132-133, §52): yasmiṃs tu [jñāne] punas tad tad-abhāvaś ca ubhayam eva bhāsate
sa saṃśayaḥ … saṃśaye hi ekasmin viśeṣye pratiyogī tad-abhāvaś ca paraspara-viruddhāv apy ubhau
prakāratayā bhāsete iti niyamaḥ. tatra bhāvâ-’bhāvô-’bhaya-prakāratā-nirūpitā ekaî ’va viśeṣyatā
bhavati.
57. U. Jha (ibid., 132-133, §52): «ayaṃ sthāṇur vā puruṣo vā» ity-ādau saṃśaye koṭi-catuṣṭayam:
sthāṇutvaṃ, sthāṇutvâ-’bhāvaḥ, puruṣatvaṃ, puruṣatvâ-’bhāvaścê ’ti. ata evâ ’yaṃ saṃśayaś catuṣkoṭika ity ucyate.
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P [qualificand]
P [mode]

P [mode]

P [mode]

P [mode]

P [pole]

A [P [pole]]

P [tall]
A [P [man]]

P [man]
e

Figure 3.47: Four-cornered doubt: “This is either a pole or a man”
• The “two-cornered” interpretation: the locus of doubt has two alternatives: presence of P [pole], or presence of P [man] which opposes P [pole].58
P [qualificand]
P [mode]

P [mode]
P [tall]

P [man]

opposes

P [pole]

e
Figure 3.48: Two-cornered doubt: “This is either a pole or a man”

The relation of opposition

What prevents the simultaneous co-occurrence

of the two alternatives in the qualificand in the “two-cornered” interpretation
is the relation of opposition (virodha). Although this is left undefined in the
Lamp, we may infer that two entities are mutually opposed paraspara-viruddha
when each must be collocated with the other’s absence.

58. U. Jha (2004, 132-133, §52): kecit tu vadanti: atrâ ’pi koṭi-dvayam evâ ’sti, sthāṇutvaṃ sthāṇutvaviruddha-puruṣatvaṃ cê ’ti.
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4.1 Introduction
The Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika worldviews are founded upon human beings’ commonsense experience of the world. That is, they accept that everyday human cognitions correctly grasp their objects (unless they are erroneous, of course), and
that investigating the nature of human cognitions can tell us something about
the nature of the world. Among these experiences available to the common
sense, we have the following:
1. There are in fact “things” in the world which can be objects of human
cognition, just as common-sense experience tells us.
2. “Things” move. They may move due to some external force, as in the
case of a javelin thrown by an Olympian or of a tree’s branches being
shaken by the wind; or they may move of their own volition, as in the
case of humans who walk or birds which fly. In either case, we agree that
there are things whose physical location changes over time (whatever this
“time” may be).
3. “Things” have properties. That is, it is possible to say such things like
“yonder box is heavy” or “that pot is blue” or “this food is salty”. In such
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cases, we would agree that the commonsensical notion is that there are
things that have the properties, respectively, of being heavy, being blue,
and being salty (whatever it means for something to be a property).
4. “Things” can underlie certain transformations. Thus, we see potters shaping a lump of clay into a pot, and our inclination is to assume that there
is something that was once a lump of clay which has become a pot. That
is, that there is something underlying the changing of the clay into the
pot.
5. “Things” can be made up of other “things”. So we can thus join two pothalves together to make a pot, which is distinct from the two pot-halves
in that it has new properties (being able to store water, for instance).
These pre-philosophical intuitions may motivate us to posit the existence
of certain entities that fulfil the roles of the aforementioned “things” in these
intuitions. Now, this may lead us to think that we ought to posit multiple
kinds of things: thing1 s which move, thing2 s which are property-bearers, and
so on. However, we may also observe that, very frequently, these kinds of
things overlap.
Thus a pot is a thing5 because it is made up of two other thing5 s called pothalves, but it can also be a thing1 if it is thrown through the air, and a thing2 if
it is hard and heavy. Since it is cumbersome to think that this same pot cycles
through different ontological categories as it is sailing through the air, we might
as well suppose that things-in-general have all these characteristics, while only
specific entities may be missing some of them. (A brick wall, for instance, has
properties like color and dimension, and can serve as the substrate for various
transformations like being breached, and is clearly made up of bricks; but it
cannot move.) Indeed, this also accords with our common-sense notion of how
things behave in general.1
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Such a “thing” is essentially what is known as a dravya in Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika,
usually translated “substance”. Substances play a hugely important role in all
the Nyāya ontological schemata. According to all of these schemata, the world
consists of multiple substances interacting with one another. Substances are
the substrates for property-tropes and motions, and play an important role
in causality as well. Furthermore, as Vaiśeṣika atomism survives into Navya
Nyāya times, all these schemata agree that substances can assemble in structured ways to generate new substances.
But while the various schemata agree broadly on how substances function,
they disagree on exactly what substances there are and what their characteristics are. This is of particular importance in soteriology, for the vast majority of
Naiyāyikas agree that individual selves are a kind of substance, and thus any
theory of substance that imperils the status of individual selves simply cannot
be acceptable to Naiyāyikas.

4.2 Generally accepted substances
The Standard Model and the Radical Revision both agree on the existence of
six types of substances: earth, water, fire, air, soul, and manas (the mental
“spotlight” or “pinhole”, which I will simply translate as “mind”). One early
source of confusion should be addressed immediately: when Naiyāyikas say
that fire, for instance, is a substance, what they mean is that every fire that exists in the world is an individual substance. Each of those entities in the world,
which can be referred to by the word “fire”, is a separate entity (padârtha) and
a distinct substance (dravya). All of those substances, though, share a property,
P [fire]. This common property P [fire] is not a substance (indeed, Naiyāyikas
1. We may also use this as argument against the validity of our intuitions regarding such “things”, but
such a revisionist metaphysics is not Nyāya’s project. Indeed, Nyāya’s project is arguably directed
against precisely such attempts at overthrowing our common-sense metaphysical notions.
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would argue that P [fire] is in fact a universal); each of its loci, however, is
a substance which is a fire. It is thus somewhat misleading to speak of fire
as being a substance; the English use of the word “fire” without an associated
determiner or article may lead us to think that it is the class-property P [fire]
which is the substance, when in fact what this really means is that every fire is
a substance.
Of these six substances, the first four are indisputably material substances.
The precise meanings of the terms “physical”, “material”, and “embodied” are
disputed by Raghunātha, but for now, it suffices to note that everybody agrees
that the distinctions among earth, air, water, and fire are encoded at the level
of the smallest particles considered relevant. (What these “smallest relevant”
particles are is also a matter for debate, but it is agreed by all Naiyāyikas that
there is indeed a class of particles which are as small as needed to get the
ontology to work, but no smaller.)
Whether mind is material or not, and whether it is atom-sized or not, is also
disputed by Raghunātha. It appears that he thought mind could also be ontologically reduced to one of the four material substances, but nevertheless wanted
to preserve its unique function. It may therefore be that “mind”, for Raghunātha, was a particular mode in which the four material substances operated,
and not a distinct ontological class.
Finally, while both the Standard Model and the Radical Revision agree that
ātmans (“souls” or “selves”, or perhaps even “persons”) exist, there appears to
be some difference between the two positions on precisely what this entails. In
the Standard Model, there are two distinct types of selves: a plurality of individual selves (one per living being), and a single solitary supreme self, known
as Īśvara. These two types of selves differ in nature and in terms of the properties that inhere in them. While it appears at first that Raghunātha is willing to
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go along with this, some of his remarks and arguments in his text suggest that
he thought that Īśvara was not, properly speaking, a self at all, but rather a sui
generis individual.2

4.3 Debates on space and time
The Standard Model includes space and time as separate substances. Unlike the
previous six, though, both space and time are singular, all-pervasive, eternal
substances. Raghunātha regards them as superfluous, and thus seeks to eliminate them as independent substances. This leads a number of later thinkers,
Veṇīdatta among them, to attack his arguments on a number of grounds.
4.3.1 The Standard Model account of space and time
The Standard Model’s account of time is summarized in a passage by Gaṅgādhara:
Time is an occasional cause for the arising of everything, and is a
locus for the cosmos. Cognitions like “now, a pot” are founded in
the fact of time being the locus for the pot. Time is established by
its being the locus for contact with the non-inhered-in cause of the
tropes of temporal proximality and distality.
Time is unitary, all-pervading, and eternal. But even though it is
unitary, it motivates the conventional usage of terms like “instant”
by force of imposed conditions. These include such things as a pot
2. See, for instance, Raghunātha’s argument (Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 55)): sukhâ-’’di-samavāyikāraṇatâ-’vacchedakatvena siddham ātmatvaṃ jātir nê ’śvara iti, “The universal P [self], established
as being the delimitor of the inhered-in cause of pleasure (and pain), does not occur in Īśvara.”
This might not itself mean that Raghunātha rejects Īśvara as being a self—perhaps all he wishes to
claim is that pleasures and pains do not inhere in Īśvara, and so someone who thinks that being
a self is necessary for something to be the locus of pleasures and pains would have to think that
Īśvara is not a self. However, it may also be that Raghunātha regarded Īśvara as being categorically
different from individual selves, and hence as being a sui generis individual.
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qualified by the prior absence of tropes, the final contact of threads
delimited by the prior absence of the cloth-whole, or by a causal
complex qualified by its own effect.3
Much of this passage also applies mutatis mutandis to the Standard Model account of space as well.
4.3.1.1 Inferring time
Jagadīśa notes that “air, ether, time, space, and mind cannot be perceived.”4
Space and time can, however, be inferred from the tropes of distality (paratva) and proximality (aparatva). These two tropes each come in two flavors,
spatial and temporal, and are responsible for human judgements of the sort “X
is spatially more proximal than Y” or “A is temporally more distant than B”.
Jagadīśa offers an inference for the existence of time, relying on the Standard
Model’s account of temporal proximality and distality:
[Time] can be inferred as follows:
P : A particular cognition of a body as qualified by greater motion

of the sun, which gives rise to a trope of temporal proximality

S : is dependent on an effector of an indirect relation
H : because of its being a cognition of a qualified entity in the
absence of a direct relation

D : as in the cognition “the crystal is red”.
3. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 10): sarvô-’tpattiman-nimittaṃ jagad-ādhāraś ca kālaḥ. «idānīṃ ghaṭaḥ» ityādi-pratyayo hi kālasya ghaṭâ-’’dhāratām avagāhate. kāla-kṛta-paratvâ-’paratvayor asamavāyi-kāraṇasaṃyogâ-’’śrayatayā ca tasya siddhiḥ. sa ca eko vibhur nityaś ca. eko ’py ayam upādhi-vaśāt kṣaṇâ’’di-vyavahāra-hetuḥ. upādhiś ca guṇa-prāg-abhāva-viśiṣṭo ghaṭaḥ, paṭa-prāg-abhāvâ-’vacchinnâ-’ntyatantu-saṃyogo vā, sva-kārya-viśiṣṭa-sāmagrī vā.
4. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 3): vāyv-ākāśa-kāla-diṅ-manāṃsi tv apratyakṣāṇi.
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The indirect relation is contact-with-what-is-in-contact-with-thatin-which-something-inheres, and by this the effector of the indirect
relation, time, is established.5
This dense inference needs to be unpacked in order to be evaluated. The site
P of the inference is a cognition c of some body b. More specifically, c is a

cognition of a qualified entity: that is, it is a cognition of b as being qualified
by some property p. In this case, p is the fact of b being qualified by q, a greater
degree of motion of the sun s (than some other body b′ ). Such a cognition
produces a distality trope in the body b, and is part of the sequence of creation
and destruction of temporal proximality and distality tropes. The inference
thus emerges as a reflection upon this cognition, which is the trigger of this
sequence. The target property S inferred in this cognition is the fact of this

cognition being built upon some effector of an indirect relation. The reason
property P that enables us to infer S in P is the fact of c being a cognition

of a qualified entity even in the absence of a direct relation between b and q.
Because a genuine cognition of a qualified entity requires that the qualifier be
related to the qualificand, the absence of a direct relation means that there
must be an indirect relation R between b and q. This R must be built upon
some effector e. (The relevant positive example D that supports this inference

is the cognition “the crystal is red”. This is a stock example, in which a white
(or transparent) crystal is placed next to some red flowers and hence appears
red. The red color-trope is not in fact present directly in the crystal, but in the
red flowers next to the crystal, so that our perception of the crystal as being
red happens indirectly.)
5. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 5): tad-anumānaṃ yathā: paratva-janakaṃ bahutara-ravi-kriyā-viśiṣṭa-śarīrajñānam idam paramparā-sambandha-ghaṭaka-sâpekṣaṃ sākṣāt-sambandhâ-’bhāve sati viśiṣṭa-jñānatvāt,
«lohitaḥ sphaṭika» iti pratyayavat. paramparā-sambandhaś ca sva-samavāyi-saṃyukta-saṃyogaḥ, tena
sambandha-ghaṭakaḥ kālaḥ sidhyati.

156

Jagadīśa then tells us what R is: it is, literally, contact-with-what-is-incontact-with-that-in-which-something-inheres. It begins with q, the motion of
the sun, which as a motion must inhere in the moving body, the sun. The sun,
as is true of all bodies, is located in time via contact. Time is also the locus for
the body b which is the content of the cognition c. Thus, the link between the
qualificand of c (the body b) and the qualifier of c (the motion of the sun) is
mediated by time. Time is the only effector e that can bring about this indirect
relation. Thus, this whole inference helps persuade us that there should really
be a single all-pervading entity called time which is the locus for all entities
and which helps construct temporal proximality and distality tropes.
The whole process can be described in the following fashion:
1. We are interested in a particular type of cognition c, specifically, one that
is able to give rise to a temporal distality trope.
2. Given such a cognition c, we wish to show that it has the target property
S of being built upon an indirect relation.
3. It will have this target property if it possesses the reason property H

of being a cognition of a qualified entity; more specifically, of being a

cognition of a qualified entity where the qualifier is not directly related
to the qualificand.
4. The reason that we can go from c’s having H to c’s having S is that there

is a proper pervasion relation between these two properties; that is, every
entity which has H also has S.

5. This pervasion relation is exemplified in another example, in the case of
a white crystal which appears to be red because it is in contact with some
red flowers (and hence the cognition of a qualified entity of the crystal
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as red is really dependent on the indirect relation of the red trope in the
flower to the crystal).
6. To establish that c has the reason property H, we look at the structure of
the cognition itself, and notice that the qualificand is a body b while the
qualifier q is a motion that inheres in a different object s (the sun). There
is thus no direct relation between b and q.
7. However, if we accept the existence of a single, all-pervasive entity called
“time” which is the locus of all entities, we will be able to construct an
indirect relation between b and q.
8. Furthermore, this entity “time” is precisely what we need in order to
construct temporal distality tropes.
9. Following this chain of thought, we may conclude that there is indeed
such an entity “time”, because we are in fact able to engage in such a
chain of cognition and of reasoning.
A diagrammatic representation of this entire line of reasoning is incredibly
complex, but can in fact be done successfully in a way that respects a categorytheoretical representation of the issue. To simplify matters, I will present two
different diagrams, one focusing on the role of time in constructing the required
indirect relation between b and q, and the other focusing on the particular
inference that takes place at the site c. The two diagrams can be combined by
recognizing that each of the three properties of c shown in the second diagram
is entailed by specific features of the first diagram.
Subdivisions of time Although time is unitary in the Standard Model, the
human experience of moments of time (kṣaṇas) and of time as being divided
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Figure 4.1: Time as the effector of an indirect relation
into past, present, and future needs to be explained. This issue will emerge as
yet another point of debate with Raghunātha.
Instants of time

Gaṅgādhara first addresses the issue of moments of

time:
But even though [time] is unitary, it motivates the conventional
usage of terms like “instant” by force of imposed conditions. These
imposed conditions include such things as a pot qualified by the
prior absence of tropes, the final contact of threads delimited by the
prior absence of the cloth-whole, or by a causal complex qualified
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Figure 4.2: Inference taking place at c
by its own effect.6
The idea is that our perception of periods of time is not actually a direct perception of time, but rather of time as delimited by some other object which
is located in time. If we use an egg timer, for instance, to mark a duration of
three minutes, we are not in fact measuring out a real subdivision of time but
rather artificially imposing a certain arbitrary starting point and another arbitrary ending point and then calling that division “three minutes”. The examples
Gaṅgādhara offers to substantiate the smallest duration of time accepted in the
Standard Model, a kṣaṇa or instant, are also drawn from three stock examples.
All of them are based on one of the key features of a cause in the Standard
Model: a cause must temporally precede its effect.
(SM-Kṣ-Ex1) When a new whole w emerges from the contact of its parts, there
6. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 10): eko ’py ayam upādhi-vaśāt kṣaṇâ-’’di-vyavahāra-hetuḥ. upādhiś
ca guṇa-prāg-abhāva-viśiṣṭo ghaṭaḥ, paṭa-prāg-abhāvâ-’vacchinnâ-’ntya-tantu-saṃyogo vā, sva-kāryaviśiṣṭa-sāmagrī vā.
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exists an extremely short period of time during which w is entirely
free of tropes. This is because any tropes inhering in w have
w as their inhered-in cause and the tropes inhering in the parts
of w as their non-inhered-in cause. Accordingly, the Standard
Model holds that it is impossible for w’s tropes to manifest in w
at the same instant that w itself manifests, because a cause must
temporally precede its effect. This gap of time, during which w
is trope-free, and after which w’s tropes manifest in w, is a kṣaṇa.
(SM-Kṣ-Ex2) Similarly, there also has to be a minimal temporal gap between
the whole-generating contact of parts and the generation of the
whole itself, for the same reason as above: the whole-generating
contact, which is a cause, must temporally precede its effect,
which is the whole. Hence, there is a gap of a kṣaṇa between
the final contact of threads and the arising a piece of cloth.
(SM-Kṣ-Ex3) More generally, whenever a causal complex (kāraṇa-sāmagrī) gives
rise to its effect, there is a gap of duration one kṣaṇa.
In the Standard Model, these kṣaṇas are not real moments or parts of time;
rather, these are the smallest arbitrary subdivisions that one can impose on a
unitary time.
We can frame this issue differently. Given any two entities e1 and e2 , we
know that both must be located in time. However, that does not itself mean that
e1 and e2 are simultaneous, of course. Rather, we must see how e1 temporally
relates to e2 . If there is a relation of temporal co-occurrence between the two
(i.e., the one exists exactly at the same time that the other does), only then can
we assert that e1 and e2 are fully simultaneous (or that the temporal location
of the one delimits the temporal location of the other).
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Past, present, and future

Gaṅgādhara then turns to our perception of

“past”, “present”, and “future”:
The usage of “present”, “past”, “future”, and the like is effected
by a pot, its prior absence, and its posterior (destructive) absence.
Time secondarily indicated by the existence of a pot is “present”,
that is current, time; time secondarily indicated by the prior absence of that pot is “past” time; while time secondarily indicated
by the posterior (destructive) absence of that pot is “future” time.7
The language here may seem a little confusing, but it is meant to illustrate
that the usage of terms like “past” and “future” is relative to the existence of
entities. Something that co-occurs with a pot, something whose existence in
time is delimited by the pot’s being existent, operates in the “present” (of the
pot). If, however, it co-occurs with the prior absence of the pot, then it exists
in the pot’s “past”; and if it co-occurs with the posterior absence that arises
when the pot is destroyed, then it exists in the pot’s “future”. These terms are
thus relative to the existence of entities.
What this means is that an entity e can have (potentially partial) temporal
co-occurrence not just with a reference po(in)t p, but also with its prior absence
7. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 10): ghaṭa-tat-prāgabhāva-dhvaṃsair bhavad-bhūta-bhaviṣyat-kālâ-’’divyavahārāḥ. ghaṭa-sattôp̂ alakṣitaḥ kālo hi bhavan vartamāna ity arthaḥ. tat-prāgabhāvô-’palakṣitasamayo bhūtaḥ. tad-dhvaṃsô-’palakṣito bhaviṣyann iti.
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Aprior [p] and/or its posterior (destructive) absence Aposterior [p]. If e temporally
co-occurs solely with p’s prior absence, then it occurs solely in p’s past; if it
temporally co-occurs with both p and p’s posterior absence, then it occurs both
in p’s present and in p’s future; if it temporally co-occurs with p’s prior absence
as delimited by some other entity e′ , then it occurs only in a part of p’s past;
and so on.
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Figure 4.4: e occurs in p’s present and future but not in its past

4.3.1.2 Inferring space
Jagadīśa notes that a very similar procedure can be followed in order to infer
the existence of space as a unitary, all-pervading substance as well:
A particular cognition [P ] of a body as qualified by greater contact
dependent on a reference-point, which gives rise to spatial distality,
is dependent on an effector of an indirect relation, just as in the
previous inference (of time). By this, space can be established.8
In this case, the cognition c must be of a certain body b as qualified by a greater
number of contact relations w.r.t. a reference-point (which is required in order
8. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 6): avadhi-sâpekṣa-bahutara-saṃyoga-viśiṣṭa-śarīra-jñānam idaṃ paratva-janakaṃ
paramparā-sambandha-ghaṭaka-sâpekṣam ity-ādi pūrvavat; tena ca diśaḥ siddhiḥ.
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to give rise to a spatial distality trope in b). Here too there has to be an indirect
relation between the body b and its qualifier of contact.9
This time, though, it is not time which is the effector of the indirect relation,
but a different substance, space. Jagadīśa offers no explicit reason for this, but
we might infer (from Veṇīdatta’s arguments against Raghunātha), that at least
one possible reason for supposing there are two substances is that the human
phenomenological experience of temporal cognitions appears to be very different from that of spatial cognitions. For the Naiyāyikas, who wish to defend
the common-sense, quotidian experience of the world as being valid, this felt
difference between spatial and temporal experiences may itself have sufficed
to permit two different substances, space and time.10

4.3.1.3 Summary of the Standard Model on space and time
The key doctrines about time and space can be summarized as follows:
(SM-Sub-ST1) Time and space are unitary (i.e., there is exactly one substance
called “time” and one called “space”, with no substructure).
(SM-Sub-ST2) Conventional usage of such words as “before” and “after” or
“nearer” and “farther” or “instant” and the like are all due to
externally imposed conditions.
(SM-Sub-ST3) Time and space are all-pervading.
9. Jagadīśa leaves the nature of this reference point unspecified, but according to Gaṅgādhara the
reference points are in fact the legendary Mountains of Dawn, the easternmost point of the earth,
and the Mountains of Dusk, the westernmost point of the earth (see Gaṅgādhara (1913, pp. 10-11)).
On this account, both spatial and temporal coordinates are absolute for the Naiyāyikas.
10. Contemporary Naiyāyikas might prefer to posit a single substance, spacetime, as the single substrate for both of these relations. However, they would then have to explain how this single
substance can still explain the phenomenological difference in our experiences of space and of
time.
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(SM-Sub-ST4) All entities are located in time and in space.
(SM-Sub-ST5) Time and space are eternal.11
(SM-Sub-ST6) Time and space cannot be perceived directly, but must be inferred on the basis of the tropes of (respectively, temporal and
spatial) proximality and distality.
(SM-Sub-ST7) Instants of time (kṣaṇas) are not real, but are merely artefacts
of imposed conditions.
4.3.2 Raghunātha’s Radical Revision’s elimination of space and time
In stark contrast to the Standard Model, Raghunātha holds that there is no
need to regard space and time as distinct substances. Indeed, he begins his
discussions of the categories with a simple dismissal of space and time: “Space
and time are not distinct from Īśvara, because there is no evidence.”12
Raghunātha thus rejects the traditional inference from judgments of proximality and distality to the existence of singular, all-pervasive, eternal substances.
(In fact, Raghunātha rejects proximality and distality entirely as distinct tropes,
making it impossible to even construct the traditional inference.)
Raghunātha further points out that that, even on the Standard Model’s account, singular space and singular time aren’t enough to actuate human cognitions of proximality and distality. Rather, we depend on (spatial or temporal) juxtapositions of different entities or properties in framing our cognitions. These additional entities or properties are imposed by us (they are up11. It may seem somewhat paradoxical, if not outright contradictory, to assert that time is eternal. This,
however, does not seem to have been raised as an issue by any of these thinkers, even Raghunātha.
It may be better then to think of nitya as meaning “necessary” or even “unchanging”, although the
latter term does not quite work for Īśvara.
12. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 23): tatra dik-kālau nê ’’śvarād atiricyete, mānâ-’bhāvāt.
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Figure 4.5: Representations of space, time, and ether
ādhis), and it is they that act as the occasional cause (nimitta-kāraṇas) for our
cognitions. Given that this is the case (or so Raghunātha argues), there is no
need to posit different substances called space and time to do the job, when we
might just regard Īśvara, the singular all-pervasive substrate, as being able to
do the same job as these inferred substances when accompanied by the same
occasional causes.13

4.3.2.1 Summary of Raghunātha’s Radical Revision on space and time
Raghunātha’s position on space and time may be summarized as follows:
(RR-Sub-ST1) There is no such thing as “time”, an independent unitary, allpervading substance.
(RR-Sub-ST2) There is no such thing as “space”, an independent unitary, allpervading substance.
(RR-Sub-ST3) Īśvara alone suffices to validate cognitions which we regard as
being spatial or temporal.
(RR-Sub-ST4) There are no such things as proximality and distality tropes,
either of the temporal variety or of the spatial variety.
13. Karl H Potter (1957b, pp. 23-24): tat-tan-nimitta-viśeṣa-samavadhāna-vaśād īśvarād eva tat-tat-kāryaviśeṣāṇām upapatteḥ … pareṣām ekaî-’kasmād dig-āder iva vilakṣaṇānāṃ prācyâ-’’di-vyavahārāṇām.
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(RR-Sub-ST5) Instants of time, or moments (kṣaṇas), however, are real and are
a distinct category of entities; they are not substances, and they
are certainly not externally imposed divisions of a unitary time
substance.
4.3.3 Veṇīdatta’s critique of Raghunātha
Veṇīdatta sharply disagrees with Raghunātha on the issue of reducing space
and time to Īśvara, and in his arguments we see three separate types of reasons
for rejecting the Radical Revisionist view: First, there are purely logical reasons: ill-formed syllogisms, outright contradictions, and the like. Second, there
are systemic reasons as well: accepting the kinds of arguments Raghunātha
makes might result in other positions favorable to him being dismantled, or
might undermine Nyāya arguments against Advaita, and so on. Finally, there
are scriptural, or perhaps interpretive, reasons: Raghunātha’s argument, Veṇīdatta claims, will make it impossible to interpret certain scriptural statements
correctly.
4.3.3.1 The Radical Revisionist pūrvapakṣa14
Veṇīdatta begins with the Radical Revisionist position; his pūrvapakṣin is not
Raghunātha directly but a hybrid figure who speaks in the words of Raghunātha supplemented and explained by the words of Raghudeva. This Radical
Revisionist starts with by repeating Raghunātha’s claim dismissing space and
time as independent substances, and then attacks a certain criticism of Raghunātha.15
14. See Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 1).
15. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 1): atra diktvâ-’’di pakṣatâ-’vacchedakīkṛtyâ ’tiriktatvâ-’bhāva-sādhane na siddhyasiddhi-vyāghātaḥ; «pūrvasyāṃ diśi ghataḥ», «idānīṃ ghaṭaḥ» ity-ādi-pratīti-viṣayībhūta-vibhutvasyaî
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This criticism is the claim that it is in fact impossible for Raghunātha to
prove his own point, for the following reason: Any such argument made by
Raghunātha would have to have the form:
P : space [or time, for that matter]
S : is not different from Īśvara
H : because of reason R.
The site (Pakṣa) of this argument is space (or time, for that matter); the target (Sādhya) is the absence of distinction from Īśvara (Īśvarâ-’tiriktatvâ-’bhāva);
and the reason (Hetu) is some reason R which is a property that must also be
resident in the site.16
Now the Revisionist’s imaginary critic points out that the site of this argument is not merely space, but space insofar as it is space. That is, it is the fact of
space’s being space which makes it the site for this inference; in Navya Nyāya
language, P [space] is the delimitor of P [site] (pakṣatâ-’vacchedaka). But (the
critic continues) this is impossible to prove: if Raghunātha did show that space
was no different than Īśvara, then there would be no P [space] which could
act as a delimitor of P [site] (that is, if there is no such thing as space in the
first place, then there is no property P [space] in virtue of which space could
be any sort of site). But on the other hand, if Raghunātha did concede a property space, then he would end up refuting himself. Thus, stuck between two
impossibilities, there is no way for Raghunātha to even coherently make his
claim, or so thinks the Radical Revisionist’s critic.
The Radical Revisionist rejects this seeming bind (vyāghāta), pointing out
that space and time are sites for Raghunātha’s inference not insofar as they
’va diktvâ-’’di-rūpatvāt.
16. All of these arguments are fully translated in the appendix.
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are space and time (after all, that is what is at stake here), but rather insofar
as both are vibhu. This term is understood in the Standard Model as meaning
all-pervasive (that is, to have the greatest possible spatial extension, paramamahattva), but the Radical Revisionist pushes to redefine it to mean being a
non-embodied substance (mūrtê-’tara-dravyatva). It is this property that enables cognitions of objects as being spatiotemporally situated, for the Radical
Revisionist. Thus, as far as the Radical Revisionist is concerned, space and time,
insofar are they are supposedly non-embodied substances, cannot be distinct
from Īśvara.
4.3.3.2 Veṇīdatta’s first critique: Distinct classes of cognition require distinct classes of substance
Veṇīdatta responds that if space and time are rejected as being even provisionally distinct from Īśvara, then our perceptions of things as being located in
space and in time would end up being false or inexplicable. Such cognitions
are “consequent” because they are cognitions of the same entity (a pot, for
instance) as qualified by space and time with different adjuncts, so that the
“potness” is shared by multiple such cognitions. But if space and time both
coincide in (or as) Īśvara, then not only would distinct spatial and distinct temporal cognitions collapse, but even spatial and temporal cognitions could not
be distinguished from each other.
He also rejects the counter-claim of his antagonist that such cognitions can
be enabled by Īśvara alone. For Veṇīdatta, these aforementioned cognitions
would cease to be distinct if they were enabled by Īśvara alone, as Īśvara is
after all singular.17
17. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 1): dik-kālayor atiriktatvâ-’nabhyupagame «pūrvasyāṃ ghaṭaḥ», «idānīṃ
ghaṭaḥ» ity-ādy-anugata-pratyayâ-’nupapatteḥ. na cê ’śvarād eva tathā-pratyaya-nirvāhaḥ, upadarśitapratītīnāṃ vailakṣaṇyâ-’nupapatteḥ, Īśvarasyaî ’katvāt.
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4.3.3.3 The antagonist’s counter-response: One singular substance
is better than two singular substances
Veṇīdatta’s Radical Revisionist antagonist’s counter-response (articulated in
the standard «na ca … iti vācyam» format) is a re-articulation of Raghunātha’s
second point:18
The Standard Model itself requires various imposed conditions in order to
distinguish among different spatial cognitions (because space is a singular substance) and among different temporal cognitions (because time is a singular
substance). It is thus perfectly fine to admit a single, singular substance (Īśvara)
who fulfills the same functions as these two singular substances while relying
on the same imposed conditions.
4.3.3.4 Veṇīdatta: reductio ad Deum is a slippery slope to monism
Veṇīdatta rejects this point with a flurry of reasons:19
1. This same line of reasoning could be used to reject all-pervasive individual selves as merely being Īśvara with relevant imposed properties.
Such a consequence would collapse the distinction between individual
selves and the Divine Self that is important not just to Naiyāyikas but
also to Dvaitins and Viśiṣṭâdvaitins and many other sectarian traditions.
2. The same line of reasoning could also be used to eliminate the plurality
18. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 1-2): na ca « yathā tat-tad-upādhi-bhedāt «prācyāṃ ghaṭaḥ», «pratīcyāṃ ghaṭaḥ»,
«idānīṃ ghaṭaḥ», «tadānīṃ ghaṭaḥ» ity-ādi-pratīti-vailakṣaṇyam, tathā man-mate tat-tad-upādhi-bhedād
Īśvarād eva pratīti-vailakṣaṇyam » iti vācyam.
19. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 2): ‹ahaṃ caitro›, ‹’yaṃ maitro›, ‹’sau devadattaḥ› ity-ādi-pratītīnām api tattad-upādhi-bhedenê ’śvarād eva vailakṣaṇya-sambhave vibhu-jīvâ-’’tmanām anaṅgīkāra-prasaṅgāt [1];
jīva-bahutvâ-’naṅgīkāra-prasaṅgāc ca [2] tat-tad-upādhi-bhedenaî ’kasmād eva jñānavataḥ pratītivailakṣaṇya-sambhavāt; ‹imā diśaḥ›, ‹sa eṣa saṃvatsaraḥ›, ‹idam ākāśam› iti śruteḥ pramāṇatvād dhetvasiddheś ca [3]; parasparaṃ dig-ādibhir vinigamanā-virahāc ca [4]..
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of individual selves: there could just be a single conscious Self with the
relevant imposed properties that does the job instead. Again this would
be unacceptable to the Naiyāyikas, who are pluralists about individual
selves.
3. The reason-property offered by the Radical Revisionist (the supposed lack
of evidence for a distinction between Īśvara on the one hand and space
and time on the other) is in fact false, for there is scriptural evidence
in the form of various quotations such as “These are the directions [of
space]”, “This one is indeed the Year”, “This is ether”, and so on.
4. Further, if space and time are indeed collapsed into Īśvara, then (Veṇīdatta claims) it would be impossible to distinguish between them. But
since we do do so, this collapsing of a distinction must be untenable.
Eliminating the material substances Veṇīdatta then initiates a new argument against the Radical Revisionist’s line of reasoning, by pointing out that
a similar line of reasoning could also be used to eliminate even the first four
categories of substances—earth, water, fire, and air.20
These substances are accepted, by both the Standard Model and by the
Radical Revisionist. Furthermore, each of them is the substrate for a certain
characteristic trope (that is, a trope which occurs only in a certain substancetype). Veṇīdatta says that the Radical Revisionist’s line of reasoning could
easily be extended to replace such substances with Īśvara as qualified by the
appropriate characteristic tropes acting as imposed properties. This is an undesirable conclusion for the Radical Revisionist, and hence suggests that the
line of reasoning will have to be abandoned or modified.
20. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 2): evaṃ tat-tad-gandha-rasâ-’’dy-upādhi-bhedād Īśvarād eva pṛthivy-ādivyavahāra-sambhave teṣām apî ’śvare ’ntar-bhāva-prasaṅgāt.
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The special pleading problem

Veṇīdatta accuses the Radical Revision-

ists of special pleading (or vaiṣamya, “asymmetry”): they wish to defend the
existence of substances like earth on the basis of their being the substrates for
characteristic tropes like smell, based on the general Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika principle
that every positive entity which is an effect must inhere in some substance as
cause, but they then wish to deny the existence of space and time as being the
substrates of proximality and distality tropes.21
Veṇīdatta’s position on this is incomplete. For one, the Radical Revisionist
doesn’t even accept the existence of proximality and distality tropes at all, as
will be seen later. And if such tropes don’t even exist, then there can of course
be no argument for the existence of substances that act as their substrates.
However, even if proximality and distality were in fact admitted as distinct
tropes, it is not clear that there is special pleading going on here. For one,
proximality and distality are generic tropes according to the Standard Model;
they occur in all nine classes of substances. They cannot therefore be used to
directly justify any particular substrate as being a distinct kind of substance.
The Standard Model must therefore use them indirectly to justify the existence
of space and time. This is a different kind of justification, and may well be
regarded as illegitimate by the Radical Revisionist even if the first kind of direct
justification remains permissible.
Scriptural evidence Veṇīdatta then cites scriptural texts as additional proof
of the fact that Īśvara must be distinct from space and time.22
21. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 2): yadi bhāva-kāryasya samavāyi-kāraṇa-janyatva-niyamād gandhâ’’di-samavāyitayā ’tirikta-pṛthivy-ādi-siddhis tarhi paratvâ-’paratvâ-’’dy-asamavāyi-kāraṇa-saṃyogâ’’śrayatayā ’tirikta-dig-ādi-siddhiḥ kuto nô ’cyate, avaiṣamyāt?
22. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., pp. 2-3):
manaso mahatī buddhir buddheḥ kālo mahān smṛtaḥ |
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This is subtly different from his earlier citations; those, he claims, were
made to refute the Radical Revisionist’s claim that there was no evidence for
the existence of space and time (the existence of these texts is evidence that
they do exist). These citations are intended to further show that space and time
are distinct from Īśvara; indeed, that Īśvara exceeds and surpasses both space
and time.
4.3.4 The debate on moments
Raghunātha disagrees with the Standard Model on the issue of whether moments (kṣaṇas) genuinely exist or not. As mentioned earlier, the Standard
Model regards moments as being mere adjuncts, emerging from the juxtaposition of motions, which are imposed on a single, unitary time. Raghunātha,
however, rejects this position, and regards moments as being an entirely new
category of entities.23
His argument for the independent existence of moments is also accepted by
Veṇīdatta. As with the rest of his text, Veṇīdatta presents the debate mostly in
the words of Raghunātha, interspersed with the comments of Raghudeva. In
this case, however, Veṇīdatta in fact agrees with Raghunātha and presents the
Radical Revisionist view as the correct one.
kālāt sa bhagavān viṣṇur yasya sarvam idaṃ jagat ∥
kālo ’yaṃ dvi-parārdhâ-’’khyo nimeṣa upacaryate |
avyākṛtasyâ ’nantasyâ ’nāder jagad-ātmanaḥ ∥

ity-āgamena «idānīṃ»-«tadānīṃ»-pratīti-viṣaya-dvi-parārdhâ-’’khya-kālasya Īśvara-bhinna-syô ’kteś ca,
«satyam ity avināśi, deśa-kāla-vastu-nimitteṣu vinaśyatsu svayam eva na vinaśati» iti bhedô-’kteś ca.
23. It is also worth noting that, in the original text, Raghunātha does not include this debate in his
section on substances, but rather later in the text when he defends a wide new range of entities.
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4.3.4.1 Background: The Standard Model account of moments in
terms of motions
In the Standard Model, moments are artificial divisions imposed upon time by
the normal phases of motion. As a result, we must first understand the Standard
Model’s account of motion. Jagadīśa describes the phases of motion briefly as
follows:
The generation of motions is as follows: The first motion (in a sequence) is generated by a contact known as an impulse, while the
remaining are generated by the momentum produced by the first
motion. From motion arises separation, and from this separation
the destruction of the prior contact, and subsequently the production of contact with the space in front, and then the destruction of
the separation and motion.24
According to this theory, three separate sets of issues need to be handled:
1. How an object is set into motion. This is handled by the interaction
between a special type of contact trope known as an impulse, and by
the subsequent generation of a separation trope (between the moving
object and its impeller) and the subsequent destruction of the contact
trope (between the moving object and its impeller).
2. How an object, once set into motion, continues to move. This is handled
by the interaction between motions and special tropes known as momentum, which are a subtype of saṃskāra (residue) tropes.
24. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 14): atha karma-prakriyā — saṃyogena nodanâ-’’khyenâ ’’dyaṃ karma janyate,
dvitīyâ-’’di vega-janyam. kriyāto vibhāgaḥ, vibhāgāt pūrva-saṃyoga-nāśaḥ, tataḥ uttara-deśa-saṃyogô’tpattiḥ, tataḥ karma-vibhāgayor nāśaḥ iti karma-nirūpaṇam.
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3. How an object ceases to move. This is handled by the interaction between
contact tropes and momentum-tropes.
Gaṅgādhara provides a fuller account of this process, and further highlights
a distinction between traditional Vaiśeṣikas and Naiyāyikas as well:
A momentum-trope is produced by a motion generated by an impulse. To elaborate: First, due to an impulse, a motion is produced in an arrow (and the like). Next, that motion gives rise to a
momentum-trope in that arrow. Then, that action perishing, that
momentum-trope gives rise to another motion. In this manner, until reaching the final target, the same momentum-trope gives rise to
successive motions in the arrow. It is destroyed by the contact trope
of the arrow with the destination … Thus it is the single momentumtrope produced by the initial motion which stands until contact with
the destination.
The Naiyāyikas hold, however, that impulse gives rise to a motion in the arrow, and it is this motion which gives rise to a momentumtrope. Then, this motion perishing, a new momentum-trope is produced, and from that momentum-trope, yet another momentumtrope, and so on, until the final momentum-trope alone is destroyed
by contact with the arrow’s destination. All the intermediary momentumtropes are destroyed by the motions they give rise to. This theory
of multiple momentum-tropes does not lack parsimony: By force
of our cognitions of birds flying through the sky suddenly flying
faster, we can know that a new momentum-trope, different from
the previous momentum-trope, has arisen.25
25. Gaṅgādhara (1913, pp. 55-56): tasmiṃś ca vege nodana-janyā kriyā kāraṇam. tathā hi — prathamaṃ
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Consider an embodied substance s that is located in X. When hit by another
substance S, s is set in motion and it moves until it reaches Y . The Standard
Model’s account of this entire process would be as follows:26
1. At time t0 , the very first motion m1 of s is produced by an impulse trope
nsS which exists between s and S.
2. At time t1 , m1 then gives rise to a momentum-trope ν1→2 in s.
3. Also at time t1 , m1 also gives rise to a separation trope vsS .27
4. At time t2 , m1 perishes; ν1→2 gives rise to the next motion m2 .
5. Also at time t2 , the separation trope vsS destroys the contact trope nsS .
At this point, s has departed from X and is in motion towards Y .
6. At time t3 , ν1→2 perishes; m2 gives rise to the next momentum-trope ν2→3
7. At time t4 , m2 perishes; ν2→3 gives rise to the next motion m3 .
śarâ-’’dau nodanāt kriyā jāyate. tatas tayā kriyayā śarâ-’’dau vegô-’tpattiḥ. tatas tat-karma-nāśe sati
tene vegena karmâ-’ntarô-’tpattiḥ. evam uttara-deśa-paryantaṃ sa evô ’ttarô-’ttaraṃ karmâ ’’rabhate.
śarâ-’’der uttara-deśa-saṃyogāc ca tasya vegasya nāśaḥ . . . tataś câ ’’dya-karma-janyo vega eka evô
’ttara-saṃyoga-paryantaṃ tiṣṭhatî ’ti.
naiyāyikās tu — nodanâ-’’dinā śarâ-’’dau karmô-’tpattiḥ. tena karmaṇā śare vegaḥ. tena tat-karma-nāśe
sati vegâ-’ntaraṃ janyate, tena vegena vegâ-’ntaraṃ, tena vegâ-’ntaram iti carama-vegasyaî ’vô ’ttarasaṃyogān nāśaḥ. āntarālika-vegānāṃ vega-janya-karmaṇaî ’ve nāśaḥ. na ca «evam aneka-vega-kalpane
gauravam» iti śaṅkyam. vihāyasi vihaṅgamo drutataraṃ gacchatî ’ti pratyayena pūrva-vega-vilakṣaṇavegô-’tpatteḥ prāmāṇikatvād ity āhuḥ.
26. I shall present the multiple-momentum model of the Naiyāyikas, as it is more complex than the
Vaiśeṣika model and can be reduced to it easily by replacing all of the subscripted νs with a single
fixed ν.
27. My use of the Greek letter nu to represent the Sanskrit momentum is for two reasons:
(a) Because I am already using v to represent the separation trope (vibhāgas in Sanskrit), I cannot
reuse the letter for momentum as well. The Greek ν is close to v but clearly distinct from it.

(b) I am also playing off an (ab)use of notation present in mathematical finance, in which a
collection of derivatives are known as the “Greeks” because they are represented using Greek
letters. One of these Greeks is termed “vega”, although that is not in fact a Greek letter at
all. This derivative is usually represented using the Greek letter nu. My use of the same
notation for the entirely different Sanskrit term momentum is therefore a parody of sorts.
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8. In general, at time t2k , motion mk perishes while momentum-trope νk→k+1
gives rise to the next motion mk+1 ; at time t2k+1 , νk→k+1 perishes while
mk+1 gives rise to νk+1→k+2 .
9. This process continues until s reaches its destination Y . At that time
tfinal−1 , a contact trope csY arises in s.
10. Finally, at tfinal , the contact trope csY destroys the existing momentumtrope νfinal and hence the existing motion mfinal is no longer propagated
and perishes.
At the end of the process, s has reached Y , for it has a contact trope csY , and
still retains its separation trope vsS . It also no longer has any momentum-tropes
ν or any motion tropes m, and hence remains at rest.
Now in this schema, four possible phases of motion are accepted as being
“momentary” by the Standard Model:
(SM-Kṣ-V1) the gap between t0 and t1 , in which the separation trope vsS has
not yet arisen.
(SM-Kṣ-V2) the gap between t1 and t2 , in which the separation trope vsS has
not yet destroyed the contact trope nsS .
(SM-Kṣ-V3) the gap between t2 and t3 , in which the initial contact trope nsS
has been destroyed but the final contact trope csY has not yet
arisen. (This is momentary only if s is moving an extremely short
distance from X to Y .)
(SM-Kṣ-V4) the gap between tfinal−1 and tfinal , in which the final contact-trope
csY has arisen but hasn’t yet destroyed the final momentum-trope
νfinal or the final motion mfinal .
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4.3.4.2 The Radical Revision of moments28
In Veṇīdatta’s framing, the referent of the word kṣaṇa, !kṣaṇa", is a “distinct,
momentary, temporal imposed property”.29

Moments are thus distinct entities which serve as adjuncts to the unitary
substance of time that the Standard Model accepts.
Position
Standard Model
Radical Revision
Veṇīdatta

Unitary time
Y
N
Y

Moments
N
Y
Y

Figure 4.6: Views on time
Veṇīdatta then entertains a sequence of objections from the Standard Model
to this statement. Most of these objections have already been pre-emptively
defeated by Raghunātha, so that Veṇīdatta is merely repeating Raghunātha or
paraphrasing him through Raghudeva.
The Standard Model’s first restatement

The first objection raised by

the Standard Model is that a “moment” is nothing more than a motion as qualified by the prior absence of a separation trope. This is an imprecise formulation
of position (SM-Kṣ-V1), as it fails to specify which separation trope is absent
here.30

Problems with the Standard Model’s first restatement

The im-

precise first statement of the Standard Model is easily defeated by Raghunātha:
28. See Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 29-30) for the Sanskrit text, and the appendices to this dissertation for a
full translation.
29. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 29): kṣaṇiko ’tiriktaḥ kālôpādhiḥ.
30. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 29): nanu vibhāga-prāg-abhāva-viśiṣṭaṃ karmaî ’va tathê ’ti cet.
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this vague formulation would make it possible to include the prior absence of
a separation trope generated by some subsequent motion in our definition of a
moment.31
What Raghunātha is pointing out is the following: The Standard Model’s
proponent wants to say that the gap between t0 (when the first motion m1
arises) and t1 (when the separation trope vsS arises) is the length of a moment.
However, because he hasn’t specified precisely what separation trope he is
talking about, his definition would allow for the possibility of misdefining a
moment as being the gap between t0 (as above) and some point of time tlater
possibly far in the future when there is some other separation trope vsS ′ that
has been caused by some entirely other motion m′ . This obviously cannot be
what the Standard Model’s proponent himself wants.
Veṇīdatta uses Raghudeva’s gloss here to make the point that this formulation hurts the Standard Model’s proponent himself: if such a gap between t0
and tlater could qualify as being one of the four phases of motion that defines
a moment, then even such a potentially large duration of time would end up
being potentially called a “moment”.
Raghudeva points out a further difficulty that arises if the proponent of the
Standard Model is okay with this formulation:32
Following the same logic, he says, it would become possible to say, at the
moment t of prior absence of a pot p, that t has the pot p. Given such an
expansive sense of what a moment is, such a moment (which technically is the
gap between the arising of a contact trope in the two pot-halves ch1 h2 and the
31. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 29): na, udīcya-karma-janya-vibhāga-prāg-abhāva-viśiṣṭasya karmaṇaḥ kṣaṇacatuṣṭayâ-’vasthāyitvāt..
32. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., pp. 29-30): na caî ’vam iṣṭâ-’’pattiḥ, tathā sati ghaṭa-prāg-abhāva-kṣaṇe ’pi ghaṭavān
iti vyavahārâ-’’patteḥ..
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production of the pot-whole in the two pot-halves by the contact trope) could
well extend to the point where the pot itself is existent. The Standard Model’s
proponent surely cannot accept that.
The Standard Model’s second restatement

The proponent of the Stand-

ard Model then suggests a tighter reformulation, still along the lines of the position (SM-Kṣ-V1), according to which a moment is redefined to be a motion
m as qualified by the prior absence of a separation trope v that was produced
by m itself.33
This formulation avoids the possibility of overstretching a moment into the
effects of some subsequent motion m′ .
Problems with the Standard Model’s second restatement

How-

ever, as Raghunātha points out, this reformulation runs into two problems.34
First, it is not generalizable: The use of the word sva (“itself”, more generally, the reflexive pronoun) means that, at least according to Naiyāyika standards, there is a distinct property of being a moment for each motion separately.
One moment t would be defined as a motion m as qualified by the prior absence
of a separation trope v that was produced by m itself; yet another moment t′
would be defined as some other motion m′ as qualified by the prior absence of
a separation trope v ′ that was produced by m′ itself; and so on. There would
no longer be a single unified class-property that would link both t and t′ into
a single class; each moment would always be inextricably tied to a specific
motion. For Raghunātha, this would fail to qualify as a definition.
33. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 30): nanu sva-janya-vibhāga-prāg-abhāva-viśiṣṭaṃ karma kṣaṇa iti cet.
34. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 30): tarhi svatvâ-’nanugamād ananugamaḥ. jāte ca vibhāge kutaḥ kṣaṇavyavahāraḥ? idaṃ ca pratikṣaṇaṃ kriyāyā utpattau mānâ-’bhāva ity abhipretyô ’ktam. tathātve tu
nâ ’yaṃ doṣa iti dhyeyam..
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The second problem is that this reformulation is entirely focused on getting
the first position (SM-Kṣ-V1) correct, and in doing so, neglects the other three
momentary expanses in which the separation trope already exists. As a result,
Raghunātha thinks that this definition falls seriously short of capturing the full
sense of what a moment is in the system.
Raghudeva offers an interesting insight into the second problem, which is
then restated by Veṇīdatta. He points out that Raghunātha’s second critique
only holds up as a critique if one accepts that there is no evidence for motions
being produced every moment. However, if it were the case that a motion was
produced every moment, then this second critique would not be an issue any
further (although the first issue would still remain an issue).
The Standard Model’s third restatement

The Standard Model’s pro-

ponent then decides to switch tack and argue that a moment must be specifically (SM-Kṣ-V2): a motion m as qualified by the gap between t1 and t2 , when
both the separation trope vsS and the older contact trope nsS co-exist momentarily.35

Problems with the Standard Model’s third restatement

Raghun-

ātha thinks that this reformulation continues to miss the point entirely.36
It is either too vague (if we do not specify which separation trope is being
talked about) or it is ungeneralizable (if it explicitly mentions which motion
generates the relevant separation trope, then it can characterize only one particular motion); it is also focused entirely on one specific class of moments and
ignores the others.
35. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 30): nanu vibhāga-pūrva-saṃyoga-viśiṣṭāt karmaṇa evê ’ti cet.
36. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 30): tarhi sutarām ananugamaḥ. evaṃ pūrva-saṃyoga-nāśa-kāle uttara-saṃyogakāle ’pi karma-sattve kṣaṇatvaṃ vaktavyam.
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Indeed, at this point Raghunātha thinks that he has defeated arguments for
all four positions of the Standard Model which define a moment in terms of the
phases of an action. Raghudeva points this out by extending the issue to other
examples of moments as well. Furthermore, Raghudeva also notes that even
if the definition of moments manages to get over the hurdle of only specifying
a subset of all possible moments, it still faces the insurmountable problem of
specifying a genuine definition that can generally hold of all moments, instead
of being chained down to one specific motion at a time.
Standard Model: why should moments be a distinct category of entities?

The proponent concedes that it may indeed be necessary to admit

momentariness as a distinct category of entity, which enables us to use the
word “moment” appropriately in a generalizable fashion from motion to motion. Still, he refuses to accept that there is any need for a separate class of
entities called moments, which are the referents of the word “moment”.37

An argument from parsimony for moments as an independent category of entities

Raghudeva (for it is no longer Raghunātha speaking) re-

sponds with an argument from parsimony to justify the independent existence
of separate entities referred to as “moments”:38
A number of motions of all sorts may arise simultaneously. All of these
therefore define a single distinct moment. However, instead of supposing there
to be a single momentariness which relates to all of these simultaneous motions
(and which will also have to relate similarly to other motions which arise sim37. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 30): na ca «evaṃ kṣaṇatvam evâ ’tiriktam abhyupeyam, tenaî ’vâ ’nugata-kṣaṇavyavahāra-nirvāhāt; kiṃ kṣaṇa-padârthasyâ ’tiriktatvâ-’bhyupagamena?» iti vācyam.
38. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 30): vinigamanā-viraheṇaî ’ka-kālô-’tpanna-nānā-vidha-tathāvidha-kriyāsu
kṣaṇatva-sambandha-kalpanām apekṣyâ ’tirikta-kṣaṇam abhyupetya tatraî ’va tat-sambandha-kalpanālaghīyastvād iti santoṣṭavyam.
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ultaneously at some other moment of time), it is better to suppose that there
are distinct moments as individual entities, which relate to all of these simultaneous motions appropriately. (The abstract property of being a moment,
P [moment], which may be an unanalyzable, non-composite imposed property,
akhaṇḍôpādhi, will presumably occur in all of these moments.)
P [moment]
···

moment1

moment2

ms1a

ms2a

···

sa
ms1b
sb
ms2c
sc

P [Time]
Figure 4.7: Distinct moments

4.4 Debates on ether
Like space and time, ether too is regarded in the Standard Model as a unitary,
all-pervading, eternal, imperceptible substance. Its chief function is to act as
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a substrate for sound tropes. Raghunātha argues that ether is unnecessary,
because its function can also be transferred to Īśvara, eliminating any reason
to suppose that a separate, all-pervading substance called ether is necessary.
Again, Veṇīdatta disagrees with Raghunātha, and his reasons for doing so
are varied and complex.
4.4.1 The Standard Model on ether
Jagadīśa presents an elementary inference for establishing the existence of
ether:
[Ether can be inferred thus:]
P : Sound
S : has a substance as its locus
H : as it is a trope
D : just like the color of a pot.
Hence, because all other substances can be ruled out, ether is established as the substance which is the locus of sound.39
The hard work lies in showing that all other substances can be ruled out as
substrates for sound.40
However, neither Jagadīśa nor Gaṅgādhara does this. This might be due
to the pedagogical goals of their respective texts, in which it would prove too
cumbersome to show that each of the eight other substances fails to be an
39. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 5): śabdo dravyâ-’’śrito guṇatvāt, yathā ghaṭa-rūpam. anena dravyâ-’ntara-bādhāt
śabdâ-’’śrayatvenâ ’’¯kāśaṃ sidhyati.
40. Indeed, in light of modern scientific discoveries in physics and biology on the nature of sound as
compression waves propagating through a medium, a contemporary Naiyāyika may well decide
that it is precisely the case that existing substances are in fact valid substrates for sound tropes.
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appropriate substrate for sound tropes. Instead, both of these texts contain
lists of inherence patterns, outlining which tropes inhere in which substances.
Now, these inherence patterns did not arise out of nowhere. A fuller intellectual history of Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika may be able to show where and when
the first arguments for these patterns arose (if indeed they arose due to arguments). But whether they arose due to various arguments, or due to a felt
need to explain certain elements of human experience, or due to the exigencies of scriptural exegesis, the effect remains the same: if we come to accept
the Standard Model’s account of the inherence patterns of tropes (on whatever
grounds we find persuasive), we will invariably be led to Jagadīśa’s conclusion that, since sound tropes do not inhere in eight varieties of substance, and
yet must inhere in something because of what it means to be a trope, therefore,
there must be a ninth variety of substance which acts as the substrate for sound
tropes.
The nature of ether

While this inference establishes ether as a substrate,

it does not establish its nature as unitary, all-pervading, or eternal. No details
are proffered by Jagadīśa (or Gaṅgādhara, for that matter) to validate these
properties, but we may be able to guess at the reasons for ether having such
properties. First, it wouldn’t be parsimonious to have more than one substance
around that acts as the substrate of sound tropes, all else being equal; thus, the
unitary nature of ether makes sense. Second, because sounds can be made and
heard in a variety of places, and because they travel through space, it makes
sense to suppose that ether is all-pervasive.41
The eternality of ether too makes intuitive sense, for if ether were not
eternal, then there would be some period of time where there could simply be
41. Alternatively, it might also make sense to suppose that space itself is the substrate for sound tropes,
but we will not enter into that issue here.
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no sounds in the universe whatsoever. Furthermore, if ether were not eternal,
it would have to be created, and the only way new susbtances arise in the
Standard Model is by the contact of some parts. Given these difficulties, the
eternality of ether is likely to hold true.42

4.4.1.1 Summary of the Standard Model on ether
(SM-Sub-E1) Ether is the unique substrate of sound-tropes.
(SM-Sub-E2) Ether is unitary, all-pervading, and eternal.
(SM-Sub-E3) Īśvara is accepted as being a occasional cause of sound tropes.
(SM-Sub-E4) Each person’s organ of hearing is nothing other than the unitary
ether as delimited by that person’s auditory canal.
4.4.2 Raghunātha’s Radical Revision of ether
Raghunātha eliminates ether as an independent substance, by positing that
Īśvara is in fact the inhered-in substrate for sound tropes: “It is Īśvara, who is
supposed to be an occasional cause for sound tropes, who alone is the inheredin cause of sound tropes.”43
Raghunātha then considers, and rejects, one potential counter-proposal,
that individual selves (and not Īśvara) are the substrates of sound tropes:
The inference
P : sound
42. Again, these are not the arguments I have seen offered in these texts, for the simple reason that
they offer no arguments whatsoever for stating that ether has these aforementioned properties. I
merely point these out as being possible strategies for a Naiyāyika who is pressed on the question
of ether’s nature.
43. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 26): śabda-nimitta-kāraṇatvena kḷptasyê ’śvarasyaî ’va śabda-samavāyikāraṇatvam.

186

S : is caused by the individual self
H : because it is caused by the unseen causal factors inhering in
the individual self

D : like pleasure and other mental tropes.
is not probative.44
The opponent’s claim is that we can treat individual selves as being the inheredin causes of sound tropes, because sound tropes are produced by unseen causal
factors that inhere in individual selves. But since this is how mental tropes like
pleasure and pain function, and since these mental tropes inhere in individual
selves, so too (claims the opponent) must it be the case that sound tropes inhere
in individual selves.
However, Raghunātha rejects this argument for two reasons: Firstly, he
thinks that there is no way to jump from this particular reason-property to
the target-property: just because something (in this case, an unseen causal
complex) could be a cause of sound tropes does not mean that the substrate of
the unseen is therefore itself a cause of sound tropes.45
Secondly, Raghunātha brings up an important phenomenological difference
between our cognitions of pleasure and pain and our cognitions of sound. Not
only do we perceive pleasure and pain, but we apperceive that we possess
pleasure and pain. However, while we do perceive sounds, we do not ever
have an apperceptive sense of “possessing” or “bearing” sound in the way we
do of “bearing” pleasure and pain. Raghunātha claims that this difference is
because pleasure and pain do in fact inhere in individual selves (a doctrine he
shares with the Standard Model), but sound tropes do not.46
44. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 27): «śabdas taj-janyas tad-adṛṣṭa-janyatvāt sukhâ-’’divat» ity aprayojakam
45. Karl H Potter (ibid., p. 27): adṛṣṭasya śabda-janakatve ’pi tad-āśrayasya janakatve mānâbhāvāt.
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4.4.2.1 Summary of Raghunātha’s Radical Revision of ether
(RR-Sub-E1) Īśvara alone is the substrate of sounds; that is, Īśvara is the inheredin cause of sound tropes in addition to being an occasional cause
of sound tropes.
(RR-Sub-E2) Consequently, ether can be explained out of existence.
(RR-Sub-E3) Individual selves are not the substrates of sounds.
4.4.3 Veṇīdatta’s critique of Raghunātha
Veṇīdatta vehemently disagrees with Raghunātha’s elimination of ether, with
his stipulating Īśvara to be the substrate of sound-tropes, and with his reasons
for doing so. He opens the section on ether with the words of Raghudeva,
asserting that ether is established as a distinct kind of substance on the basis of
the rule that positive effects (in this case, sound-tropes) must have inhered-in
causes (in this case, ether). He then directly trains his guns on Raghunātha,
rejecting the Radical Revisionist claim that Īśvara is the inhered-in cause of
sound tropes on the grounds that Īśvara is already accepted as an occasional
cause of sound tropes. This is because, Veṇīdatta argues, there is a rule in the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika system that the properties of being an occasional cause and
of being an inhered-in cause are mutually exclusive (that is, a certain entity e
cannot be both the inhered-in cause and an occasional cause for some other
entity e′ ).
4.4.3.1 Adverse consequences of the Radical Revision47

46. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 28): asmad-ādeś ca śabda-samavāyi-kāraṇatve ‹’haṃ sukhâ-’’dimān› itivad
‹ahaṃ śabdavān› iti pratīty-āpattiḥ.
47. See Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 3-4).
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Veṇīdatta then adumbrates a list of problems that would arise for the Radical
Revisionist who replaced ether with Īśvara:48
1. If Īśvara were admitted to be the inhered-in cause in addition to being an
occasional cause, then this would violate the Naiyāyikas’ own account of
causality as presented in the Nyāya-sūtras themselves, the foundation of
the Nyāya text-tradition. According to this account, Īśvara is included as
a cause-in-general simply in order to bring about effects-in-general.
2. If we admit Īśvara to be the inhered-in substrate of sound tropes, then
what is stopping us from admitting that Īśvara is the substrate for all
twenty-four classes of tropes? This would collapse the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
system entirely.
3. Collapsing ether into Īśvara would make it impossible to interpret scriptural statements correctly, such as the Upaniṣadic statement that ether
was born from the Self.49
4. Finally, in asserting that it is Īśvara (who is a self) who is the substrate
for sounds, there is no way to correctly distinguish this from each and
every individual self (all of whom are also selves, albeit imperfect selves
unlike Īśvara).
The last two points must be fleshed out in order to be understood.
48. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 3-4): anyathā kārya-mātraṃ prati nimitta-kāraṇatvenê ’śvare kāryasamavāyitvasyâ ’pi vaktuṃ śakyatvena tvadīya-prakriyā-mātra-bhaṅgâ-’’patteḥ; «Īśvaraḥ kāraṇaṃ
puruṣa-karmâ-’phalya-darśanāt», «na puruṣa-karmâ-’bhāve phalâ-’niṣpatteḥ» «tat-kāritvād ahetuḥ» ityādi-gautama-sūtraiḥ kāraṇatva-mātrô-’kteḥ; caturviṃśati-guṇa-samavāyitvenê ’śvara-svīkāre vikārâ’’patteḥ; «ātmana ākaśaḥ sambhūtaḥ» iti vibhāga-śakta-pañcamy-anupapatteś ca, Īśvarâ-’’tmana evâ
’’kāśatvād aikye vibhāgâ-’sambhavāt, tasya saṃyogavad dvi-niṣṭhatvāt, sam-pūrvaka-bhū-dhātor utpattāv eva prayoga-darśanāt. tathā hi, «sambhūtaṃ prathama-mahêśvarasya saṅgān māyāyāṃ manaḥ» iti,
«Kumāra-sambhavaḥ» iti ca vyavahārāḥ. pratyekaṃ jīvam ādāya vinigamanā-virahāc ca.
49. Taittirīyôpaniṣad 2·2·1.
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4.4.3.2 Problems with interpreting scripture
Veṇīdatta argues that the statement ātmana ākāśaḥ sambhūtaḥ (“ether was born
from the self”, Taittirīyôpaniṣad 2·2·1) would become meaningless if ether were
collapsed into Īśvara. In this statement, the Sanskrit stem ātman is used in the
ablative case, so that the case-marker attached to the stem indicates that it is
the source of a separation (vibhāga). But separation tropes, like contact tropes,
are bilocated (since a separation involves two entities that are separated from
each other). This itself indicates that ether and the self have to be different
entities. Furthermore, the root from which the verbal element of this statement
√
is formed is sam bhū, and the meaning of this root is invariably “arising” or
“birth” or “production”. This invariably signifies some entity coming into being
from some other entity that existed earlier.
Veṇīdatta justifies this by citing two further examples: first, “mind was
born from Īśvara’s first union with māyā”;50
second, the title of Kālidāsa’s famous courtly epic, the Kumāra-sambhava,
√
meaning “The Birth of the Young Prince”. Thus, the root sam bhū consistently
refers to the arising of something new from something old, and consequently
interpretive consistency requires that we read this scriptural statement as meaning that ether was generated out of the self, and hence is different from the self.
Veṇīdatta’s argument here is couched in terms of the grammar of Sanskrit:
He claims that the ablative cause as a signifier of separation would become untenable if ether is collapsed into Īśvara. For this argument to be persuasive, we
would have to share Veṇīdatta’s presumption that the morphemes of language
(or at least of the Sanskrit language, perhaps restricted to śruti) signify genuinely existent entities. In the absence of such a belief, statements of this sort
50. «saṃbhūtaṃ prathama-maheśvarasya saṅgān māyāyāṃ manaḥ». I have been unable to track down
the source of this citation.
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could be interpreted away as being metaphorical and not genuinely signifying
real entities. But if every morpheme of this statement does (or should) signify
a real entity or a relation between real entities, then the collapse of ether into
Īśvara raises the prospect that such morphemes are not in fact morphemes at
all, that their reference is vacuous. At that point, the coherence of śruti itself
would come into question.
4.4.3.3 Īśvara and individual selves as substrates of sound51
Veṇīdatta seeks to argue that Raghunātha’s rejection of the hypothetical counter-proposal (that individual selves are substrates of sound through the unseen)
is flawed. It is not that Veṇīdatta wishes actively to defend the position that
individual selves are also substrates of sound just as Īśvara is; rather, Veṇīdatta
wants to show that if the Radical Revisionist wants to make Īśvara, a self, the
substrate of sound tropes, there is no way to avoid making individual selves into
substrates as well. (This is the vinigamanā-viraha, the “failure to distinguish”
between Īśvara and individual selves as substrates of sound tropes.) But since
neither side thinks this is true, it has to be the case that the initial premise is
false—it cannot be the case, contra the Radical Revisionist, that Īśvara is the
substrate of sound.
The Radical Revisionist: It’s more parsimonious to accept Īśvara alone
than individual selves Veṇīdatta begins by entertaining a Radical Revisionist pūrva-pakṣa.52
The Radical Revisionist points out that Īśvara is already accepted (kḷpta,
51. See Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 4-5) for the dense, intricate wording of the Sanskrit original.
52. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 4): yat tu «janya-mātraṃ prati Īśvarasya kāraṇatāyāḥ kḷptatvāt tatra samavāyitvamātra-kalpanam eva, jīvānāṃ tu dvayos tayoḥ kalpanam» iti gauravam iti.
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from the root

#
kḷp) as a cause-in-general for effects-in-general by all Naiyāyi-

kas. Thus, to suppose (kalpana, from the same root) Īśvara to be the inhered-in

cause requires us to make only one supposition. However, this is not the case
for individual selves, because in that case we would have to suppose both the
fact of being a cause-in-general and the fact of being an inhered-in cause for
each individual self. This clearly lacks parsimony. The Radical Revisionist
thinks that the account of Īśvara as the sole substrate of sounds is thus a more
elegant explanation.
Veṇīdatta’s response: Individual selves aren’t different from Īśvara
in this regard

After entertaining this argument, Veṇīdatta dismisses it. (As

a matter of fact, he describes it as tuccha, “mean” or “despicable”, and this is
the only pūrvapakṣa argument in his whole text which receives such a pejorative response.) His response is that individual selves too can be established as
causes(-in-general) on the basis of unseen causal factors (such as their stores
of merits and demerits), and consequently, in this case too there would only
be a single additional supposition. Thus, Veṇīdatta claims that parsimony is
no longer a factor that distinguishes the case of Īśvara from the case of the
individual selves.53

Raghunātha: The locus of a cause is not a cause Veṇīdatta then quotes,
and rejects, Raghunātha’s argument. Raghunātha, as we saw earlier, argues
that even if we do suppose that unseen causal factors of individual selves could
be accepted as causes, it is still inaccurate to claim that the selves themselves,
which are the substrates of these unseen factors, are also necessarily causes.54
53. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 4): tat tuccham, adṛṣṭa-dvārā jīvasyâ ’pi hetutva-siddheḥ samavāyitva-mātrakalpanāt.
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Veṇīdatta: Īśvara is no different in this regard Veṇīdatta retorts by
claiming that even Īśvara’s capacity to act as a cause for certain effects occurs
only through these unseen causal factors. If Īśvara were in fact intrinsically a
cause due to being Īśvara, then Īśvara would eternally be a cause for bringing
some effect about. Furthermore, allowing these unseen causal factors into the
picture mean that Īśvara cannot be accused of partiality (for only causing certain actions to succeed but not others) or cruelty (for causing harm to some
over others). Instead, it is the presence or absence of the unseen causal factors
in addition to the presence of Īśvara that brings things about. Again, according
to Veṇīdatta, there ends up being no difference between Īśvara and individual
selves when it comes to being the substrate of sound tropes.55

Raghunātha: We have no apperception of being sound-possessors
Veṇīdatta then presents Raghunātha’s second argument, also as a pūrvapakṣa.56
In this argument, Raghunātha turns to the phenomenological fact that humans have no apperception of being the substrate of sounds, whereas humans
do in fact apperceive their mental states of pleasure to belong to themselves.
For Raghunātha, this difference suffices to show that sound tropes cannot inhere in individual selves, whereas mental tropes do.
Veṇīdatta: The lack of apperception is because minds can’t grasp
sounds

Veṇīdatta rejects Raghunātha’s argument, on the grounds that this

phenomenological difference is due to the fact that sound tropes and mental
54. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 4): na ca «adṛṣṭasya janakatve tad-āśraya-tathātve mānābhāvaḥ» iti vācyam.
55. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., pp. 4-5): Īśvarasyâ ’py adṛṣṭa-dvāraî ’va janakatvāt. anyathā vaiṣamya-nairghṛṇyaprasaṅgāt.
56. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 4): na ca «asmad-ādeś ca śabda-samavāyi-kāraṇatve «sukhâ-’’dimān» itivat «ahaṃ
śabdavān» ity-ādi-pratīty-āpattir» iti vācyam.
Raghunātha’s argument is contained inside the na ca «…» iti vācyam structure.
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tropes are perceived by different organs: the former by ether (or Īśvara) as
delimited by a person‘s auditory canal; the latter by a person’s mind.57
Mental tropes cannot be grasped by any of the (external) sense-organs, and
are yet perceivable, because they can be perceived directly by the mind. There
is thus a clear, mutually exclusive divide between tropes perceivable by the
external sense-organs (like colors, smells, and sounds) and tropes perceivable
by the mind (like pleasure and pain and cognitions in general). If this were not
true, then the mind would be able to perceive colors and sounds directly, while
sounds would end up being imperceptible by the external organ of hearing.
Furthermore, Veṇīdatta claims that the requirement of symmetry also works
against the Radical Revisionist: If Raghunātha and his supporters want to claim
that the organ of hearing is Īśvara as delimited by a person’s auditory canal,
that’s fine. But then they cannot argue that if the organ of hearing were the
individual self as delimited by a person’s auditory canal, then sounds would
be mentally perceptible. That would amount to special pleading on their part.
Veṇīdatta thus insists that, whether we take Īśvara or individual selves to be the
substrate of sound tropes, these sound tropes would remain solely graspable by
the hearing-organ (whether it be Īśvara-as-delimited-by-the-auditory-canal or
individual-self-as-delimited-by-the-auditory-canal), and hence ungraspable by
the mind; consequently, the Radical Revisionist cannot resort to the phenomenological difference in perception of sound to argue that sounds cannot inhere
in individual selves.
Scriptural citation against the senses

Veṇīdatta then cites a scriptural

statement against selves being sense-organs. As a result, neither Īśvara nor
57. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 4-5): tasya manaso ’yogyatvāt. tasya śravaṇê-’ndriya-grāhyatvāt. na hi sukhâ’’di itarê-’ndriya-grāhyam iti bhavati mano-yogyam. anyathā rūpâ-’’der api mano-yogyatâ-’’patteḥ, śabdasya parokṣatâ-’’pātāc ca. yadi karṇa-vivarâ-’vacchinnê-’śvara eva śrotram iti tad-gṛhītasya śabdasya
śrāvaṇatvam, tarhi tad-avacchinna-jīva-rūpa-śravaṇê-’ndriya-gṛhītasya na mānasatvam iti sāmyāt.
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individual selves can be the organ of hearing.58
Since both the Standard Model and the Radical Revision agree that the
organ of hearing is precisely the all-pervasive substance delimited by the auditory canals which is the substrate of sound tropes, this means that neither
Īśvara nor individual selves can be the substrate of sound tropes. This refutes
Raghunātha’s rejection of ether on the grounds that it is unnecessary.
Veṇīdatta then closes his section on space, time, and ether by stating what
appears to be a heuristic for debate on ontology: If one is trying to debate the
existence of an authoritatively established category of things on the grounds of
parsimony, then there is no value in fancying the world to be otherwise than
it is, so long as this world of ours is well established.59
On the grounds of this principle, the Radical Revisionists run afoul in the
case of space, time, and ether, by suggesting alternative modes for how the
world might be which do not accord with how the world is. Of course, the
Radical Revisionst may well fire back, arguing that it is in fact the Standard
Model which does not accord with how the world is. The closing word in this
debate has not been spoken yet.60

4.5 Debates on mind
According to the Standard Model, the mind (manas) is a separate type of substance. Raghunātha does not deny that minds exist, but he does deny them the
58. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 5): ātmano ’tîndriyatvāt. «indriyebhyaḥ paraḥ» ity-ādi-śrutyā indriyatvasyâ ’’tmani
niṣedhāt.
59. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 5): lāghavena prāmāṇika-padârthâ-’palāpe iha-lokasyaî ’va siddhau lokâ-’ntarakalpanâ-’nupapatter iti dig-ādi-samarthanam..
60. If this is not just a principle of Veṇīdatta but a more widely shared one among Naiyāyikas, as I
suspect to be the case, then this suggests that the non-Radical Revisionist Naiyāyikas might not
have looked favorably upon the “possible worlds” turn in contemporary metaphysics.
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status of being an independent type of substance. Veṇīdatta attacks this reduction as well, arguing for the existence of minds as a distinct class of substance.
4.5.1 The Standard Model on mind
According to the Standard Model, minds are an entirely different class of substance. Each person comes with a mind of his own. Gaṅgādhara describes
minds as “the substrate of the universal P [mind]”, meaning that minds genuinely form a distinct class of entities sharing in certain properties: perhaps the
most important of these are that minds function as the internal sense-organ,
and that minds are of atomic extension. Both of these properties emerge from
the Standard Model’s account of cognition.61

External versus internal sense-objects and -organs

According to the

Standard Model, individual cognitions arise when sense-organs come into contact with their objects. Some of these objects are external, that is to say nonmental, and require external sense-organs to cognize them. Thus, for instance,
trees and pots can be seen only by eyes, while smells can only be smelled by
the nose, and so on. But there are also internal, that is to say mental, objects,
which include such things as pleasure and pain. (These are all mental tropes,
which inhere in selves.) They obviously cannot be cognized by the external
sense-organs, so how is that we become aware of them? The Standard Model’s
answer is: through the mind. The mind is thus the internal sense-organ, on par
with the eye and the ear and the nose, which lets us sense internal sense-objects.
Singularity of cognitions But the mind also serves another purpose, and
this is more closely related to the issue of size. Sense-organs must come into
61. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 12): manastva-jāti-yogi manaḥ.
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contact with their sense-objects to produce cognitions. But individuals are not
aware of all their cognitions all the time. Indeed, argue the Naiyāyikas, we
are only actively consciously aware of one thing at a time.This must therefore
mean that the mental sense-organ must be such that it can only connect the
self to a single mental object or a single external sense-organ at a time—it must
have minimal spatial extension. In the Standard Model, this means that minds
must be of atomic dimension (aṇu-parimāṇa). Here, it is not the atomicity of
dimension that is important; what is more important is that this is the minimal
extension possible in this model.62

4.5.1.1 Inferring mind
According to Jagadīśa, the existence of mind can be inferred.
Mind can be inferred thus:
P : The perception of such things as pleasure
S : is generated by a sense-organ
H : because it is a generated perception
D : like the perception of a pot.
Thus, in the absence of any other sense-organ, mind is established
(as the sense-organ for perceiving mental tropes).63
Whereas we are able to perceive sensory tropes located in external objects
through our normally functioning external sense-organs, we cannot use these
62. As Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 12) says, relating the issues of the size of the mind and of singularity
of perception: tac câ ’ṇu-parimāṇam, ekadā sarvê-’ndriyair jñānâ-’jananāt (“and that [= mind] is
of atomic dimension, because of the impossibility of all of the sense-organs simultaneously giving
rise to cognitions”).
63. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 7): manasi pramāṇaṃ yathā: sukhâ-’’di-pratyakṣam indriya-janyaṃ janyapratyakṣatvāt ghaṭapratyakṣavat. tathā cê ’ndriyâ-’ntara-bādhe manasaḥ siddhiḥ.
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same external sense-organs to perceive internal, or mental, tropes. Nevertheless, we clearly do perceive such tropes. Furthermore, we are able to perceive
even such mental tropes as are produced by other purely mental processes, such
as pleasure arising from recollections of pleasant past experiences, and so on.
There must therefore be some kind of internal sense-organ that is able to connect with these mental tropes and allow us to perceive them. And just as the
other sense-organs are also substances (each one corresponding to a different
material substance), so too must this sense-organ be a substance—a “mental”
substance that can connect to mental tropes. Since none of the other existing
substances can fulfill this function, the mind (or rather the mental sense-organ)
is established as a separate substance.64

4.5.1.2 Summary of the Standard Model on mind
The key positions of the Standard Model on mind are as follows:
(SM-Sub-M1) Minds are a distinct class of substance.
(SM-Sub-M2) Minds have minimal extension; they are of atomic dimension.65
(SM-Sub-M3) Minds form the internal sense-organs, which connect selves to
mental objects.
64. As before, we may dispute the inability of other substances to do the job of mental sense-organ.
Space, time, and ether may be ruled out because their natures are too different—their existence
has been postulated to fulfill very different functions, and consequently their properties will not
satisfy the properties of mind: namely, that each person has a separate mind (whereas space, time,
and ether are unitary), and that each mind must be of minimal extension in order to account
for our awareness of only one cognition at a time (whereas space, time, and ether must be allpervasive). The self too can be ruled out because it already serves as the substrate for mental
tropes. The Standard Model cannot then also require it to be the sense-organ that perceives such
tropes. However, a material(ist) account of mind may argue that it is made of earth (or fire, or air,
or water, as per one’s taste). As we will see, Raghunātha takes a somewhat similar approach.
65. Again, what is key here is that minds have minimal extension. It is because the Standard Model
further argues that this minimal extension is atomic that we assert that minds are of atomic dimension.
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(SM-Sub-M4) Minds ensure that we can actively cognize only one mental object at a time via their atomic size.
4.5.2 Raghunātha on mind
Raghunātha’s position on mind has been described as “rather mysterious, because he doesn’t take the trouble to explain his meaning at all completely.”66
This is an exaggeration, but not by much. Raghunātha’s position on mind is
very compressed, but a few key points can be gleaned from it (without reference
to the later commentators).
4.5.2.1 What is a mind for Raghunātha?
Raghunātha states that mind is “a non-inhering elemental (substance)”.67
Raghunātha thus holds that minds have two properties, both of which are
worth examining: the property of being a non-inhering substance, and the
property of being an elemental substance.
The property P [non-inhering]

The property of being a non-inhering sub-

stance rules out the possibility of minds being composite substances (since
all substances which are composite must inhere in their components); consequently, minds must be the smallest possible substances. On the Standard
Model, this means that minds must be atomic, but we will soon see that Raghunātha thinks that there is no proof that atoms exist, and thinks that the substances with minimal extension are all mobile motes (trasa-reṇus). In either
66. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 29)
67. Karl H Potter (ibid., p. 29): mano ’pi câ ’samavetaṃ bhūtam. There is an alternate reading,
asamavetaṃ mūrtam (“a non-inhering embodied (substance)”), which is available to Raghudeva,
who tries to show that the two alternatives are easily reconciled for Raghunātha because he regards the properties of being elemental and of being embodied as having identical extension.
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case, the key feature is that minds do not inhere in any smaller parts; they
have minimal extension.
The property P [elemental]

Being an elemental substance is a more com-

plex matter, and is itself debated between the Standard Model and the Radical
Revision. On the Radical Revisionist’s account itself, however, there are two
different ways to understand Raghunātha’s assertion that mind is an elemental
substance.
(RR-Sub-M-Poss1) There are exactly four elemental substances—earth, water,
fire, and air (since ether has been eliminated)—and mind is
one of them. This view in turn has two variants: that mind
is specifically one of the four elemental substances; or that
mind is any of the four elemental substances (varying by
situation).
(RR-Sub-M-Poss2) There are exactly five elemental substances—earth, water,
fire, air, and mind. That is, mind is a separate type of substance which is also elemental in the way that earth, water,
fire, and air are.
As it happens, three commentators on Raghunātha (Raghudeva, Rāmabhadra
Sārvabhauma, and Viśvanātha Tarkapañcānana) all note that the reading in
which mind is entirely eliminated as a distinct type of substance seems to have
been accepted by at least some Naiyāyikas. Indeed, it is Raghudeva’s opinion
that Raghunātha intended to get rid of minds, for he introduces the section
by saying “[Raghunātha] critiques the distinctness of minds in the section
beginning ‘The mind too.’”68
68. manaso ’tiriktatvaṃ khaṇḍayati «mano ’pi cê» ’ty-ādi.
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4.5.2.2 How does the mind function for Raghunātha?
Raghunātha appears to hold that the Standard Model’s position on the functioning of the mind is not self-standing, and really relies on unseen factors; these
same factors, he thinks, suffice to explain how mind works. Recall that, for
the Standard Model, the mind must be of minimal extension so that it can only
connect with one sense-organ or the self at a time. This means, however, that
there has to be some sort of unseen causal factor that allows the self to actually
perceive the object which is connected with the sense-organ. But if this sort
of unseen factor has to be admitted in order to guarantee that a single object
is perceived, then it appears that it could do the job even in the absence of a
distinct class of substance called “minds”.
4.5.2.3 Summary of the Radical Revision of mind
(RR-Sub-M1) Minds are not a distinct class of substance.
(RR-Sub-M2) Minds are simply the non-inhering embodied entities.
(RR-Sub-M3) Minds are not of atomic dimension (given that there are no such
things as atoms).
(RR-Sub-M4) Unseen causal factors are what prevent the simultaneous cognition of multiple mental objects.
4.5.3 Veṇīdatta’s critique of Raghunātha69
Veṇīdatta opposes Raghunātha’s elimination, or marginalization, of minds. In
this, he is in sympathy with Raghudeva, and consequently cites Raghudeva
liberally in support of his own positions.
69. See Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 5-6).
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4.5.3.1 The problem of simultaneous cognition
Radical Revisionist: Minds are non-inhering and embodied Veṇīdatta
begins with a presentation of the Radical Revisionist position, using the words
of Raghunātha and Raghudeva. Veṇīdatta’s Radical Revisionist begins by quoting Raghunātha that minds are non-inhering embodied substances.70
The property of being non-inhering refers to the fact that both the Radical
Revision and the Standard Model agree that minds are of minimal extension;
whether this is atomic or triadic depends on the respective mereologies. Both
agree, furthermore, that the key issue here is to retain the fact that minds are
sūkṣma, imperceptible.
A Standard Model opponent: we need minds to be a distinct class
of substance The Radical Revisionist then entertains a Standard Model counterargument:71
If we did not admit minds to be a distinct class of substance, then we would
run into the problem of simultaneous cognition. In fact (says this Standard
Model opponent), this would be the case regardless of whether your putative
minds are atomic or triadic in extension. Suppose, for instance, that there is a
pot which we are seeing and touching at the same time. If our “minds” (which
are really just elemental substances) are atomic in dimension, then there would
be nothing preventing us from cognizing both the sight and the touch of the
pot simultaneously. (On the Standard Model, this happens precisely because
70. It appears that Veṇīdatta reads Raghunātha in line with Raghudeva as saying mano ’pi câ
’samavetaṃ mūrtam.
71. See the argument as presented in Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 5): nanu manasaḥ pārthivâ-’’dy-aṇurūpatve cakṣuḥ-saṃyoga-tvak-saṃyogâ-’’di-sattve ekadā jñāna-yaugapadyâ-’’pattiḥ. navīna-mate manasaḥ pārthivâ-’’di-trasareṇu-rūpatayā mahattvena tena sahaî ’kadā cakṣur-ādi-mano-yogatayā jñānayaugapadyâ-’’pattiś cê ’ti cet.
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minds are able to touch only the sense-organ and the self.) If, however, our
“minds” were triadic in dimension, then they would have spatial extension
(even if it was minimal), and consequently it would be possible to generate
multiple contacts of sense-organs with the mind, giving rise to multiple cognitions simultaneously. In either case, we would lose the non-simultaneity of
cognition that is a shared principle for all Naiyāyikas.
Radical Revisionist: Even the Standard Model doesn’t actually
get this right

The Radical Revisionist responds by pointing out that the

Standard Model itself does not in fact solve this own problem; furthermore, the
[presumably only] way they could solve this for themselves would also end up
solving it for the Radical Revisionist. The issue is the following: Why is it the
case that, when an atomic-sized mind is in contact with the organ of sight, it
cannot simultaneously be in contact with organ of touch as well? The Standard
Model’s response seems to be that it is adṛṣṭa, unseen causal factors, which
govern this process. But if that is the case, returns the Radical Revisionist, then
why can’t that also hold true for the Radical Revisionist argument too? That is,
there appears to be nothing here that requires the admission of a distinct class
of substances known as minds; so why bother at all?72

4.5.3.2 Veṇīdatta’s responses
Veṇīdatta, as appears to be his wont, responds to the Radical Revisionist with
a flurry of reasons all in the ablative:73
72. See Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 5): na. atirikta-mano-’ṅgīkartṝṇāṃ yadā manasā saha cakṣuḥ-saṃyogas
tadā tvacā saha saṃyogaḥ kuto nê ’ty atrâ ’dṛṣṭa-viśeṣasyaî ’va niyāmakatve ’nupapatty-abhāvo yathā,
tathā man-mate ’pi tat-taj-jñānâ-’’dau tat-tad-adṛṣṭa-viśeṣasyaî ’va niyāmakatva-kalpanenaî ’va jñānayaugapadyâ-’’patti-vāraṇa-sambhavād iti.
73. See Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 5): tac cintyam, pārthivâ-’’dy-aṇubhir vinigamanā-virahāt manasas trasareṇurūpatve ’nityatva-prasaṅgāt, iṣṭâ-’’pattāv apasiddhântāt, adṛṣṭa-viśeṣasya niyāmakatve cakṣur-ādīnām
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1. If minds were non-inhering elemental substances, then there would be
a failure to distinguish them correctly from the non-inhering elemental
atoms of earth, water, fire, and air. (That is, it would not be clear whether
there was one particular atom of one of these four types which acted
as the mind in every case, or whether there were multiple such atoms
operating in each person, and so on.)
2. If minds were of triadic extension, then they would run into the problem
of being non-eternal. (This of course supposes that triads can in fact be
broken down further into atoms; if that were false, this argument could
not hold.)
3. Veṇīdatta also argues that the Radical Revisionist is upholding a false
premise just in order to bring about a conclusion he desires.
4. If the Radical Revisionist is willing to admit unseen causal factors for
regulating mental cognitions, then why not go ahead and get rid of the
external sense-organs too? After all, their work too could potentially be
regulated by various unseen causal factors.
Citing the Nyāya-sūtras

As he has done before, Veṇīdatta then also cites a

set of Nyāya-sūtras (sūtras III·2·59–62) to point out that the traditional position
of the school is in fact that minds are unitary, because they do not permit
simultaneous cognitions, and hence are also atomic in extension.74
Furthermore, the illusion of simultaneity is a fiction constructed by the
extremely rapid sequence of individual cognitions, much as the rapid spinning
apy akalpanâ-’’patteś ca..
74. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 6): ata eva «jñānâ-’yaugapadyād ekaṃ manaḥ», «na yugapad-aneka-kriyô’palabdheḥ» «alāta-cakra-darśanavat tad-upalabdhir āśu-sañcārāt», «yathô-’kta-hetutvāc câ ’ṇu» ity-ādibhiḥ sūtrair gautamo ’py evam asūtrayad artham.
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of a fire-stick can give rise to the illusion of a wheel of fire. No unseen causal
factors appear in this ancient picture.
Veṇīdatta then makes a somewhat mystifying claim.75
He states that his own sūtras are not in agreement with this (but what this
“this” refers to is unclear: do his sūtras disagree with Gautama, or do they disagree with the Radical Revisionist?). He then cites sūtra II·1·22 from the Nyāyasūtras in the voice of Gautama, which is part of a debate on the proper definition of perception. Gautama’s opponent has just asserted that the Naiyāyika
definition of perception is flawed because perception cannot take place without
contact between self and mind (although the definition does not include this).
This sūtra of Gautama responds by pointing out that the opponent’s point would
just as easily extend to space, time, and ether as well, since they are also necessary factors for perception to work, and yet the opponent does not seem
to want to include them in the proper definition of perception. It is unclear,
however, whether Veṇīdatta thinks that the “adverse consequence of establishing space, etc.” (dig-ādi-siddhi-prasaṅga) refers to the establishing of space and
time and ether as independent substances (which would indeed be adverse for
the Radical Revisionist position) or as necessary conditions for perception (which
would complicate the Radical Revisionist argument that unseen causal factors
are involved, but may or may necessarily be adverse for it).
Scriptural support for minds

Veṇīdatta closes his defence of the exist-

ence of minds as different from the elemental substances with a quotation from
Kaṭhôpaniṣad 1·3·10, which distinguishes minds from the objects of cognitions.
This rules out (in Veṇīdatta’s view) the possibility of mind being an elemental
substances, because it is in fact the objects of cognitions which are comprised,
75. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 6): na ca mamâ ’pi sūtrāṇi sammatāny eva. tathā sati «dig-deśa-kālâ-’’kāśeṣv apy
evaṃ prasaṅgaḥ» iti gautama-sūtreṇa dig-ādi-siddhi-prasaṅgāt.
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ultimately, of atoms of the elemental substances. Taking this śruti seriously
would mean positing a separate type of substance called manas which is not
one of the elemental substances. This would thus refute the Radical Revisionist
position.76
earth
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mind
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space

fire
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(individuals)

time
air
Figure 4.8: The Radical Revision’s view of substances

4.6 Spatial extension
The Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition broadly accepts the Vaiśeṣika account of spatial extension and mereology. Among the core components of this account
is the conclusion that the four elemental, material substances—earth, water,
fire, and air—must be made up of atoms: eternal, indivisible, imperceptible
particles which assemble together to form extensive bodies. Raghunātha, however, rejects this theory of atoms; instead, he is willing to stop with the smallest
76. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 6): «arthebhyaś ca paraṃ manaḥ» ity anena manasaḥ pārthivâ-’’dy-aṇu-rūpatvaniṣedhāc cê ’ti manaso ’tiriktatva-siddhiḥ.
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visible particles of these material substances which can be perceived.
4.6.1 The Standard Model on atoms, dyads, and triads/mobile motes
According to the Standard Model as presented by Jagadīśa, substances can
be classified into three groups based on their spatial extension: atomic (aṇu),
composite (sâvayava), or all-pervading (vibhu).77
substance
earth
water
fire
air
ether
time
space
mind
self:
individual selves
Īśvara

Atomic
Y
Y
Y
Y

Composite
Y
Y
Y
Y
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Figure 4.9: Spatial extension of substances
Gaṅgādhara offers a full Standard Model defense of atoms. Indeed, the
language he uses when introducing atoms (na ca tasyāṃ mānâ-’bhāvaḥ, “and it
is not the case that there is no evidence for [atoms]”) is itself patterned upon
Raghunātha’s critique of atoms. His argument is worth presenting in full:
Eternal [elemental substances] take the form of atoms. It is not the
case that there is no evidence for them, for just as the gradations of
extensive measure come to rest in ether and the like, so too must
it be said that the gradations of atomic measure must come to rest
77. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 3): pṛthivī-jala-tejo-vāyavo dvividhāḥ — paramâṇavaḥ sâvayavāś ca. ākāśa-kālâ’’tma-diśo vibhu-rūpāḥ. manaḥ paramâṇu-rūpam.
[E]arth, water, fire, and air are of two types: atomic and composite. Ether, time, space, and selves
are all-pervading. Minds are atomic.
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somewhere. If where they come to rest is non-eternal, then we run
into the undesirable consequence of Mount Meru and a mustard
seed having the same extension because there would no longer be
any difference in their being composed of infinitely many divisible
parts. Consequently they must come to rest in something eternal.
It is this that is the atom.
You shouldn’t object by saying “Let [atomic measure] come to
rest in the dust-specks, called “motes”, which can be cognized amidst
the rays of light that enter via a net.” It has already been stated that
wherever the gradation of atomic measure comes to rest, that must
be eternal, and it is impossible for motes to be eternal, for they are
grasped by the eye. Thus,
P : a mote
S : must be composite
H : being a visible substance
D : like a pot (which is also composite).
Furthermore, given that the mote’s being composite is established,
its components (known as “dyads”) must themselves also be composites, like the pot’s pot-halves, because they give rise to an extended substance. However, the components of these dyads are
not composite, because there is no evidence for their being so and
because of the fear of an infinite regress.
This is the position of the ancient Nyāya-Vaiśeṣikas.78
78. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 7): nityā paramâṇu-rūpā. na ca tasyāṃ mānâ-’bhāvaḥ. yathā hi mahatparimāṇa-tāratamyaṃ gaganâ-’’dau viśrāntam, tathā aṇu-parimāṇa-tāratamyasyâ ’pi kvacid viśrāntir
vaktavyā. yatra ca viśramas tasyâ ’nityatve ’nantâ-’vayavâ-’’rabdhatvâ-’viśeṣeṇa meru-sarṣapayos tulyaparimāṇatva-prasaṅgān nityatvaṃ vācyam. sa eva paramâṇuḥ. na ca «jāla-mārga-praviṣṭa-saurâ’’lokâ-’ntar-upalabhyamāne truṭi-śabdite rajasy eva viśrāmo ’stv» iti vācyam, yatra hy aṇu-parimāṇa-
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4.6.1.1 The need for a smallest-possible particle
The Standard Model rejects infinity.79
There is a well-defined absolute maximal spatial extension, which is the
extension of the all-pervasive substances: space, time, ether, and Īśvara. Accordingly, there must also be a well-defined absolute minimal extension, which
is what is termed “atomic” here. Furthermore (argues Gaṅgādhara’s traditional Naiyāyika-Vaiśeṣika), these atoms have to have the property of eternality (nityatva). The reason for this is that, on the Standard Model’s account,
non-eternal substances are all composites, which are preceded and succeeded
by their components. However, if these atoms were non-eternal and hence
composite, then we would run into a problem: they could not in fact be the
substances of minimal spatial extension. This would mean, either, that our
atoms weren’t in fact atomic at all, or that there was no such thing as minimal
spatial extension. The former is not so much an issue to the Naiyāyikas so long
as our reductive quest eventually terminates in genuinely indivisible particles;
the latter, however, would be a problem.
The Standard Model rejects the possibility of a bottomless tower of eversmaller particles, on the grounds that this would make it impossible to distinguish between the great mountain Meru which is the axis mundi and a tiny
mustard seed, for both would have the same number of parts. As a result, they
admit the existence of ultimately indivisible atoms.
tāratamyaṃ viśrāntaṃ tan nityam ity uktam. na ca truṭer nityatvaṃ sambhavati. sa hi cakṣuṣā gṛhyate. ato ghaṭâ-’’divac cākṣuṣa-dravyatvād ayam api sâvayavaḥ. evaṃ truṭeḥ sâvayavatve siddhe tadavayavānāṃ dvyaṇuka-saṃjñānāṃ kapālavan mahad-ārambhakatvena sâvayavatvam. tad-avayavās
tu na sâvayavāḥ, mānâ-’bhāvad anavasthâ-̂ ’’patteś cê ’ti nyāya-vaiśeṣika-vṛddhāḥ.
79. In addition to there being upper and lower limits to space and time, there is also a greatest natural
number known as a parārdha.
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Modern tools for handling infinities This example illustrates the NyāyaVaiśeṣika discomfort with infinity, as well as the paradoxical issues of measure
that arise when handling sets of infinite size. It is true that, if there were no
ultimately smallest particle, the binary-tree-like mereological structures of a
mountain and of a molehill would be isomorphic. For that matter, the mereological structure of the mountain would be isomorphic to the mereological
structure of one of the pebbles that is one of its own parts. Such a logical
impossibility would understandably lead the old Naiyāyikas to reject the possibility of a bottomless tower of ever-smaller particles.
However, we can benefit from the insights of modern mathematics, particularly from the study of cardinality and the field of measure theory, to realise
that the isomorphism of mountain and molehill does not automatically imply
that they have the same measure. Thus, for instance, the set of even numbers
2N is a proper subset of the set of natural numbers 2N even though the two
sets are isomorphic to each other and hence have the same cardinality. Sim$
%
ilarly, the half-interval (0, 1] is isomorphic to the half-interval 0, 1010 , but it
is also a proper subset of it; furthermore, the two half-intervals have different
lengths as the first half-interval would have length 1 while the second would
have length 1010 .80

4.6.1.2 Perceptibility and spatial extension
The perceptibility of substances is a complex topic, and happens to be one
where Raghunātha differs with the Standard Model. For now, it suffices to
note that, according to the Standard Model, a perceptible substance had to be a
composite substance. This is built upon the everyday intuition that perceptible,
extensive, material substances are all composites.81
80. Strictly speaking, this would be the Borel measure.
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Figure 4.10: The mereological structure of a mountain … or a molehill, in the
absence of a smallest ultimate particle
This alone is reason enough for Gaṅgādhara’s traditional Naiyāyika to reject
the possibility of the smallest mobile dust-motes being the smallest possible
particles: they are visible, and consequently they must be like other visible
substances such as pots, which are composite.
But against those who suppose that the atoms are in fact the immediate
constituents of visible mobile motes, the Standard Model takes this inference
precisely one step further: not only are motes composites, but so are their
immediate constituents. This is because our experience of everyday objects,
such as pots, shows not just that they are composite, but that their immediate
components too are composite. Consequently, the Standard Model’s inference
shows, analogizing from quotidian experience of perceptible substances, that
motes must be made of constituents, called dyads (dvyaṇukas), which in turn
are made up of parts.
It is here that the Standard Model terminates its inference. There is apparently no further evidence that the constituents of these dyads can be further
81. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 3): paramâṇu-dvyaṇuke apratyakṣe. mahad-udbhūta-rūpavattvaṃ yatra, tāni
pṛthivī-jala-tejāṃsi pratyakṣāṇi. ātmā ca pratyakṣaḥ. vāyv-ākāśa-kāla-diṅ-manāṃsi tv apratyakṣāṇi.
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split apart, and to do so would revive the dormant fear of a bottomless tower of
infinitely divisible particles. The Standard Model therefore calls the constituents of dyads atoms (aṇus or paramâṇus).82
4.6.1.3 The creation of wholes
According to the Standard Model, two atoms of the same type can come together to form a dyad (dvyaṇuka), and three of these then come together to
form the smallest visible particles, mobile motes (trasa-reṇus). These mobile
motes do have spatial extension and parts, and are the smallest perceptible
assemblages (for instance, as in dust particles visible in shafts of light).
•1
•3
•5

•6
•4
•2

Figure 4.11: 6 atoms (3 dyads) forming a mobile mote according to the Standard Model
Triads then assemble, again typically via the relation of contact, to form
other bigger material substances, and so on upwards until the objects of our
world are constructed. However, this process of assembly does not proceed
infinitely upwards; thus, just as the Standard Model rejects bottomless towers,
so too does it reject topless towers of ever-larger assemblages of substances.
82. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, pp. 4-5): paramâṇu-dvyaṇukâ-’numānaṃ yathā — trasa-reṇuḥ sâvayava-dravyâ’’rabdhaḥ, bahir-indriya-vedya-dravyatvāt; bahir-indriya-vedya-dravyaṃ yat, tat sâvayava-dravyâ’’rabdhaṃ, yathā ghaṭaḥ. atra trasa-reṇuḥ pakṣaḥ, sâvayava-dravyâ-’’rabdhatvaṃ sādhyaṃ, «bahirindriya-vedya-dravyatvād» iti hetuḥ, ghaṭo dṛṣṭântaḥ. anena dvyaṇukaṃ paramâṇuś ca sidhyati.
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Instead, the Standard Model holds that some substances are terminal wholes
(antya-dravyas or antyâ-’vayavins), which cannot themselves be put together to
form a different substance. A pot, for instance, is a terminal whole, for we
cannot bring two pots into a relation that creates a new whole out of them.
Similarly, a cow is a terminal whole because it is the organic assemblage of
various parts arranged together in a particular way.83
A group of cows would be a herd, and a collection of pots may be heaped
together in the shape of a pyramid, but these are collectives (samūhas), and
not new organic wholes. This view accords with many of our intuitions about
reality (subject to the constraints of the sorites paradox, a herd of cows may
lose some cows and yet remain a herd, whereas a cow that is missing even a
small but vital part of its anatomy may cease to be a functional cow).
4.6.2 Raghunātha on atoms and dyads
Raghunātha rejects this picture of atoms and dyads, presenting his own inferences for why the arguments in favor of their existence are flawed. It appears
that Raghunātha is interested not so much in doing away with atoms and dyads
as in limiting his arguments to a level accessible to everyday perception.84

4.6.2.1 Rejecting the Standard Model’s inference
Raghunātha presents his version of the Standard Model’s inference of atoms
and dyads (which he, of course rejects) as follows:
The following inferences are not probative:85
83. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 4): tatra paramâṇu-dvaya-saṃyogād dvyaṇukam utpadyate, saṃyukta-dvyaṇukatrayāt trasa-reṇuḥ. evaṃ catur-aṇukâ-’’di kapālâ-’ntaṃ. kapāla-dvaya-saṃyogena ghaṭo jāyate; ghaṭas
tv antyâvayavī.
84. It is tempting to wonder what Raghunātha would have said regarding the existence of such imperceptibles as electrons or, for that matter, quarks.
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P : A mote
S : inheres
H : due to its being a visible substance
D : like a pot.
And
P : they [i.e., the substrates-of-inherence of the mote]
S : inhere
H : because of their being the substrates-of-inherence of a visible
substance

D : [like the halves of a pot].
His reason for rejecting this inference is simple: He thinks that this pattern
of argument creates a slippery slope of inferring further and further substratesof-inherence for the mote, creating an ungrounded, bottomless chain of eversmaller substrates-of-inference. It appears, then, that Raghunātha dislikes a
bottomless tower as much as the Standard Model’s adherents, but he also thinks
that their process of inferring atoms makes the tower inescapable. Better then,
he thinks, that inquiry come to a rest with motes alone, which are after all
perceptible and indisputably existent.
4.6.2.2 The meaning of the word aṇu
Even if the Standard Model’s inference is flawed, there is still the word aṇu
to deal with. However Raghunātha points out that the conventional use (vyavahāra) of the word is not in fact limited to atoms (the ultimate, indivisible
particles that are inferred by the Standard Model). Rather, he points out that
85. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 31): truṭiḥ samavetā cākṣuṣa-dravyatvād ghaṭavat, te ca samavāyinaḥ
samavetāḥ cākṣuṣa-dravya-samavāyitvād iti câ ’prayojakam.
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aṇu is used even of substances that have real extension, when compared to
other substances of greater extension. Consequently, he thinks the word aṇu
simply means “having a small(er) extension.”86

4.6.3 Veṇīdatta’s response
Veṇīdatta opposes Raghunātha’s elimination of atoms and dyads, for logical
reasons as well as scriptural reasons. Following his general method, he begins
with a Radical Revisionist pūrvapakṣa, and then attacks specific weaknesses of
the Radical Revision.
4.6.3.1 Radical Revisionist: The Standard Model’s inference is nonprobative
Veṇīdatta’s Radical Revisionist antagonist begins with Raghunātha’s claim, that
all investigation terminates in motes alone, and hence there is no evidence
for atoms and dyads. This is followed by Raghunātha’s version of the Standard Model’s inference, voiced within the usual na ca … iti vācyam (“and nor
should it be said that … ”) pattern. Veṇīdatta liberally intersperses Raghunātha’s more obscure formulations with Raghudeva’s glosses, leading to a more
transparent text than Raghunātha’s terse and cryptic original, but one which is
clearly colored by Raghudeva’s interpretation.87

The refutation of the Standard Model’s inference The Radical Revisionist then presents Raghunātha’s critique of this Standard Model inference as
86. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 15): aṇu-vyavahāraś câ ’pakṛṣṭa-parimāṇa-nibandhano mahaty api mahattamād aṇu-vyavahārāt.
87. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 6): paramâṇu-dvyaṇukayoś ca mānâ-’bhāvaḥ, truṭāv eva viśrāmāt. na ca «truṭiḥ
samavetā cākṣuṣa-dravyatvād ghaṭavad» iti vācyam, aprayojakatvāt.
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setting up a endless, ungrounded chain of inferences, and supplements it with
Raghudeva’s explicit example of the invalid inference:88

P : An atom
S : inheres
H : because it is the substrate-of-inherence of the substrate-of-inherence
of a visible substance

D : like the shards of a pot-half.
This explicit inference clearly exposes the problem with the Standard Model’s
inference.
The use of the word aṇu

The Radical Revisionist then expands upon

Raghunātha’s notes on the use of the word aṇu.89
He notes that the conventional usage of the word aṇu is not in fact restricted
to substantive referents lacking extension. Rather, he points out that when the
word aṇu is used, it refers to a substance which has a smaller extension (than
another substance).90
Thus, even if some substance s has extension, it can still be called aṇu in
comparison to some other substance S which has a greater extension than s.
88. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 6): anyathā paramâṇuḥ samavetaḥ cakṣuṣa-dravya-samavāyi-samavāyitvāt kapālikāvad ity anumānena tat-tat-samavāyi-paramparā-siddhi-prasaṅgāt.
89. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 6): na câ ’ṇu-vyavahārasya sthūla-dravyâ-’valambanatvâ-’bhāvaḥ, aṇu-vyavahārasyâ ’pakṛṣṭa-mahattvâ-’’śraya-dravya-viṣayakatvāt; mahaty api mahattamād aṇu-vyavahārāt.
tathā ca yad-apekṣayā ye ’pakṛṣṭa-parimāṇavantas tad-apekṣayā tatrâ ’ṇu-vyavahāra iti.
90. Here too, Veṇīdatta’s Radical Revisionist inserts Raghudeva’s glosses directly into a quotation from
Raghunātha, thus paraphrasing the latter. Where Raghunātha uses the word parimāṇa “measure”,
Raghudeva specifies that the word refers to the locus of a non-atomic, hence expansive, measure
which happens to be smaller than the measure of some other substance.
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Again, the Radical Revisionist uses the words of Raghudeva to clarify Raghunātha’s point:

“Substances s which have smaller extension than some other

substance S are conventionally referred to as aṇu in comparison to S.”91

4.6.3.2 Veṇīdatta’s refutation of the Radical Revision
Veṇīdatta presents a complex inference to demonstrate that the motes where
Raghunātha terminates his investigation are in fact composites and hence not
genuinely atomic. Furthermore, he tries to show that his complex inference,
unlike the Standard Model’s inference, is not going to yield a bottomless tower.
A valid inference of motes being composites Veṇīdatta precedes his
proof by noting that visible substances are non-eternal. This is acceptable to the
Standard Model, and is also potentially acceptable to the Radical Revisionist.
Beginning with this, Veṇīdatta draws a number of inferences, comparing motes
to various other composite substances as necessary:92
1. A mote is non-eternal because it is a visible substance (like a pot), or
rather because it is a substance that bears manifest color tropes while
being visible (like a cloth).
2. Because it is non-eternal (like a cloth), a mote must inhere in some substrate.
3. Being non-eternal and inhering in some substrate, a mote must be the
counter-relatum of a prior absence and of a posterior absence (like a pothalf, which is itself generated and which is destroyed eventually).
91. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 6): yad-apekṣayā ye ’pakṛṣṭa-parimāṇavantas tad-apekṣayā tatrâ ’ṇu-vyavahāraḥ.
92. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., pp. 6-7): trasareṇur anityaḥ cākṣuṣa-dravyatvād ghaṭavat, cākṣuṣatve sati udbhūtarūpavad dravyatvāt paṭavat, trasareṇuḥ samaveto ’nityatvāt paṭavat, trasareṇuḥ prāg-abhāva-pratiyogī
dhvaṃsa-pratiyogitvāt kapālavat, ity-ady-anumānaiḥ trasareṇv-avayava-siddhiḥ.
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Because the mote inheres in something else and is non-eternal, it has to be
created and destroyed at some point or the other. This also means it has parts.
Avoiding the bottomless tower

Veṇīdatta wants to set up this complex,

intertwined set of inferences in such a way that it cannot apply further to the
components of the mote. He therefore seeks to draw attention to the fact
that the mote is visible only because it bears manifest color tropes, just like
a cloth.The manifest color trope of a piece of cloth emerges from the manifest
color tropes of its threads. By drawing an analogy to such a cloth, Veṇīdatta
is trying to argue that motes have components (dyads) which have tropes that
give rise to color tropes in the mote that makes it visible, but which themselves
are not visible. The chain of inferences cannot therefore proceed further. Unlike Raghunātha’s version of the Standard Model’s inherence, Veṇīdatta does
not jump from a mote’s being visible to its having to inhere in something. Instead, Veṇīdatta first seeks to establish that a mote is non-eternal, and only
then shifts to its requiring a substrate-of-inherence. As a result, it should not
be possible (he thinks—though he does not elaborate why) to continue this
chain of inferences for atoms as well.

4.7 Particularizers
The Standard Model of the atom requires that each atom of one type be qualitatively identical to every other atom of that type. Nevertheless, the creation
of bigger substances from the assemblage of atoms requires that we be able to
tell atoms apart numerically. Hence, the Standard Model posits the existence
of a separate category of entities called particularizers, which can distinguish
atoms from one another.
Since Raghunātha eliminates atoms entirely, he is also willing to eliminate
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particularizers.
4.7.1 The Standard Model
According to Gaṅgādhara, particularizers are “terminal [entities] occurring in
eternal [substances]”:93
:
The accepted conclusion on particularizers is the following: Some
kind of locatable occurring in eternal substances—whether atoms
(of earth and the like), all-pervasive (like ether), or minds—must
be accepted as differentiating them from one another, and which
itself is not the locus of some other differentiating locatable. If we
don’t accept such a locatable, there would be no way to distinguish
these eternal substances.94
Interestingly, for Gaṅgādhara, these particularizers occur not just in atoms but
in all eternal entities, explicitly including ether, space, time, selves, and minds.
Jagadīśa too characterizes the nature of particularizers in the same manner. Furthermore, his account adds an intriguing extra detail to motivate the
independent existence of particularizers:
Particularizers are terminal entities that occur in eternal substances.
They are many, eternal, and non-sensorial. They are included in the
system in order to maintain the distinction among atoms at the Big
Crunch, because of their being pervaded by dissimilarity.95
93. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 2): antyo nitya-dravya-vṛttir viśeṣaḥ
94. Gaṅgādhara (ibid., p. 2): nitya-dravyeṣu pārthivâ-’’diṣu paramâṇuṣu vibhuṣu ca gaganâ-’’diṣu manasi
ca vyāvartakaḥ svasmin vyāvartaka-dharmâ-’ntara-śūnyaḥ kaścid dharmo ’bhyupeyaḥ. anyathā teṣāṃ
paraspara-vyāvṛtter asiddher iti siddhāntaḥ.
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Although qualitatively identical in their essential properties, each atom occupies a distinct spatial location and no two atoms can overlap. Consequently,
atoms can be distinguished by their location—so long as space exists. However, the system runs into a challenge when trying to explain the state of the
world during the cosmic dissolution, pralaya, when all non-atomic substances
are broken down and the world collapses into a point. At this time, locations
can no longer distinguish between atoms. Consequently, particularizers are
needed at this point in order to be able to tell atoms apart during the “Big
Crunch”.96

4.7.1.1 Summary of the Standard Model on particularizers
(SM-P1) Particularizers are an independent type of entities.
(SM-P2) Particularizers occur in all eternal substances (the atoms of the elemental substances, as well as ether, space, time, selves, and minds).
(SM-P3) Eternal substances of the same type are qualitatively identical to one
another.
(SM-P4) Particularizers serve to numerically distinguish eternal substances, including those of the same type, from one another.
(SM-P5) Particularizers are terminal entities: they do not combine in any way
and are not inhered in by any universal or the like.
95. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 14): nitya-dravya-vṛttayo ’ntyāḥ viśeṣāḥ. te ca bahavo nityā atîndriyāś ca. pralaye
paramâṇūnāṃ bhedāya te svīkriyante, teṣāṃ vaidharmya-vyāpyatvād iti.
96. Jagadīśa’s account suggests that, in some sense, the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika eternal substances behave
like fermions and obey an “exclusion principle” which prevents two of them from being in the
same state at the same time. The particularizers, then, are like quantum numbers (or perhaps
better thought of as indices in this context) which serve to uniquely index each eternal substances
and hence permit them to co-exist. Intriguingly, on the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika account of absences, any
number of absences may be present at a certain location, which is suggestive of the behavior of
bosons.
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(SM-P6) Particularizers are self-distinguishing; they do not need anything else
to distinguish themselves from each other.
4.7.2 Raghunātha’s elimination of particularizers
Raghunātha, however, eliminates the need for particularizers. His argument
is straightforward: the Standard Model requires that particularizers be intrinsically distinguishable from one another, in the absence of any distinguishing
property located in them; Raghunātha says we might as well assume this is true
for each eternal substance in itself.97
In effect, Raghunātha points out that proposing a distinct category of entities in order to distinguish atoms from one another amounts to merely deferring
the question of distinguishing entities numerically.
Raghunātha then responds sarcastically to a potential defense of particularizers, according to which yogins are supposed to be able to directly perceive
particularizers.98
Raghunātha says that if yogins do make such claims, then they should be
interrogated under oath to discover if they are genuinely telling the truth or
not.99
His implication is, of course, that such yogins are lying and couldn’t possibly have perceived such entities anyway. More importantly, it appears that
Raghunātha rejects the possibility of extraordinary perception itself, or at least
the possibility that extraordinary perception might lead to genuine ontological
97. vinâ ’pi vyāvartakaṃ dharmaṃ pareṣāṃ viśeṣāṇām iva nityānāṃ dravyāṇām api svata eva vyāvartakatvāt. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 31)
98. yogino ’tiriktaṃ viśeṣam īkṣante. Karl H Potter (ibid., p. 31).
99. evaṃ tarhi ta eva sa-śapathaṃ pṛcchyantāṃ kim ete ’tiriktaṃ viśeṣam īkṣante na vê ’ti. Karl H Potter
(ibid., pp. 31-32).
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insights.
4.7.2.1 Summary of Raghunātha’s Radical Revision
(RR-P1) There are no such things as particularizers.
(RR-P2) The eternal substances can be regarded as self-distinguishing in the
same way that the Standard Model regards particularizers as being
self-distinguishing.
(RR-P3) Claims by yogins to perceive particularizers cannot be relied upon epistemically.
4.7.3 Veṇīdatta’s critique of Raghunātha
Veṇīdatta objects to Raghunātha’s elimination of particularizers, and seeks to
restore them. In doing so, he raises some issues of linguistic signification.
4.7.3.1 The Radical Revisionist pūrvapakṣa: We don’t need particularizers
Veṇīdatta first lets a Radical Revisionist argue against particularizers, in the
words of Raghunātha filtered through Raghudeva.
No [distinct] particularizers

This Radical Revisionist opens by saying

that there is no evidence for there being a separate category of particularizers,
distinct from substances, tropes, motions, and class-properties.100
This can be interpreted in two ways:
1. There are no such things as particularizers at all.
100. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 12): viśeṣo ’pi ca na padârthâ-’ntaraṃ, mānâ-’bhāvāt.
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2. A particularizer is anything which happens to particularize something,
and this function of particularizing can be done by substances, tropes,
motions, and class-properties. There is consequently no need to suppose
that there is a distinct category of entities that does the job.
How is particularizing to be done?

The Radical Revisionist then handles

one major argument from the Standard Model: in the absence of a distinct class
of particularizers, how are we to distinguish between eternal substances whose
loci are not different?101
To this, the Radical Revisionist counters with the point that the Standard Model already holds that (ontologically distinct) particularizers are selfdistinguishing. All that the Radical Revisionist wants to do is to assert that
the eternal substances themselves could be self-distinguishing in precisely the
same way. If this happens, then there would simply be no need to admit a
separate class of particularizers.102

The invalidity of yogic perceptions Veṇīdatta’s Radical Revisionist then
repeats Raghunātha’s words verbatim on the issue of yogic perception: although some yogins might think, or at least claim, that they can see individual
particularizers, the Radical Revisionist challenges them to repeat their statements under oath, for he thinks they are lying.103
101. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 12): nanu nitya-dravyāṇām āśraya-bhedâ-’bhāvāt kathaṃ parasparaṃ vyāvṛttidhīr viśeṣān vinê ’ti cet.
102. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 12): na, samavāyena vyāvartakaṃ dharmaṃ vinâ ’py atirika-viśeṣa-svīkartṝṇāṃ
mate viśeṣāṇām iva nityānām api tādātmyenaî ’va paraspara-vyāvṛtti-buddhi-jananāt.
103. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 12): yogino ’tirikta-viśeṣam īkṣante pratyakṣata eva cet, evaṃ tarhi te eva saśapathaṃ pṛcchyantāṃ kim ete ’tiriktaṃ viśeṣam īkṣante na vā. iti viśeṣa-bhaṅga iti.
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4.7.4 Veṇīdatta’s counter-arguments
Failures to adequately characterize definienda Veṇīdatta’s first reason
for critiquing the rejection of particularizers depends on the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
approach to definition. We must therefore cover that topic first in order to
understand Veṇīdatta’s moves.104
The basic structure of all such characterization is to assert that “a is b”. Here,
a is the definiendum (lakṣya), while b is the definition/definiens (lakṣaṇa). In
general, it may be better to think of a lakṣaṇa as being a characteristic of something, rather than as a definition. A dewlap is paradigmatically regarded as
the lakṣaṇa of a cow; it is clear that in such contexts the word must mean
“characteristic” rather than “definition”. However, I will stick to the convention of translating these as “definitions”, in order to avoid further difficulties
of comprehension.
That property pa→b of a (which could in general be such things as tropes,
class-properties, and, in this case, particularizers) by virtue of which a is regarded as being a definiendum (of the definition b) is called the delimitor of
being a definiendum (lakṣyatâ-̂ ’vacchedaka). It is only insofar as some entity
has the property pa→b that it can be regarded as coming under the scope of
this definition. Indeed, Naiyāyikas would tend to phrase their definitions in
the form “a, insofar as it has pa→b , is b.” Consequently, if we can show that
some entity x lacks pa→b , then we know that x cannot be b.
Given this, Veṇīdatta argues that if we do not agree that the eternal substances possess an appropriate delimitor of being a definiendum, then we will
end up losing out on their characteristic quality of being invariably identical
(sama-naiyatya). It appears that Veṇīdatta is treating the particularizers as be104. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 13): tan na, nityānāṃ lakṣyatâ-’vacchedaka-dharmâ-’svīkāre tat-sama-naiyatyarūpa-lakṣaṇa-svarūpa-hāneḥ.
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ing the delimitors of being a definiendum of eternal substances. If this is so,
then he holds, apparently, that “eternal substances [of a single type], insofar
as they have particularizers, are invariably identical.” As a result, any eternal
substance lacking a particularizer would in fact lack the property of being invariably identical.
The Revisionist fires back

The Radical Revisionist responds that they

do accept that the eternal substances are the loci of an appropriate delimitor of
being a definiendum. What they reject, however, is that the eternal substances
are distinguished from one another by this delimitor. Instead, each individual
substance distinguishes itself from others by virtue of being itself, on its own
merit. For the Radical Revisionist, it is not the case that these particularizers
do the job of distinguishing individual eternal substances from one another,
if particularizers exist at all; rather, the substances can do so by themselves
(tādātmyena).105

4.7.4.1 The empty reference problem
Veṇīdatta rejects this claim of the Radical Revisionist, but not on definitional
grounds. Instead, he shifts the terms of the debate to the issue of reference, and
argues that if there were no particularizers present in the eternal substances,
then it would be impossible to connect the word “particularizer” to its semantically significant stem.106
This use of grammatical terminology needs to be explained.
105. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 13): yat tu «lakṣyatâ-’vacchedaka-dharmo nitya-dravyeṣv aṅgīkriyate, paraṃtu
tena dharmeṇa nityānāṃ vyāvṛttir nâ ’ṅgīkriyate; tādātmyena tad-vyaktir eva vyāvartikā svīkriyate» iti.
It is the presence of the yat tu «…» iti structure here that clues us into this position being a Radical
Revisionist one.
106. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 13): tan na, viśeṣasyâ ’rthasyâ ’bhāve viśeṣa-padasya prātipadikatvâ-’saṅgatyāpatteḥ.
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Stems, endings, and words

Sanskrit words as actively deployed in dis-

course are fully inflected. These fully inflected words are known as padas. A
pada can be divided into a stem and a ending. If the ending is a nominal ending
(a sup ending), then the stem is a nominal stem (prātipadika). While the nominal
endings signify various relationships (such as kāraka action-roles, temporality,
and so on), the nominal stems signify entities (padârthas, seen as the referents
of words).
Veṇīdatta’s point is that if we encounter a fully inflected word like viśeṣasya
(“of a particularizer”), which can be parsed into the nominal stem viśeṣa and
the nominal inflectional ending ṅ as, then the nominal stem viśeṣa will have no
referent and will therefore be meaningless.
Empty reference is not an issue The Radical Revisionist responds that
this is not an issue at all, and presents the stock Naiyāyika example of a rabbit’s
horn.107
Rabbits don’t have horns, and so the term “rabbit’s horn” has an empty
reference. Nevertheless, says the Radical Revisionist, the stem is meaningful
here; after all, we are able to assert that there is no such thing as a rabbit’s
horn.
The point of this objection is that the Radical Revisionist thinks it is perfectly possible to use language successfully even when referring to things that
do not exist. It is therefore invalid to say that there must be particularizers
simply because we use language that putatively refers to particularizers. As
with Raghunātha’s argument on the conventional usage of the word aṇu, the
Radical Revisionist seems to hold that there isn’t necessarily a straightforward,
107. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 13): na ca « śaśa-śṛṅgâ-’’di-padānām ivâ ’rtha-sattvâ-’bhāve ’pi prātipadikatvasaṅgativat saṅgatiḥ prakṛte ’pi » iti vācyam.
The Radical Revisionist’s statement is contained inside the na ca «…» iti vācyam structure.
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naïvely referential relationship between words and entities; rather, the ontological structure of the world may differ from its linguistic representation.
Empty reference comes in different varieties Veṇīdatta retorts that the
Radical Revisionist’s argument does not in fact accomplish its goal. In the case
of the stock example “rabbit’s horn”, he points out that the components of the
stem, “rabbit” and “horn”, are both well-established, semantically significant
entities; that is, both !“rabbit”"s and !“horn”"s exist. What leads to the empty
reference is the fact that the term refers to a connection that does not exist. (In
English, we might say that “rabbit” and “horn” both work, but what fails is the

possessive “’s”.) In the case of “particularizer” and particularizers, however,
the nominal stem cannot be decomposed further into semantically significant
morphemes. As a result, if there are no such things as particularizers (if there
are no !viśeṣa"s), the stem viśeṣa is referentially vacuous directly, and not merely
compositionally.108

Veṇīdatta does not elaborate on precisely why this second kind of empty
referentiality is unacceptable whereas the first is acceptable. It may, however,
be possible to decipher why, if we keep in mind Veṇīdatta’s (and the Standard
Model’s) commitment to language whose structure, when properly constructed
and deployed, reflects the ontological structure of the world. True language,
the sort found in the Vedas or used by an āpta (a consistently reliable speaker of
things-as-they-are, yathârtha), reveals to us the nature of the world as it really
is. This means that the entities referred to by the various morphemes do in
fact exist and are in fact related in the world the way their signifying linguistic
structures are related as well. When properly used, language gives rise to śābda108. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 13): eteṣāṃ vākya-tulyatvena yathā-kathaṃcit khaṇḍaśaḥ prasiddhâ-’rthasattvâ-’ṅgīkāreṇa prātipadikatva-sattvāt. prakṛte tu viśeṣasya padatvād evâ ’rtha-sattvam ṛte na prātipadikatvam āñjasyam āpnuyāt.
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bodha, linguistically-generated knowledge-episodes which are always about
something as being something that it really is (or in a certain mode in which
it really is).
When improperly used, however, language fails to tell us about how the
world really is: it is about something as being something which in fact it is
not. The term “rabbit’s horn” fails in this manner: it is about a horn presented
as being a rabbit’s body-part, which it simply cannot be. We may say that, for
Veṇīdatta, improper use of language fails at truly conveying the as-ness of
something. However, the term viśeṣa would fail differently, if it were the case
that particularizers simply didn’t exist: it could not even be about anything
that it could be describing.

4.8 An alternate approach to ontology: the Lamp upon
the Language of the New Nyāya
Unlike the other texts examined here, Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna’s Navya-Nyāyabhāṣā-pradīpa (“Lamp upon the Language of the New Nyāya”) does not itself
make specific ontological claims. If anything, the text is written from a perspective according to which the Standard Model is seen as (broadly) correct.
In part, this is because the goal of the Lamp is not to articulate, defend, or critique ontological claims. Rather, it seeks to introduce the technical language of
Navya Nyāya to readers who may, or perhaps may not, already agree with the
ontological claims of the Standard Model. Nevertheless, the ontological picture
presented by the Lamp is different from anything in the texts of the Standard
Model, be they the introductory text of Jagadīśa or the archeological excavation of Gaṅgādhara. Whether we take it to be a self-standing, utterly new
ontological schema, or merely a different presentation that is in fact underpinned by the Standard Model, we can at least use it as a guide to understand
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how the Navya Nyāya technical language works. That is, I highly doubt that
Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna himself would have thought that he was presenting
a new ontological schema for the world. Nevertheless, his approach to seeing
the world appears to be a far closer, and perhaps more “natural”, fit for the
technical language of Navya Nyāya. If this is in fact so, then I would suggest
that the internal developments within the Navya Nyāya tradition that led to the
refinement of the Navya Nyāya technical language have led to a potentially radically different implicit ontological schema that is distinctly both nava as well
as navya.
4.8.1 Locatables and non-locatables

locatables

classes

non-locatables

adjuncts
non-composites

composites

According to the Lamp, almost everything is a dharma locatable.109
This obviously includes such things as tropes and actions (which must reside
in substances), but also includes all composite substances as wholes (which,
according to the whole Nyāya tradition, both old and Navya, must reside in
their parts, which are also substances).110
The only exception to this are such substances as ether, which are located
109. U. Jha (2004, 21, §1): ākāśâ-’’dikaṃ vinā sarva eva padârthāḥ yatra kutracid api vartanta iti sarva
eva dharmā ity ucyante.
110. U. Jha (ibid., 21, §1): dravye jāti-guṇa-karmāṇi tiṣṭhantî ’ti jāti-guṇa-karmāṇi dravyasya dharmāḥ.
sūtrâ-’’dāv avayave paṭâ-’’dy avayavi-dravyaṃ tiṣṭhatî ’ti dravyam api dharmaḥ.
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in nothing and so are non-locatable entities (a-vṛtti-padârthas). (From a strictly
ontological perspective, Maheśacandra is almost certainly an adherent of the
Standard Model.)
Thus, keeping in mind the fact that we can rephrase sentences like “X is
a locatable” as “X has P [locatable]”, we may represent a situation in which
a blue pot is resting on the ground as follows with a fairly complex diagram.
Each arrow in this diagram represents a relation of some sort which constructs
one entity as being located in another.
P [blue]

inheres

P [pot]

inheres

blue
inh
ere

s

pot
inh

res

ere

e
inh

s

touches

pot-half1
tou
che

pot-half2
s
che
tou

s

ground

time

space

Figure 4.12: A blue pot located on the ground
In such situations, the pot is both a locatable and a location. Indeed, it
is both multiply a locatable (being located in space, in time, and in its parts
by inherence relations and being located on the ground by a contact relation)
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and a location (being the locus for a class-property and for a trope, both by
inherence relations). Navya Nyāya carefully distinguishes among all of these
possible ways of describing the pot as a locatable and as a location.
If we now look at the world purely in terms of locatables and locations,
we will end up with a lattice of objects and arrows. Each arrow represents
a situation where its source-object is located in its target-object. Almost all
objects will be both sources and targets of such arrows. Since every object
also carries its own eigenclass (the property of being precisely that particular
object), this lattice is open-ended in that direction. (In other words, there is no
object in the universe which is only a source and not a target for “located in”
arrows.) However, as Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna establishes clearly, it is not
also open-ended in the opposite direction, for there are some objects which are
only targets, not sources, for “located in” arrows. There are at least three such
objects: space (diś), time-as-a-whole (mahā-kāla), and ether (ākāśa), which are
non-locatable.
..
.

..
.

..
.

•

•

•

•

•

•

space

time

ether

Figure 4.13: The lattice of locatables and locations (in the Standard Model)
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4.9 Summary
Substances are essential constituents of all Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schemata,
and are unsurprisingly the locus of much debate. Our close examinations of
some of the arguments used in the discourse on debates shows us the depth and
the detail into which later Navya Nyāya thinkers entered. However, this density of argumentation can sometimes obscure important aspects of the debate,
not to mention what was at stake itself.
Let us first summarize the key changes proposed by Raghunātha:
1. the elimination of space, time, and ether as independent substances, and
the transference of their functions to Īśvara
2. the reduction of mind to one of the four elemental substances (earth,
water, fire, air)
3. (arguably) the removal of Īśvara from the category of selves (to make
Īśvara a sui generis individual)
4. the elimination of atoms and dyads from mereology, with mobile motes
(the old triads) now treated as the smallest perceptible entities
5. the elimination of particularizers (viśeṣas) as a distinct category of entities
6. the introduction of moments (kṣaṇas) as a distinct category of entities
All of these were rejected by the Standard Model; all of these, bar the introduction of moments, were rejected by Veṇīdatta as well.
Why might have Raghunātha wanted these changes? What might his arguments for these changes tell us about him? And what can we tell about
Veṇīdatta based on his arguments against Raghunātha? What about the other
thinkers we have seen in this debate? Since we have examined the debates
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by focusing on particular arguments, let us reorient by looking at the thinkers
instead.
4.9.1 Raghunātha’s Radical Revision
As the chief instigator of the Navya Nyāya ontological debates, Raghunātha
is the most natural starting point. His radical simplification of the NyāyaVaiśeṣika ontological schema’s account of substances has far-reaching consequences
for his system, and at least some of the later attacks on him are due to the consequences of his changes. However, his potential motivations for these changes
are at least as important, for they tell us something about Raghunātha as a
thinker.
4.9.1.1 A bias towards empiricism
A number of interesting patterns emerge upon a close examination of Raghunātha’s ontological claims about substances and his arguments for them. One
such pattern relates to the relative importance of perception (and of normal
worldly perception at that) vis-à-vis other sources of knowledge. Raghunātha
demonstrates a preference for empiricism over rationalism, in the sense that he
is clearly reluctant to accept entities that are posited on solely rational grounds.
This could be a potential motivation for Raghunātha’s rejection of space,
time, and ether as types of substances and of atoms and dyads as constituents
of substances. All of these entities—space, time, ether, atoms, and dyads—
are acknowledged within the Standard Model as being beyond the reach of
perception. Instead, various inferences are constructed in the Standard System
to justify the postulation of these kinds of substances. But Raghunātha will
have none of it: he eliminates all of these entities from his system (on various
grounds, of course), and transfers their functions to other substances. The
upshot is clear: Raghunātha is far more skeptical than the Standard Model of
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the power of inference to justify the existence of various types of substances,
which are acknowledged to be imperceptible.111
Furthermore, Raghunātha also refutes an alternative defense of atoms and
dyads, according to which atoms and dyads can in fact be perceived directly
by yogins. If this is accepted, then there is no reason to have to rely on a shaky
inference to justify their existence: atoms and dyads would exist by virtue of
having been seen directly. Raghunātha does not merely reject this argument,
but sarcastically and scornfully rejects yogins’ perception as a reliable indicator.
It is clear from this that Raghunātha is interested in defending an ontological schema built on observables that are (in principle at least) available to all
humans to sense or to infer. He is not at all interested in anybody who might
make special epistemic claims that are not available for others to verify. At
least in this sense, Raghunātha is interested in building a world on objective
facts.
4.9.1.2 Ontology, phenomenology, and semantics
Another pattern of operation of the Radical Revisionist position is connected to
the interrelationships among ontology, phenomenology, and semantics—that
is, on the ways in which the structure of human cognitions link, and are linked,
to the structure of human language (specifically, of Sanskrit) and to the structure of the world itself.
This appears most prominently in Veṇīdatta’s presentation of a Radical Revisionist pūrvapakṣin interlocutor who argues against both atoms and particularizers. In both cases, this Radical Revisionist enters into debates on the
111. As we will see in later sections, Raghunātha is willing to use inference for a wide range of purposes, including to defend his own introduction of new categories of entities. My point should not
be overstretched to the blanket claim that Raghunātha entirely rejects the ontological utility of
inference.
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proper usage of terms like aṇu and viśeṣa, claiming that their Sanskrit usage
cannot justify the existence of corresponding independent ontological categories of entities. Raghunātha himself argues in particular that the word aṇu is
used to refer, not just solely to atoms, but also to entities possessing extension.
Similarly, Raghunātha takes a dim view of the Standard Model’s arguments
in favor of space and time that rely too heavily on human cognitions. The
phenomenological experience of spatiality and temporality is not a sufficient
basis for Raghunātha to postulate the existence of ontological categories.
The simplest way to understand this is that Raghunātha treats ontology,
phenomenology, and semantics as domains with a fair deal of autonomy. They
do not necessary move lock-in-step with each other, and not all relationships
within one domain clearly map onto relationships in either of the other two
domains. As we will see in later chapters, this pattern of thought of Raghunātha
repeats over and over throughout the rest of the ontological debate.
4.9.2 Veṇīdatta
Unlike Raghunātha, Veṇīdatta tells us at the beginning of his text about his motivation: he wishes to fix those aspects of Raghunātha’s work that run contrary
to (Veṇīdatta’s interpretations of) the śruti. This suggests that we will find two
features in Veṇīdatta’s text: arguments against Raghunātha, and citations from
śruti. Both of these features are present in abundance in the debates on substances. However, as will be seen later in the text, these two features cannot be
blindly generalized to all of Veṇīdatta’s arguments in the ontological debates.
4.9.2.1 A preference for ontological profusion
Throughout the debates concerning substances, Veṇīdatta appears implacably
opposed to Raghunātha: He rejects every proposed elimination of substances
by Raghunātha, and sometimes does so in harsh language. However, it turns
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out not to be the case that Veṇīdatta rejects every one of Raghunātha’s proposals. Rather, Veṇīdatta rejects Raghunātha’s attempts to trim the NyāyaVaiśeṣika system by eliminating categories. It is because much of Raghunātha’s
effort to trim the system is focused on substances that it appears that Veṇīdatta
is opposed to all of Raghunātha’s proposed changed.
Instead, it is perhaps better to see Veṇīdatta as a lover of ontological profusion: he wishes to preserve as many ontological distinctions as he can. When
Raghunātha tries to get rid of some distinctions, Veṇīdatta opposes him; but
as we will see later, when Raghunātha proposes new ontological distinctions,
Veṇīdatta is willing to accept them fairly freely.
4.9.2.2 A concern with scripture and with hermeneutics
True to his stated motivation, Veṇīdatta cites scripture fairly frequently in his
arguments against Raghunātha. The manner in which he does so seems very
different to me than the ways in which scripture is used by Raghunātha or
other Naiyāyikas. Raghunātha, for instance, is extremely sparing in his use of
scripture. Furthermore, the instances on which he uses them may well be seen
as rhetorical moves to convince his interlocutor that the interlocutor needs
Raghunātha’s innovation in order to understand scripture correctly.112
Veṇīdatta, on the other hand, cites scripture extensively, and uses it as
argument for particular ontological positions. It is clear that, for Veṇīdatta, the
truth of the śruti is axiomatic; hermeneutics and ontology must work in concert
in order to preserve this truth. It is unsurprising, then, that Veṇīdatta opposes
Raghunātha’s elimination of space, time, and ether—there is, after all, evidence
112. We will see two examples of this in later chapters: Raghunātha’s citation of the ever-moving figtree (sadā-karmo ’śvatthaḥ) in his defense of motions as non-locus-pervading, and of an injunction
not to steal (para-svaṃ nâ ’dadīthāḥ) in his defense of personal property. In neither case does the
status of the text as scriptural seem particularly germane to Raghunātha’s point.
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from the śruti pointing to their existence. Thus, whereas the Standard Model
relies on inferences to justify the existence of these imperceptible substances,
Veṇīdatta uses śruti citations.
4.9.2.3 Dvaitin inclinations?
Another tendency of Veṇīdatta’s is also potentially visible, although not quite
as clearly as the previous ones. This has to do with Veṇīdatta’s putative sectarian affiliation as a Dvaita Vedāntin. While we have not seen specifically
Dvaitin arguments in Veṇīdatta’s arguments on substances, two features of his
arguments lend credence to his being a Dvaitin.
The first of these occurs in one of Veṇīdatta’s counter-arguments rejecting
Raghunātha’s elimination of space, time, and ether. Veṇīdatta is very concerned that these eliminations shift more and more weight onto the shoulders
of Īśvara, and furthermore open the possibility of a slippery slope argument that
might potentially lead to some later thinker attempting to eliminate individual
selves as well by reducing them to Īśvara. Such a reduction was of course
precisely what the Advaita Vedāntins desired in the first place. Veṇīdatta’s
counter-argument here is thus designed not to yield any ground whatsoever to
the Advaitins of his day. While this is not a uniquely Dvaitin concern (Naiyāyikas too were opposed to the Advaitins on this front), there is clear evidence
that Veṇīdatta did not see himself as a Naiyāyika.
The primary evidence for this lies in the fact that Veṇīdatta refers to the
author of the Nyāya-sūtras simply as “Gautama”, without any marker of respect
or politeness, and on other occasions refers to the same sūtras as “yours” (as
opposed to “mine” or “ours”). Both of these suggest that he saw himself as
being outside the Naiyāyika tradition, and did not find himself particularly
bound to accord extra reverence to the founder of the Nyāya text-tradition.113
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The combination of these two points—being a pluralist about selves and
likely not being a Naiyāyika—strengthen the case for Veṇīdatta being a Dvaitin.
4.9.3 Substances as substrates
Substances are clearly essential to the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schemata,
but they do not suffice. Among their many shortcomings is the fact that they
do not address our distinct phenomenological sense that there is a difference
between an entity and its properties. The notion of properties is extraordinarily
complex, and is addressed over the next two chapters of this study. The next
chapter addresses tropes (guṇas) and motions (karmans), while the subsequent
chapter addresses various types of class-properties. Both of these topics are the
subjects of intense debate between Raghunātha and other Naiyāyikas, and it is
to them that we now turn.

113. In contrast, the mere presence of respect-markers does not imply that the author is a follower of a
particular system. Gaṅgādhara, for instance, uniformly uses the plural as a marker of respect when
referring to Raghunātha Śiromaṇi—always as Dīdhiti-kṛtaḥ. However, we know from his lineage
and his other works that Gaṅgādhara was an Advaitin with an inclination towards Śiva.
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5.1 Introduction
Intimately connected with our common-sense notion of there being various
sorts of substances in the world is the notion that these substances are the substrates of properties and motions. What distinguishes properties and motions
from substances is the fact that they are intrinsically dependent on a substance:
a property is always a property of a substance, a motion is always a motion
of a substance.
In the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika system, properties and motions are concrete particulars, not abstracts.1
If two pots p1 , p2 are both painted the same shade of blue B, their respective
blue-properties B1 , B2 are nevertheless distinct from each other. The commonsense defense of this is the fact that if we subsequently paint p1 red, p2 still
retains its color B2 . In what follows, I will use the word “trope” to refer to
1. See Karl H Potter (1954) and Karl H Potter (1957a) for some nuanced arguments on the nature of
guṇas in the Vaiśeṣika system.
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concrete particulars (like the particular patches of blue B1 , B2 ), and “kind of
trope” or “class of trope” to refer to the abstract property whose tokens are
individual tropes (like the color blue B in the abstract, or alternatively P [B]).
The intrinsic dependence of tropes and motions is handled in Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
by positing yet another category of entity, the relation of inherence, which
connects every trope and every motion to some substance. We will examine
inherence along with other relations in a subsequent chapter.
5.1.1 Are guṇas really tropes?
Before we proceed further, however, it is worth asking one important question:
How do we correctly translate the word guṇa (in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika sense)
into English? I have chosen to use the word “trope”, but I recognize that there
are some limitations accompanying its usage. The simplest way to illustrate
the point will be through some diagrams.
If we have two pots p1 , p2 that are both the same shade of blue B, we may be
tempted to say that the property of being B, written P [B], occurs in both pots.
This is analogous to saying that the property of being a pot, P [pot], occurs in
p1 , p2 .
P [pot]

P [B]
p1

p2

Figure 5.1: Is blueness a universal?
This view is, however, rejected in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika view because, among
other things, it would violate the rules of universals (jātis) set out by Udayana.
An alternative viewpoint, based on tropes understood as abstract particulars
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in contemporary philosophy, would assert that each pot pi has a distinct blue
trope Bi present in it. These various Bi tropes are connected by a relation of
similarity.
P [pot]

B1

similar

p1

B2
p2

Figure 5.2: Blue tropes, according to contemporary philosophy
However, in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika view, similarity relations are themselves
dependent on the existence of universals. Consequently, guṇas as understood
in Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontology must in fact be the bearers of universals. As a
result, guṇas are more concrete than tropes as currently understood, and are
indeed closer to dravyas than tropes are to substances. (In fact, the two pots p1
and p2 too are similar to each other precisely insofar as both have the property
of being a pot, P [pot].)
P [B]

B1

similar

B2

P [pot]
p1

similar

p2

Figure 5.3: Blue tropes, according to Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika philosophy
Thus, when I translate guṇa as “trope” here, it is essential to keep in mind
that guṇas do not precisely correspond to tropes as generally understood today.
Guṇas are perhaps best thought of as “dependent concrete particulars”, because
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what distinguishes a guṇa from a dravya is that every guṇa must necessarily
be located in some dravya as a substrate. However, other English words like
“property” and “qualifier” are even less precise than “trope” when it comes to
describing guṇas, so that “trope” seems a less wrong fit than the alternatives.

5.2 An overview of tropes
5.2.1 Tropes in the Standard Model
The Standard Model admits 24 different kinds of tropes, in what appears to be
an unsystematic hodge-podge of various characteristics of substances, united
solely by the fact that they all require some substance or the other in which to
inhere. Nevertheless, thinkers like Jagadīśa do assert the existence of guṇatva,
P [trope], a universal that binds them all.
Nevertheless, the various trope-kinds can be organized into different subgroups, depending on the sorts of functions they fulfil in the world and on the
sorts of substances they may inhere in:
1. sensorial (6): color, taste, smell, touch, sound, and cognitions.
Here the first four are listed together in the system, and associate unproblematically with the four uncontroversial material substances. Sound,
however, is listed separately, because its dependence on ether makes it
different from the other four physical senses. Cognitions too are listed
separately, because they inhere in selves and not in any physical substances.
2. quantificational (5): numbers, measures, individuality, proximality, and
distality.
These tropes are distinguished from all other tropes by the fact that they
may inhere in all substances freely.
243

3. motional (5): inertia, viscosity, oiliness, contact, and separation.
These are the closest analogues in Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika for concepts from classical mechanics.2
4. actional (7): pleasure and pain, desire and revulsion, exertion, dharma
and adharma These tropes, along with cognitions (listed above in the
first group), may only inhere in selves. That is, these are the kinds of
properties that distinguish selves from all other kinds of things in the
world. They are extensively utilized in Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika action theory
and soteriology.
In addition to these, the trope known as saṃskāra comes in three subvarieties: vega, sthiti-sthāpaka, and bhāvanā.3
The first of these may be translated as “momentum”, as it refers to the
capacity of an embodied (mūrtimat) object, once set into motion, to remain in
motion. The second of these may be translated as “elasticity”, as it refers to the
capacity of an object, when displaced from some state of rest, to return to that
state. Both of these are clearly varieties of motional tropes. The third, however,
is a cognitive trope, inhering in selves, which gives rise to recollections (smṛtis,
being a subtype of cognition). It can therefore be translated as “cognitive trace”.
What is common to all three of these subvarieties of tropes is that they have
some notion of memory or residue built into them. Objects in motion have a
“memory” of their motion and hence stay in motion; objects displaced from a
state of rest have a “memory” of their original state and return to it; experiential
cognitions leave a “residue” behind in the experiencing self that later gives rise
2. Of course, since Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika physics is non-Newtonian in its assumptions, terms like “inertia”
and “viscosity” must not be immediately understood in the terms that modern physics applies to
them.
3. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 55): saṃskāras trividhaḥ — vego bhāvanā sthitisthāpakaś cê ’ti.
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to recollections. I will therefore translate saṃskāra as “residue”.
5.2.2 How many tropes are there, really?
While the Standard Model defends the existence of twenty-four different varieties of tropes, Gaṅgādhara’s account tells us that different groups of thinkers
held the actual number to be a lot smaller. Indeed, Gaṅgādhara presents to us
six different strata of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika thinkers who adhered to different lists of
trope-classes. Intriguingly, it appears that the general tendency was to eliminate more and more varieties of tropes, so that older strata of thinkers tended to
accept a proper superset of trope-classes of the trope-classes accepted by newer
strata.
Gaṅgādhara’s stratification is best seen in the form of a table of tropes.4
This shows very clearly that there is a core set of trope-classes that appear
to be acceptable to all Naiyāyika thinkers in Gaṅgādhara’s day. These include
the six sensorial trope-classes, the two classes of fluid-motional tropes, the
structurally fundamental trope-class of contact, and most of the actional tropeclasses. By contrast, the quantificational trope-classes are, slowly but surely,
entirely eliminated from the list of tropes.
Gaṅgādhara’s nomenclature for the thinkers adhering to these classes is
also fascinating and worthy of close examination. He describes the followers
of the classical twenty-four-tropes model as prāñcas, the “Ancients”, and also
describes them as “followers of the position of the sages Kaṇāda and Gautama”
(Kaṇāda-Gautama-muni-matâ-’nusāriṇaḥ). If we take this term seriously, then it
4. Gaṅgādhara (1913, pp. 1-2): guṇās tu rūpa-rasa-gandha-sparśa-saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktvasaṃyoga-vibhāga-paratvâ-’paratva-buddhi-sukha-duḥkhê-’cchā-dveṣa-prayatna-gurutva-dravatva-sneha-saṃskāra-dharmâ-’dharma-śabdāś caturviṃśatir iti kaṇāda-gautama-muni-matâ-’nusāriṇaḥ prāñcāḥ.
paratvâ-’paratva-pṛthaktva-gurutvānāṃ nirasiṣyamāṇatayā viṃśatir eva guṇā iti navyāḥ. vibhāgasyâ
’pi nirāsād ekona-viṃśatir iti navyatarāḥ. saṅkhyāyā api vyudāsād aṣṭādaśê ’ti navyatamāḥ. saṃskāraparimāṇayor api tiraskārāt ṣoḍaśa!ı ’va guṇā iti svatantrāḥ. dharmâ-’dharmayor api pratikṣepāc
caturdaśê ’ty atisvatantrāḥ.
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would apply to those thinkers who adhered to the post-Udayana synthesis of
the Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika text-traditions and beyond. Beyond this, Gaṅgādhara
describes three successive strata as the navyas (the “Moderns”), the navyataras
(the “Post-moderns”), and the navyatamas (the “Most-moderns”). With these
three strata, we see the gradual elimination of the quantificational tropes and
a gradual increase in the use of absences to account for certain older tropes
(individuality tropes and separation tropes in particular). We may think of
these three strata as therefore forming a subgroup, as it were. The last two
strata have their own names: the svatantras (the “independents”) and the atisvatantras (the “hyper-independents”). This shift in nomenclature may well
have reflected a revolutionary shift in the positions of these strata of thinkers:
by going so far as to eliminate dharma and adharma from the list of tropes, they
were calling into question some of the longstanding fundamentals of Nyāya’s
action theory and ethics, and thus potentially affecting Naiyāyika accounts of
ethical conduct, of hermeneutics, and of the viability of Vedic ritual as well.
5.2.3 Raghunātha’s demolition of tropes
Raghunātha attacks the entire category of tropes by arguing that guṇatva is not
a universal. By doing so, he is essentially arguing that there is nothing common
to the various classes of entities called “tropes” in the Standard Model that
could validate their being brought under a single umbrella. He is not, however,
denying that the entities in the world which (according to the Standard Model)
are cognized by human beings as colors and tastes and so on exist.
The issues related to tropes raised by Raghunātha and addressed by Veṇīdatta fall into a few distinct categories:
1. Rejecting the independent existence of certain kinds of tropes
2. Collapsing certain kinds of tropes into others
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Trope
Color
Taste
Touch
Smell
Sound
Cognition
Viscosity
Oiliness
Contact
Pleasure
Pain
Desire
Revulsion
Exertion
dharma
adharma
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Measure
Number
Separation
Proximality
Distality
Individuality
Inertia

Prāñcas
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Navyas
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
N

Navyataras
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
N
N

Navyatamas
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
N
N
N

Svatantras
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
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N
N
N

Figure 5.4: The stratification of tropes according to Gaṅgādhara
3. Promoting certain kinds of tropes into entirely distinct categories
4. Disputing the possible substrates of certain kinds of tropes
5. Debating the properties possessed by certain kinds of tropes
6. Debating the properties possessed by substances which are substrates for
certain kinds of tropes
Thus, for instance, Raghunātha:
1. eliminates the subcategory of “variegated” (citra) color tropes entirely
2. collapses individuality (pṛthaktva) tropes into mutual absences (anyônyâ247

Atisvatantras
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

’bhāvas)
3. collapses spatial proximality and distality (daiśika-paratva and -aparatva)
tropes into contact tropes (saṃyogas)
4. collapses temporal proximality and distality (kālika-paratva and -aparatva)
tropes into prior absences (prāg-abhāvas) and posterior absences ((pra)dhvaṃsas)
5. promotes number (saṅkhyā) tropes into an independent category of entities
6. disputes that Īśvara is the substrate of measure (parimāṇa) tropes
7. rejects the notion that color tropes are locus-pervading
8. rejects the existence of “unmanifest” (anudbhūta) color tropes

5.3 Debates on individuality (pṛthaktva)
Individuality tropes are a matter for substantial debate between the Standard
Model and the Radical Revision. This is a case in which Veṇīdatta happens to
agree with Raghunātha’s critique of the Standard Model.
5.3.1 The Standard Model of individuality
Jagadīśa offers a fairly elaborate defense of individuality tropes in the Tarkâmṛta:
Individuality is produced by a sequence of causally generated tropes.
Objection: What proof exists for this? “The cloth is different from the pot” is a perception which has as its content
a mutual absence.
This is incorrect, because when you cognize a mutual absence, the
two relata use the same case-affix as a rule, as in “the cloth is not
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a pot.” If a mutual absence had the form of an individuality trope,
you would end up getting usages like “the cloth is not [different]
from the pot.”
Objection: If this is the case, then how is there a cognition
of mutual absence in the case of “the cloth is other than
the pot”?
This is incorrect, because to-be-other also has the form of individuality.5
Jagadīśa’s argument is entirely targeted at Raghunātha’s critique of individuality tropes: both of the counter-arguments he entertains are in fact raised
by Raghunātha, in somewhat more sophisticated form. The simplification of
Raghunātha’s arguments may be attributed to the pedagogical aim of Jagadīśa’s
text; their inclusion, however, may speak to the fact that individuality tropes
had in fact been rejected by a number of Naiyāyikas following Raghunātha,
and as a result the followers of the Standard Model may have felt pressured
to present a sort of apologetics to inoculate their students from Raghunātha’s
position on this question.
Furthermore, Jagadīśa’s arguments in defense of individuality are in line
with his general support for a fairly close correspondence between ontology
and semantics. Note, for instance, his first argument defending a difference
between individuality tropes and mutual absences: the former are expressed
in the form of sentences like “X is different from Y ” (which, when expressed
in Sanskrit, would typically require the use of ablative case-suffixes following
5. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 10): pṛthaktvaṃ kāraṇa-guṇa-prakrama-janyam. nanu tatra kiṃ pramāṇam.
«ghaṭāt paṭaḥ pṛthag» iti pratyakṣam, tasyâ ’nyônyâbhāva-viṣayakatvam iti cet, na. anyônyâbhāvapratyaye pratiyogy-anuyoginoḥ samāna-vibhaktikatva-niyamāt, yathā «ghaṭo na paṭa» iti. anyônyâbhāvasya pṛthaktva-rūpatve «ghaṭāt paṭo nê» ’ty api prayogâ-’’patteḥ. na ca «evaṃ «ghaṭād anyaḥ paṭa»
ity atra katham anyônyâbhāva-pratītiḥ» iti vācyam, anyatvasyâ ’pi pṛthaktva-rūpatvāt.

249

the word-stem expressing Y ); the latter are expressed using negation particles
in sentences like “X is not Y ” (which, when expressed in Sanskrit, would have
the same case-suffix after both word-stems). For Jagadīśa, these two sentences
are inequivalent grammatically, and perhaps also phenomenologically; the situations they signify too must therefore be ontologically inequivalent.
5.3.2 Raghunātha’s elimination of individuality
For Raghunātha, individuality tropes can be reduced simply to mutual absences: A substance p would be said to have an individuality trope setting
it apart from some other substance g in the Standard Model only if they are not
identical. However, it is precisely this relation of not-being-identical that can
be understood as the mutual absence of p and g; in other words, it is precisely
the relation of not-being-identical that allows us to say that “p is not g” (and
vice-versa). This mutual absence itself suffices, or so Raghunātha thinks, to
account for conventional utterances of the form “p is different from g.”6
In effect, Raghunātha thinks that the same scenario (of two substances, p
and g, which are not identical with each other) can be expressed in two different linguistic formulations, “p is not g” as well as “p is different from g”.
Rejecting the ablative case-suffix For Raghunātha, the fact that the formulation “p is different from g” requires (in Sanskrit, at least) the use of the
ablative case-suffix after the word expressing g is a purely linguistic fact. It
has nothing to do whatsoever with the ontological structure of the scenario
expressed by the utterance as a whole. In particular, he argues that there is
simply no evidence that a cognition of individuality relies upon there being
a fixed point (avadhi) “from” which the individuated item is ablated. It hap6. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 40): pṛthaktvam api na guṇâ-’ntaram, anyônyâbhāvād eva pṛthaktvavyavahārô-’papatteḥ.
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pens to be an artifact of Sanskrit grammar that some words like pṛthak (“individual”), itara (“other”), anya (“another”), bhinna (different”), or arthâ-’ntara
(“something else”) all govern the ablative case.7
This linguistic feature, however, is insufficient to convince Raghunātha that
there is a corresponding ontological feature.
5.3.3 Veṇīdatta on individuality
Veṇīdatta is in accord with Raghunātha on this issue, particularly as filtered
through Raghudeva. Indeed, his contribution to this debate is restricted to
a rearrangement of Raghunātha’s and Raghudeva’s words, sometimes slightly
simplified, sometimes linked with logical connectors supplied by Veṇīdatta.
5.3.3.1 There are no distinct tropes signifying individuality
He too denies that there is a distinct class of trope called “individuality” (indeed, he cites Raghunātha on this), and supplements this with a note from
Raghudeva clarifying what it means to say that individuality does not count
as a distinct class of trope: When we have a cognition of the sort “X is different from Y ”, there is nothing about the modality of such a cognition that
can be signified by the word “trope” in any way. This does not in itself rule
out the possibility, of course, that such cognitions are nevertheless still distinct
from mutual absences; all it excludes, for now, is the possibility of such an
arrangement involving tropes as ontologically necessary components.8
Veṇīdatta has picked Raghudeva’s words carefully: he does not say merely
7. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 41): pṛthaktva-pratītis tu na sâvadhitvâ-’valambanā, mānâ-’bhāvāt. «ghaṭāt
paṭaḥ ‹pṛthag› ‹itaro› ‹’nyo› ‹bhinno› ‹’rthâ-’ntaram›» ity-ādau ca tat-tac-chabda-viśeṣa-prayoge pañcamyanuśāsanikī.
8. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 10): pṛthaktvaṃ tu na guṇâ-’ntaram, «ghaṭāt paṭaḥ pṛthak» iti pratīti-prakāre
guṇa-pada-vācyatve pramāṇâ-’bhāvāt.
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that individuality tropes lack the universal property of being a trope, because
Raghunātha indeed does not believe that such a property exists at all (and so
would not occur even in such entities as colors, which all Naiyāyikas agree
do exist and are tropes). Rather, the word “trope”, whatever it might signify,
simply has no capacity to refer to these things at all.
5.3.3.2 Individuality tropes are simply mutual absences
Veṇīdatta then addresses the question of what it is that words like “separate”
or “different” might refer to in utterances like “p is different from g”.
A counter-argument Veṇīdatta first presents a counter-argument (in Raghudeva’s words) from a supporter of the Standard Model, according to whom the
conventional use of the word pṛthak (“individual”, “separate”) cannot be subsumed under any other ontological schema. As a result, says this antagonist,
we are forced to concede that it does indeed fall within the scope of entities
that can be referred to by the word “trope”.9

Response: Mutual absences can do the job

Veṇīdatta then rejects this

by quoting Raghunātha, claiming that the conventional use of the word “separate” can indeed be accounted for using mutual absences. In this case, the
antagonist’s argument would fall apart, and there would be no reason to postulate individuality tropes.10
9. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 10): nanu pṛthag-vyavahārasya kutrâpy antarbhāvâ-’sambhavenâ ’nyathâ
’nupapattyā guṇa-pada-vācyatâ-’bhyupagama āvaśyaka iti cet.
10. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 10): na, anyônyâ-’bhāvād eva pṛthag-vyavahārô-’papatteḥ.
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5.3.3.3 Are cognitions of individuality dependent on some fixed point?
The next issue confronted by Veṇīdatta has to do with the structure of the
cognition produced by statements like “p is different from g”: does the use of
the fifth case-suffix communicate something ontologically significant?
Counter-argument: Individuality tropes are dependent on a fixed
point, and hence cannot be absences According to the Standard-Modeldefending antagonist, a simple inference shows that individuality cannot be
included within the category of mutual absences:11
P : Individuality
S : is not an absence
H : because it depends on a fixed point.
The unstated assumption here is that absences are not dependent on fixed
points, and as a result, individuality (whatever it may be) cannot be counted
as an absence.
Why does the antagonist think individuality is dependent upon a fixed
point? There are two possible motivations for holding such a position, which
are not mutually exclusive:
1. The phenomenological motivation may arise from the fact that the antagonist thinks that a cognition of p as being different from g requires that
g be incorporated as a fixed point. This would make the cognition of
individuality of p dependent upon a fixed point.
11. Veṇı ̄datta (1930): nanu «pṛthaktvaṃ nâ ’bhāvaḥ sâvadhitvāt» ity anumānena tatrâ ’bhāvatvâ-’bhāvanirṇaye nâ ’bhāva-padârthâ-’ntarbhāva iti cet.
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2. The linguistic motivation may arise from the fact that in Sanskrit grammar, a sentence of the sort “p is different from g” requires the use of the
fifth case-suffix with the word-stem that signifies g. The most common
meaning of the fifth case-suffix is the ablative, which is defined in the
Pāṇinian sense as being attached to a fixed point from which some sort
of separation is being described.
These two motivations are conceptually very different, but they may well be
confused if the antagonist takes the position that the phenomenological, the
linguistic, and the ontological are all tightly intertwined: the use of the fifth
case in the sense of ablation may be seen as reflecting the phenomenological
experience of separation from a fixed point, which in turn reflects the ontological distinctness of individuality tropes as being dependent on fixed points in
a way that absences cannot be.
Response: There is no such dependence on fixed points The Radical
Revisionist response is to reject the putative reason-property of this inference.12
Veṇīdatta uses Raghunātha and Raghudeva’s words to point out that there
is no evidence for the claim that a cognition of individuality is dependent upon
a fixed point (thus rejecting the phenomenological motivation listed above). In
“p is different from g”, it is false (according to the Radical Revision) that g plays
the role of a fixed point.
The consequence of rejecting this reason-property is that individuality can
still be incorporated into the category of mutual absences.
12. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 10-11): na, pṛthaktva-pratītis tu na sâvadhitva-viśiṣṭa-dharma-viṣayiṇī, mānâ’bhāvāt. tathā cô ’padarśitâ-’numāne hetv-asiddhiḥ.
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5.3.3.4 An elaborate Standard Model critique
Veṇīdatta then presents an elaborate Standard Model critique of the rejection of
individuality tropes, all taken almost literally from Raghudeva. This argument
is couched in terms of the linguistic structure of an utterance that signifies a
cognition of individuality, and is in effect an expanded version of Jagadīśa’s
position.
First argument: the fifth case-suffix becomes pointless The StandardModel-defending antagonist first argues that if the Radical Revisionist rejects
the dependence of individuality tropes upon a fixed point (that g from which p
is cognized as being different), then this would mean that the fifth case-suffix
used in the sentence could not construe meaningfully with any other element.
As a result, the antagonist points out, the Pāṇinian grammatical rule that enjoins the use of the fifth case-suffix would be rendered null and void.13
As with the antagonist’s previous arguments, this argument too presupposes
that the semantics of the sentence “p is different from g” accurately reflects the
ontological structure of the state of affairs signifed by the sentence. Accordingly, the significandum of the fifth case-suffix used in the Sanskrit sentence,
the property of being a fixed point of ablation, should in fact be a property of
g, the significandum of the word for g in Sanskrit. It is the presence of this
property in g that makes the cognition of p as being different from g a cognition dependent on a fixed point. But if this were false—if g were not a fixed
point—then the significandum of the fifth case-suffix would be left hanging, so
to speak, and would be unable to construe with anything.
This argument is indicated in the figure by drawing a dashed two-headed
13. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 11): nanu pṛthaktvasya sâvadhitvâ-’naṅgīkāre «ghaṭāt paṭaḥ pṛthak» ity atra
pañcamy-arthâ-’vadhitvâ-’nvayâ-’nupapattiḥ. tathā ca pañcamī-vidhāyaka-sūtrasya naiṣphalyam.
Note that there is no cet here yet, so we are still inside the antagonist’s view.
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arrow between P [pṛthak] (the property of being an individual, which is an
individuality trope in the Standard Model) and P [avadhi] (the property of being
a fixed point, which occurs in the pot g). This arrow is induced by P [sâvadhi]
(the property of having, or being dependent upon, a fixed point), which occurs
in the individuality trope. Consequently, if the P [sâvadhi] is rejected, then
the dotted and dashed arrows would both disappear, and as a result the figure
would no longer be a connected graph but would break into two fragments.
This is essentially the problem described by the antagonist as anvayânupapatti,
the failure to correctly construe meanings.
P [sâvadhi]

P [ghaṭa]

!·"

ghaṭa

g

P [avadhi]

P [paṭa]

!·"

!·"

p

!·"

paṭa

su

pṛthak

ṅ

asi

P [pṛthak]

(su )

Figure 5.5: Analysis, according to the Standard Model, of the Sanskrit utterance
ghaṭāt paṭaḥ pṛthak parsed as ghaṭa+ṅ asi paṭa+su pṛthak+su

Revisionist: the fifth case-suffix signifies a mutual absence The antagonist then raises (only to subsequently refute) a putative Radical Revisionist
counter-proposal: the significandum of the fifth case-suffix is not the property
of being a fixed point, but rather the property of being the counter-relatum of
an absence. This absence, in this case, is the mutual absence of p and g in each
other, because they are two different substances.14
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As is clearly seen in the figure, if we go along with this theory, then the
graph remains connected even without supposing any theory of fixed points.
mutual
absence

P [ghaṭa]

!·"

P [pratiyogin]

P [paṭa]

!·"

!·"

p

!·"

paṭa

su

pṛthak

g

ghaṭa

ṅ

asi

P [pratiyogin]

(su )

Figure 5.6: Analysis, according to the Standard Model’s imagined opponent, of
the Sanskrit utterance ghaṭāt paṭaḥ pṛthak using absences

Standard Model counter:

The Standard Model’s proponent then refutes

this argument on the grounds that such an explanation would also motivate
incorrect usages like “p is not [different] from g”.15
The reason for this is the following: Pāṇinian rule II·2·29 enjoins the fifth
case-suffix as governing the word anya. The Standard Model’s proponent argues that it is not just the word anya here that is enjoined but rather any word
that means !anya" = “other”. Since this is one of the possible meanings of the

particle of negation nañ , this would support the incorrect formulation “p is not
[different] from g.”

14. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 11): na ca « tatra pañcamyāḥ pratiyogitvâ-’rthakatayā tasya ca tādṛśa-vākyajanya-bodha-viṣayībhūtâ-’nyônyâ-’bhāve ’nvaya-sambhavena na kâ ’py anupapattir » iti vācyam.
Note that we are still inside the Standard Model’s position, so that it is now a Radical Revision
position that is contained within the na ca «…» structure.
15. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 11): tathā sati «ghaṭāt paṭaḥ pṛthak» ity asyê ’va «ghaṭān na paṭaḥ» iti prayogâ’’pattiḥ. «ghaṭād bhinnaḥ» ity-ādau pañcamy-aprāpty-āpattyā «anyâ-’’rād-itara-rte» iti pañcamīvidhāyaka-sūtre ’nya-padasyâ ’nyatva-bodhaka-pada-parasyâ ’’vaśyakatvena nañ -yoge ’pi pañcamyāḥ
sambhavād iti cet.
This cet marks the end of the Standard Model’s position.
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For the Standard Model, the formulation “p is not g” is valid for signifying a mutual absence, while “p is different from g” is valid for signifying an
individuality trope in p that is dependent upon g as a fixed point.
5.3.3.5 The Radical Revision’s response
Following this elaborate defence of the Standard Model, Veṇīdatta then offers the closing statement of the Radical Revision. Very simply, the Radical
Revisionist argues that the Standard Model’s proponent misunderstands the
Pāṇinian rule: It is not the case that the rule applies to any word that signifies
a mutual absence; it simply refers to a small, well-defined list of specific words
like pṛthak, anya, and itara which govern the use of the fifth case-suffix.16

5.3.4 Thoughts
The debate on individuality tropes is particularly fascinating because it casts
light on two different sets of issues at stake in the intra-Nyāya debates on ontology.
5.3.4.1 Distinguishing substances from one another
The first set of issues emerges from the genesis of this debate in the first place:
this is one of those clashes that emerges from the expansion of the Vaiśeṣika
system following the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis. Under the old six-category
Vaiśeṣika schema, a trope like individuality may have been useful in explaining
how humans know to cognize things as being distinct from others. Individuality tropes would have thus played a role analogous to particularizers, with
16. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 11): atrô ’cyate, ghaṭāt paṭaḥ ‹pṛthag› ‹itaro› ‹’nyo› ‹bhinno› ‹’rthâ-’ntaram› ityādau ca tat-tac-chabda-viśeṣa-yoge pañcamī ānuśāsanikī yatas, tato «ghaṭāt pṛthag» ity-ādau pṛthag-ādiśabda-yoge pañcamī-siddher upadarśita-sūtre ’nya-padaṃ viśiṣya pṛthag-ādi-pada-paraṃ, na tv anyônyâ’bhāva-bodhaka-pada-sāmānya-param iti.
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the critical difference that individuality tropes would operate at the level of
whole substances while particularizers would operate at the level of otherwiseidentical eternal substances (both atomic and all-pervading).
However, once the six-category Vaiśeṣika ontological schema was expanded
into the seven-category Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema by the addition of
absences, it was likely only a matter of time before somebody or the other
attempted to eliminate individuality tropes. Raghunātha did so by postulating
that we can distinguish between substances based on their mutual absences
from/in each other.17
The debate on individuality tropes thus illustrates the opportunities and
challenges of defending an elaborately interconnected ontological schema. Any
system that purports to set out the ontological structure of the world must be
capable of accounting not just for everything that occurs, but also for everything
that does not occur. It was in response to this pressure (among many other
factors, of course, including perhaps non-philosophical social factors as well)
that the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika system added the seventh category of entities, absences, in order to account for negative entities. However, the addition of a
new category of entities, even one that seems to be entirely orthogonal to the existing categories, may still have the effect of disrupting the existing schema. Undoubtedly the explanatory simplicity of accounting for the differences between
substances using the theory of absences would have added additional pressure
for eliminating individuality tropes.
5.3.4.2 The link between language and ontology
The debate over individuality tropes also cast a second set of issues into relief:
the relationships among language (semantics), phenomenology, and ontology.
17. Raghunātha of course also entirely eliminated particularizers, as well as atoms, from his schema.
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For arguably all Naiyāyikas, it was important to ensure that a linguistic analysis of an utterance yield a semantic structure (śābda-bodha) paralleling the
phenomenological structure of the cognition generated by the utterance and
reflecting the ontological structure of the state of affairs signified by the utterance. However, there was intense debate when demarcating the proper domains of the fields of semantics, phenomenology, and ontology: what relations
were purely internal to each domain, with no consequences for the others, and
what relations in one domain drove, or were driven by, relations in the other
domains? These important questions were not explicitly discussed in these debates, but different thinkers’ differing positions on these questions were made
manifest in their responses to other, explicit questions in the debates.
In this regard, Jagadīśa and Raghunātha contrast illustratively, particularly
on the question of individuality tropes. At the risk of caricature, Raghunātha
appears to favor a looser connection between language and ontology whereas
Jagadīśa favors a tighter connection. Raghunātha is willing to treat a number
of features of utterances as being purely linguistic in nature, without ontological correlates; Jagadīśa, on the other hand, seeks to account for as many
linguistic features as possible in ontologically significant ways. Another way
to put this is that Raghunātha is much more willing than Jagadīśa to separate
lexical configuration from event configuration.

5.4 Debates on numbers (saṅkhyā)
Numbers proved to be a topic of heated debate between the Standard Model
and the Radical Revision. They were associated with some particularly significant intellectual innovations that, according to certain accounts, presage
important twentieth-century developments in Western philosophy on the question of numbers.18
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5.4.1 The Standard Model of numbers
According to the Standard Model, numbers are a distinct class of trope, beginning with singularity or P [1] (ekatva), which occurs in every single substance,
and continuing up to the maximal number, known as parârdha.19
This is in keeping with the general Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika distaste for infinities,
although for all intents and purposes parârdha is large enough that it does not
enter into the picture for everyday purposes. As with tropes like proximality
and distality, number-tropes higher than P [1] are dependent on special types
of cognitions and are not persistent features.
To explain the construction of number-tropes, the Standard Model must
address two distinct questions:
1. How do we perceive composite substances, composed of a multitude of
parts, as being single entities which are therefore substrates for P [1]
tropes?
2. How do we construct or perceive number-tropes higher than P [1]?
For the first, the Standard Model postulates that the P [1] tropes present in
the parts of a composite substance are non-inhered-in causes for the P [1] trope
that arises in the whole. This is precisely analogous to their account of a single
color trope arising in a composite substance composed of homochromatic parts.
The Standard Model’s response to the second question is summarized briefly
by Gaṅgādhara:
From P [2] up to parârdha, the numbers are all collective properties, non-eternal, generated by dependent cognitions, and destroyed
18. See in particular Ganeri (2001).
19. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 17): saṅkhyātva-jātimān gaṇanā-vyavahārâ-’sādharaṇa-nimittaṃ vā guṇaḥ
saṅkhyā. sa caî ’katvâ-’’di-parārdha-paryantā.
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P [1]w
w
P [1]1

P [1]2
•1

contact

•2

Figure 5.7: Numbers giving rise to numbers
upon the destruction of said cognitions. For each of the individuals
that is a substrate of P [2], a “dependent cognition” is a cognition
of its P [1] in the form “this is one, that is one”. Such a dependent
cognition is the occasional cause of the P [2]. Each of the individual
P [1]s is a non-inhered-in cause. The sequence of production and
destruction of P [2] is as follows: First arises the dependent cognition; next, the P [2] is produced; next, the P [2] is non-conceptually
cognized; then, there is a conceptual cognition qualified by P [2],
and at that same time the dependent cognition perishes; finally,
the P [2] also perishes.20
Unlke the various P [1] tropes, which come into existence independent of
any observer, the higher numbers are observer-dependent for their very creation. They are generated by special “dependent cognitions” (apekṣā-buddhis).These
are collective cognitions (samūhâ-’’lambana-jñānas) of multiple P [1]s taken
together; these dependent cognitions then generate a higher number-trope.
20. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 18): dvitvâ-’’di-parârdha-paryantā saṅkhyā vyāsajya-vṛttir anityā câ ’pekṣabuddhi-janyā tan-nāśa-nāśyā ca. dvitvâ-’’śraya-vyaktīnāṃ pratyekam eka(tva)-buddhir «ayam eko,
’yam eka» ity(-ādy)-ākārâ-’pekṣā-buddhiḥ. iyaṃ dvitvâ-’’dau nimitta-kāraṇam. pratyekam ekatvam
asamavāyi-kāraṇam. prathamam apekṣā-buddhiḥ, tato dvitvô-’tpattiḥ, atha dvitva-nirvikalpakaṃ, tato
dvitva-viśiṣṭa-pratyakṣaṃ tadaî ’vâ ’pekṣā-buddhi-nāśaś ca, tato dvitva-nāśa iti dvitvâ-’’dy-utpatti-tannāśa-kramaḥ.

262

These higher number-tropes, qua tropes, must have a substrate, but, unlike the
other tropes we have seen so far (with the possible exception of contact-tropes,
which must reside in precisely two loci), these tropes cannot have a single locus.
Instead, they are collectively located (vyāsajya-vṛtti), which means they must
occur in the entire set of substrates whose P [1]s were apprehended together
in a single dependent cognition.
The entire sequence of causality is laid out in Gaṅgādhara:
1. At time t0 , an observer has a dependent cognition c in which the P [1]s
occurring in each member of a set of substances {s1 , s2 , . . . , sn } are collectively cognized.

2. At time t1 , this dependent cognition c gives rise to a higher number-trope,
in this case, P [n].
Here c is analyzed as the occasional cause for the arising of P [n]; each of
the substances si in which P [n] inheres is an inhered-in cause; each of
the P [1]i inhering in substance si is a non-inhered-in cause. Furthermore,
P [n] occurs collectively in the whole set {s1 , s2 , . . . , sn }.
3. At time t2 , P [n] is then cognized non-conceptually; that is, non-verbally
and separately from its locus.
4. At time t3 , P [n] is then cognized conceptually as the qualifier of a cognition of the set {s1 , s2 , . . . , sn }. At this moment, the dependent cognition
c perishes.

5. At time t4 , with c gone, P [n] also perishes.
5.4.2 Raghunātha’s Radical Revision of numbers
Raghunātha’s work on the theory of numbers is substantial and deeply insightful. It is accepted entirely and unreservedly by Veṇīdatta as well. Furthermore,
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c
P [n]

P [1]1

···

P [1]n

s1

···

sn

Figure 5.8: Higher number-tropes
some aspects of it are in fact not covered in this text at all, but are revealed in
other works by Raghunātha.
5.4.2.1 Numbers as an independent ontological category
Gaṅgādhara offers a brief summary of Raghunātha’s bold re-assessment of the
nature of numbers:
According to the author of the Dīdhiti, numbers are not a trope
because they can be cognized in tropes and motions in such cognitions as “there are twenty-four [varieties of] tropes” and “there are
five [varieties of] motions.” Now, a trope cannot reside in another
trope, for it is well-defined that a common property of all tropes is
their not being trope-possessors. As a result, numbers must be an
entirely separate ontological category.21
Following Gaṅgādhara’s statement, it would appear that the incoherence of
the Standard Model’s position on numbers was staring them in the face from the
very beginning: because they were able to enumerate the number of (varieties
21. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 18): dīdhiti-kṛtas tu «saṅkhyā na guṇaḥ, ‹caturviṃśatir guṇāḥ›, ‹pañca karmāṇî›
’ti guṇâ-’’dāv api tat-pratīteḥ. na hi guṇâ-’’dau guṇaḥ samasti, guṇâ-’’dīnāṃ nirguṇatvaṃ sādharmyam
ity abhidhānāt. ataḥ padârthâ-’ntaram eva saṅkhyê» ’ty āhur iti saṅkṣepaḥ.

264

of) tropes as being twenty-four, this itself was evidence that numbers could not
be tropes. The hard-and-fast rule of trope-inherence is that tropes may only
inhere in substances, never in other tropes; being able to enumerate tropes
therefore appears to violate this cardinal rule.
P [n]
t1

···

tn

s1

...

sn

Figure 5.9: Raghunātha: Numbers occurring in tropes ti , which in turn occur
in substances si

A possible counter-argument

The obvious counter-argument to this po-

sition is that it is not in fact the tropes that are the substrates of the number,
but rather their substrates (the substances). Thus, even though the number is
actually located in the substances, it is (mis)perceived as being located in the
tropes with which it is in fact merely collocated in each substance.
P [n]
t1

...

tn

s1

...

sn

Figure 5.10: Standard Model: Numbers occur in substances si which also have
tropes ti

Responding to the counter-argument There are a number of possible
responses to this critique. The one presented by Raghunātha is that the cognition of the substances as number-possessors and the cognition of the tropes as
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being located in number-possessing substances cannot actually be compared,
as they are built upon different relations (inherence in the first, and collocation
in the second).
However, the more intriguing response (in my opinion) builds on Gaṅgādhara’s observation that “there are twenty-four (varieties of) tropes.” In this
case, it is not in fact true that twenty-four tropes are being counted out; rather,
there are twenty-four varieties of tropes being counted out. These varieties
count as universals in the Standard Model, which too cannot be substrates of
tropes. As a result, the basic argument that numbers cannot be tropes still
remains valid. Furthermore, it becomes even harder for a proponent of the
Standard Model to justify that there are twenty-four separate substances here
in which these various tropes inhere: after all, there are far more than twentyfour substances in which the various tropes belonging to these classes inhere,
and some of them are substrates for tropes from multiple classes too.
P [24]
P [tu1 ]
tu1 1
sx

...

P [tu24 ]

···
tu1 24

tum1
sy

...

tun24

...

sz

Figure 5.11: Gaṅgādhara: There are 24 varieties of tropes
The argument that numbers are indeed a different category of entity altogether is therefore even stronger, in my opinion, than Raghunātha makes it out
to be.
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5.4.2.2 On the construction of numbers
In addition, Gaṅgādhara also presents Raghunātha’s reframing of the causal dependence of numbers. However, Gaṅgādhara attributes Raghunātha’s position
to the “Navīnas”, suggesting that this thesis of Raghunātha was widely adopted
and, at the very least, not necessarily as closely associated with his name as
was his more radical claim that numbers constitute an independent ontological
category:
According to the Prāñcas, a P [1] located in a part is a non-inheredin cause of the P [1] located in the whole. The Navīnas, however,
argue that P [1] has no non-inhered-in cause, because even if (the
former) is delayed, there is no delay in (the latter). If we admitted
the P [1] of the part to be a cause merely because it temporally
precedes the P [1] of the whole, then on the same grounds we would
also have such absurdities as the P [1] of the parts being the cause
of the extension of the whole, and so on.22
Raghunātha’s elimination of non-inhered-in causes for the P [1] of wholes
occurs immediately after his discussion of non-locus-pervading homochromatic
color-tropes occurring in the parts of a substance. It is therefore difficult to
avoid the implication that he intends to also rule out homochromatic colortropes of the parts of a substance as being non-inhered-in causes for the colortrope of the whole. If this is indeed correct, then Raghunātha is proposing
that the construction of numbers is entirely analogous to the construction of
color-tropes in a whole: both of these processes are dependent on observers
22. Gaṅgādhara (1913, pp. 17-18): avayava-gatam ekatvam avayavi-gataî-’katve ’samavāyi-kāraṇam iti
prāñcāḥ. navīnās tu — ekatvasyâ ’samavāyi-kāraṇam eva nâ ’sti, tad-vilambena tad-vilambâ-’bhāvāt.
niyata-pūrva-vṛttitva-mātreṇâ ’vayava-gataî-’katvasya hetutve tad-gata-parimāṇâ-’’der api janakatvâ’’patteḥ.
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correctly collectively cognizing separate tropes and assembling them together
into a(n evanescent) higher trope.
5.4.2.3 On numbers and collective properties
Raghunātha also recognized that numbers greater than one occur not in individuals but rather apply collectively to sets of individuals (vyāsajya-vṛtti).
He therefore also introduced a new kind of relation altogether, completion
(paryāpti), to account for the way in which a number could occur in multiple
loci collectively and simultaneously. As this relation was, strangely enough,
not described in the texts on ontological debates that I am focusing on here, I
will not analyze the completion relation further. Suffice to say that having a
relation that could simultaneously map a single entity to multiple loci was an
extremely powerful tool for handling all sorts of collective properties: numbers
and their loci; class-properties and their extensions; causal complexes which
collectively are the cause of a single effect; delimitors and their delimitees; and
others.

5.5 Debates on the substrates of measure (parimāṇa)
5.5.1 Raghunātha’s views on measure
Raghunātha addresses the question of measure following his attack on the
Standard Model’s notion of atoms and dyads. Raghunātha rejects the position
that Īśvara is a locus of measure; he believes there is no reliable evidence for
it. Against the Standard Model’s position that every substance, insofar as it
is a substance, has measure, Raghunātha argues that the property of being a
substance (dravyatva, P [substance]) cannot establish measure. That is, dravyatva is not a valid reason-property for inferring that something has measure.
Raghunātha claims that the Standard Model’s belief—that P [substance] does
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not occur in something that lacks measure tropes—remains unproven.
5.5.2 Veṇīdatta’s position
Veṇīdatta disagrees with Raghunātha, but as in other situations, he first presents
a Radical Revisionist pūrvapakṣa and then turns to refuting it.
5.5.2.1 The Radical Revisionist position on selves and measure
The Radical Revisionist is principally interested in refuting the Standard Model’s
position that Īśvara is a locus of measure. He is not as concerned about individual selves, which he thinks clearly have measure tropes as can be substantiated by perception itself. Nevertheless, he believes that nothing substantial
would be lost if it were the case that individual selves too lacked measure
tropes. What matters primarily is showing that Īśvara cannot be a locus of
measure tropes.23

The Standard Model’s inference for measurable selves

The Radical

Revisionist then attacks a Standard Model inference that purports to show that
selves have measure. This (pseudo-)inference is as follows:24
P : The self
S : has measure
H : because it is a substance
D : like a pot.
23. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 7): Īśvarasya parimāṇavattve mānâ-’bhāvaḥ. jīvâ-’’tmanāṃ tu mahattvaṃ
pratyakṣa-siddham iti. tad-anabhyupagame tad api tad-gatikam eva iti yadi, tarhi ātmanaḥ parimāṇavattve mānâ-’bhāvô-’panyāsa ucita eva.
24. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 7): na câ « ’’tmā parimāṇavān dravyatvāt ghaṭavad » ity anumānāt tat-siddhiḥ,
aprayojakatvāt.
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This inference does not differentiate between Īśvara and individual selves, and
since its reason-property (P [substance]) is true for both Īśvara and individual
selves according to the Standard Model, it would apply to both.
Rejecting the Standard Model’s inference for measurable selves
The Radical Revisionist rejects this inference on the grounds that the stated
reason-property of being a substance cannot in fact prove the occurrence of
measure tropes.25
Why is this so? Because, according to the Radical Revisionist, there exist substances (namely, the mobile motes) which do not have measure tropes.
There is thus no guarantee at all that selves too can have measure on the
grounds that they are substances. In Raghunātha’s words: “it remains unproven that the property of being a substance does not occur in a non-measured
entity.”26

5.5.2.2 Veṇīdatta’s critiques of the Radical Revisionist position
Veṇīdatta then presents his own arguments against the Radical Revisionist.
Scriptural citations

The first counterargument that Veṇīdatta presents is

the existence of scriptural statements that suggest that Īśvara does in fact have
measure.27
The most popular of these is a statement from the Kaṭhôpaniṣad which Veṇīdatta cites repeatedly, in full or in part: aṇor aṇīyān mahato mahīyān, which we
25. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 7): dravyatvasya truṭitvâ-’’der iva parimāṇâ-’sādhakatvāt. anyathā truṭer api
parimāṇavattvâ-’’patteḥ.
26. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 7): dravyatvasyâ ’parimitâ-’vṛttitvam asiddham.
27. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 7): tac cintyam, «eṣo ’ṇur ātmā cetasā veditavyaḥ», «aṇīyān», «mahīyān» ity-ādiśruteḥ pramāṇatvāt.
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may translate poetically as “smaller than small, bigger than big”. The two
words in the ablative (signifying the comparanda) are aṇu and mahat, which
are also the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika terms for the two types of spatial measure. But
to state that selves are “small”-er than the smallest measurable entities (atoms)
and “big”-ger than the biggest measurable entities is to presuppose that selves
are “small” and/or “big” themselves—that is, that selves have measure. But if
selves in fact did not have measure, then (according to Veṇīdatta) it wouldn’t
be possible to make sense of such scripture. Consequently, it must be the case
that selves do have measure.
Is Veṇīdatta’s argument tenable?

There are two distinct problems

with Veṇīdatta’s move here, even if we concede that his hermeneutic concerns
may be allowed to govern ontological outcomes. The first is that the statement
seems to be self-contradictory: how can the same entity be both smaller than
small and bigger than big? Reading this statement in light of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
ontology, we would have to admit that selves are self-contradictorily loci for
both aṇu and mahat measure-tropes, which is impossible. It may be possible
to wriggle out of this problem by arguing that it is the individual self which
is smaller than small while it is Īśvara which is bigger than big. However,
even this reformulation runs into the second problem facing Veṇīdatta, which
is that it does not seem meaningful to say, literally, that something is smaller
than small or bigger than big. At least for the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika worldview,
which wants to preserve a finitely delimited tower of substances of different
sizes, it shouldn’t be possible to permit something which is smaller than the
smallest possible thing—for then that thing couldn’t have been the smallest
possible thing in the first place. Furthermore, this text explicitly says that selves
are not merely aṇu or mahat in dimension—which would then mean that they
cannot be loci for these measure tropes. Ironically, then, this scriptural citation
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lends itself more to a Radical Revisionist interpretation than Veṇīdatta’s own
preferred reading!28

Restoring the Standard Model’s inference

Veṇīdatta also attacks the

Radical Revisionist’s rejection of the Standard Model’s inference. He thinks
that there is nothing wrong with supposing that motes do have measure tropes
(which is of course in keeping with his position, pace the Radical Revisionist,
that motes are in fact composite substances). The inference he adopts for showing that motes have measure is modeled on the Standard Model’s inference for
selves being measurable:
P : Motes
S : have measure
H : because they are substances
D : like pots.
This works in the Standard Model because all substances have measure—atoms
have aṇu measure tropes; extended substances have mahat measure tropes; and
all-pervasive substances have parama-mahat measure tropes. To be a substance,
then, is to have a measure trope.29
28. Intriguingly, the Arabic phrase Allāhu ’akbar, frequently used in Islamic contexts, similarly uses
the ambiguity of the Arabic language’s elative construction, though without any explicit comparandum: it literally means “God is greater [than any possible comparandum]”, and thus encodes
a dynamic superiority of the Divine.
29. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 7): truṭitvâ-’’dinā parimāṇa-sādhakatve ’niṣṭâ-’bhāvāc ca. « truṭiḥ parimāṇavatī
truṭitvāt » ity anumānasyâ ’nvaya-vyatireka-dṛṣṭântâ-’bhāvād aprayojakam eva. « truṭiḥ parimāṇavatī
dravyatvād ghaṭavad » ity anumānaṃ tu syād eva.
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5.5.2.3 Against over-reliance on parsimony
Veṇīdatta then launches two brief, but extraordinary, sections in order to attack, not just the Radical Revisionists’s particular arguments, but their whole
style of argumentation itself. In the first of these sections, he argues against
treating arguments from parsimony (lāghava) as authoritative sources of knowledge; in the second, he argues against building up chains of reason (yukti).
Neither of these methods is guaranteed to lead to truth, thinks Veṇīdatta, and
illustrates their respective pitfalls by demonstrating how each of these methods when over-used leads to patently unacceptable conclusions even for the
Radical Revisionist.30

Counterfactual 1: Selves would be absences

Veṇīdatta points out that

the use of the word “self” is always tied to entities that are not insentient. Based
on parsimony, then, one could just regard selves as being a subtype of absence
(of insentience); there would simply be no need to postulate the independent
existence of a distinct category of substances known as selves.
Counterfactual 2: Bodies would become substrates of cognitions
Veṇīdatta then disposes of a counter-argument to this counterfactual, which
says that selves qua substrates of cognitions must be accepted as a distinct
category: Since only embodied entities have cognitions, parsimony would lead
us to postulate that bodies themselves are substrates of cognition. To ward
30. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 7-8): sarvatra lāghava-pramāṇa-gaveṣaṇe jaḍâ-’bhāva-nibandhanâ-’’tmavyavahāra-sambhave lāghavād abhāve eva ātmâ-’ntarbhāva-prasaṅgāt. na ca jñānâ-’’dimato ’tiriktatvâ’vaśyakatvaṃ lāghavāt śarīra eva jñānâ-’’dimattva-svīkārāt.
na ca mṛte vyabhicāraḥ, tatra
prāṇâ-’’dimattvasyaî ’va prayojakatvat. paramâṇu-dvyaṇukâ-’ṅgīkartṛ-naye ātmano mahattvasyâ
’’vaśyakatvāc ca. anyathā paramâṇv-ādi-pratyakṣa-vāraka-mahattva-hetutve ātma-mānase vyabhicārâ’’patteḥ, ātmâ-’nya-dravya-pratyakṣatvasya taj-janyatâ-’vacchedakatve cākṣuṣa-spārśanatvayor viśiṣya
tathātve ca gauravāc ca. na ca « mūrta-pratyakṣatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ praty eva mahattvasya hetutvakalpanād ātma-mānase vyabhicārâ-’navakāśa » iti vācyam, iṣṭâ-’’patteḥ. tathā ’pi śruti-siddhaṃ parimāṇam ātmani svīkriyate.
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off yet another counter-argument (that this definition fails to exclude corpses),
Veṇīdatta adds that we could qualify bodies as being substrates of cognitions
only insofar as they support life-breath.
5.5.2.4 Against over-reliance on chains of reasoning
Veṇīdatta also warns against looking too hard for arguments, because it would
be possible to “prove” that Īśvara lacks a whole host of other qualities which
the Radical Revisionist also thinks Īśvara must possess.31

Counterfactual 3: Īśvara would have no cognitions

That Īśvara is

eternally the substrate of effort tropes is accepted by all Naiyāyikas. In the
Naiyāyika model, efforts (prayatnas) arise due to selves’ having the desire to
act (cikīrṣā), which in turn are caused by certain cognitions.32
However, if Īśvara’s effort is eternal, then it cannot be produced by any such
cognitions at all. As a result (argues Veṇīdatta hypothetically), there would be
no need to suppose that Īśvara is the substrate of any cognitions whatsoever.
Counterfactual 4: Īśvara would have no desires

In fact, the hypothet-

ical elimination goes even further: it would be possible to argue that Īśvara
has no eternal desire either. There are two reasons for thinking this: First,
given that Īśvara’s effort is eternal, there would be no need to suppose that
there is any eternal desire that gives rise to this eternal effort. Second, the
absence of eternal desire for Īśvara would not affect Īśvara’s being an (eternal)
31. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 8): sarvatra yukti-gaveṣaṇe Īśvare jñānam api na syāt, nitya-prayatnenaî ’va tasya
niṣprayojanatvāt. evaṃ nityê-’cchâ ’pi na siddhyet, śarīraṃ vinā nitya-jñānenaî ’va kartṛtvam iva jñānê’cche api vinā nitya-prayatnenaî ’va kartṛtvaṃ syād iti.
32. Specifically, the actor must cognize three things according to the Naiyāyikas: the fact of the effort
being realizable (kṛti-sādhyatva), the fact of the effort being an instrument for realizing a desired
end (iṣṭa-sādhanatva), and the fact of the effort not producing a deeply detested end (balavad-aniṣṭâ’nanubandhitva).

274

actor. Veṇīdatta points out that the Naiyāyikas are already forced to accept
that—unlike all other agentive selves—Īśvara is an actor despite not having
a corporeal body; they do this on the grounds that Īśvara has eternal knowledge. However, as Veṇīdatta has already (hypothetically) shown, Īśvara does
not have any cognitions. Nevertheless, because all Naiyāyikas continue to accept that Īśvara has eternal effort, this alone suffices to enable Īśvara to be an
eternal agent. As a result, there is no need to hold that Īśvara is the locus either
of cognition or desire.
It should be emphasized again that both of these are counterfactual arguments. Naiyāyikas do not in fact accept these conclusions, and nor does Veṇīdatta (presumably). Rather, Veṇīdatta’s point is that the Radical Revision’s reliance on parsimony- and reasoning-based arguments for rejecting measure in
selves is actually problematic, for it leads to positions that no Naiyāyika can
accept. When this is juxtaposed with the fact that Veṇīdatta in fact begins his
refutation of the Radical Revision with scriptural statements, it suggests that
in this case Veṇīdatta thought that such displays of logic were pointless if they
went against śruti.

5.6 Debates on proximality and distality (paratva and
aparatva)
5.6.1 Raghunātha and Veṇīdatta on proximality and distality
While Raghunātha does not deny that there is something, ontologically speaking, that corresponds to our perception of proximality and distality, he does
reject the Standard Model’s conception of proximality and distality as being distinct kinds of tropes. Instead, Raghunātha argues that such cognitions can be
grounded more simply in terms of other existing ontological entities, whether
they be contact relations (for spatial proximality and distality) or prior and
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posterior absences (for temporal proximality and distality).33
Since, furthermore, Raghunātha has no use for proximality or distality in
inferring the existence of space and time (unlike the proponents of the Standard Model), he is untroubled by their reduction to other ontological entities
alongside his elimination of space and time.
5.6.1.1 Veṇīdatta’s presentation of Raghunātha’s position
As with the other sections of his text, Veṇīdatta liberally intersperses Raghunātha’s words with Raghudeva’s glosses to generate his position on proximality
and distality. He thus quotes Raghudeva in clarifying that, in the Radical Revision, (spatial) proximality and distality should not be seen as being different
from contact.34
As the succeeding argument will further clarify, in the Radical Revision
temporal proximality and distality should not be seen as being different from
prior and posterior absences.
How can we explain cognitions of proximality and distality? This
raises the immediate and obvious objection (as presented by Raghudeva): If
proximality and distality are reduced to merely contacts (and absences), how
can we explain the fact that we routinely have cognitions of the sort “this is
more (spatially) proximal than that” and “this is more (temporally) distal than
that”? The argument is the sort that a proponent of the Standard Model would
make, who seeks a tight connection among semantics, phenomenology, and
33. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 42): paratvâ-’paratve ’pi na guṇâ-’ntare. viprakṛṣṭatva-sannikṛṣṭatvābhyāṃ
jyeṣṭhatva-kaniṣṭhatvābhyāṃ ca tathā-vidha-vyavahārô-’papatteḥ. atrâ ’’dye tṛtīyam apekṣate, antye tu
parasparâ-’’śrayam iti vivekaḥ.
34. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 11): paratvâ-’paratvayos tu guṇâ-’ntaratvaṃ nô ’cyate. tathā hi parâ-’paravyavahāra-prakāra-rūpe paratvâ-’paratve na saṃyogâ-’’di-bhinne.
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ontology.35
However, Raghunātha has a ready response to this: our conventional use
of the words “proximal” and “distal” in such situations is justified simply by
the properties of being older, being younger, being nearer, or being farther (as
appropriate). There is no need to suppose, says Raghunātha, that the usage
of the words “proximal” and “distal” is driven by the existence of concrete
proximality and distality tropes, when these properties themselves will do.36

Defining spatial proximality and distality Veṇīdatta then supplies
us with Raghudeva’s definitions of these properties. X is said to be farther
away from some some reference point P than Y is from P precisely when the
chain of contact tropes between X and P is longer than the chain of contact
tropes between Y and P . It is precisely when we cognize X with this modality
(prakāra) that we can legitimately talk of X’s being more spatially distal from
P than Y or of Y ’s being more spatially proximal to P than X.37

Defining temporal proximality and distality The definitions of the
temporal properties are somewhat more cumbersome, as they are expressed in
terms of absences. Suppose X and Y are two entitities such that X is older
than Y (equivalently Y is younger than X). Intuitively, what this means is
that there was some span of time during which X existed but Y did not. In
35. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 11): na ca «tarhi viprakṛṣṭa-sannikṛṣṭayor jyeṣṭha-kaniṣṭhayoś câ «’yam asmāt
paro» «’yam asmād apara» ity-ādi-vyavahāraḥ katham» iti vācyam.
Here, the Standard Model’s argument is contained within the na ca «» iti vācyam structure, as it is
Veṇīdatta who is currently speaking.
36. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 11): viprakṛṣṭatva-sannikṛṣṭatvābhyāṃ jyeṣṭhatva-kaniṣṭhatvābhyāṃ tathā-vidhavyavahārô-’papatteḥ.
37. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., pp. 11-12): tathā ca viprakṛṣṭatvaṃ bahutara-saṃyukta-saṃyogaḥ. sannikṛṣṭatvam
alpatara-saṃyukta-saṃyogaḥ. tathā ca na viprakṛṣṭa-sannikṛṣṭayor parâ-’para-buddhi-prakāratayā
daiśika-paratvâ-’paratve saṃyogâ-’tirikta-guṇa-rūpe sidhyataḥ.
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Raghudeva’s technical language, X can be said to be older than Y if and only if
X occurs at some moment of time t1 which is also the locus of the prior absence
of Y . The inverse framing is more complex: For Raghudeva, Y is younger than
X if and only if Y arises at a moment t2 which is the locus of the posterior
absence of the moment t1 in which X arises. Veṇīdatta appears to refine this
further, *but his formulation appears in fact to be incoherent.* It is precisely
when we cognize these properties as the modes (prakāras) that we recognize
X as being older than Y or Y as being younger than X.38

Differentiating between spatial and temporal proximality and
distality

Veṇīdatta continues with Raghunātha’s remarks on the fundamental

difference between the spatial and the temporal varieties of proximality and
distality: As is reflected in their definitions, the spatial properties are dependent on a third, fixed, reference point (avadhi) whereas the temporal properties
are mutually dependent. The spatial variety is thus a three-part relation, of the
sort “X is farther (/nearer) from(/to) P than Y is”; the temporal variety is
a two-part relation, of the sort “X is older/younger than Y .”39
The examples cited by Raghudeva for the former are “Mathurā is farther
from Kāśī than is Prayāga” and correspondingly “Prayāga is nearer to Kāśī
than is Mathurā”. In the case of the latter, Raghudeva’s two examples are
“Rāma is older than Lakṣmaṇa” and correspondingly “Lakṣmaṇa is younger
than Rāma”.40
38. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 12): evaṃ jyeṣṭhatvaṃ tat-prāg-abhāvâ-’dhikaraṇa-kṣaṇa-vṛttitvam. kaniṣṭhatvaṃ
tad-utpatti-kṣaṇa-dhvaṃsa-pratiyogi-kṣaṇa-vṛtti-tad-utpatti-kṣaṇa-dhvaṃsâ-’dhikaraṇakṣaṇô-’tpattikatvam. tathā ca jyeṣṭha-kaniṣṭhayoḥ parâ-’para-buddhi-prakāratayā na kālika-paratvâ’paratve guṇa-rūpe sidhyataḥ.
39. There are of course situations where we may say things like “this hill is nearer than yonder hill”,
but Raghunātha’s point is that there is an implicit point of reference even here too (presumably
the speaker or cognizer).
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It should be noted that these two three-place relations are mutually entailing.
5.6.1.2 Veṇīdatta’s rejection of Raghunātha’s rejection of temporal
proximality and distality
After liberally citing and connecting Raghunātha and Raghudeva, Veṇīdatta
closes the section with a single remark:

“Here we should ponder over the

fact that this position lacks parsimony, because it is based on infinite temporal
moments.”41

5.7 Debates on unmanifest color- and touch-tropes (anudbhūta-rūpas and anudbhūta-sparśas)
5.7.1 The Standard Model of unmanifest tropes
According to the Standard Model, the four varieties of sensory tropes—color,
taste, smell, and touch—must necessarily occur in the elemental substances
(earth, water, air, wind). As a result, the Standard Model admits that these
sensory tropes come in two varieties: manifest (udbhūta) and unmanifest (anudbhūta). The former occur in all objects of perception, from atoms up to terminal
wholes. The manifest color-tropes, for instance, of the parts of a substance
give rise to the manifest color-trope of the whole substance. Unmanifest colortropes, on the other hand, occur in such substances as the sense-organ of smell
(which is regarded as being an earth-atom), and in air. Such sense-organs
cannot be perceived even under the most minute observation, and indeed must
40. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 12): tatrâ ’’dye tṛtīyam apekṣate, antye parasparâ-’’śraya-mātram iti vivekaḥ.
asyâ ’rthaḥ — ādye darśita-viprakṛṣṭatva-sannikṛṣṭatve tṛtīyaṃ tṛtīya-deśam apekṣate, «Prayāgataḥ Kāśīviprakṛṣṭā Mathurā», «Mathurātaḥ Kāśī-sannikṛṣṭaḥ Prayāgaḥ» ity-ādi-vyavahārāt.
41. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 12): atrâ ’nanta-kṣaṇa-ghaṭitatvād gauravam iti dhyeyam.
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be inferred. Their color-tropes are therefore regarded as unmanifest.42
Similarly, there are also unmanifest touch-tropes in various substances according to the Standard Model. These tropes are necessary to account for the
construction of wholes from parts—but the manner in which they serve to
construct wholes is unclear. There are two different ways in which we can
understand the role of unmanifest touch-tropes in the construction of new substances:
(SM-Trp-Tch1) Unmanifest touch-tropes may play a causal role in constructing
new substances. They would then be non-inhered-in causes of
the new substance, on par with the contact between the two
parts.
This option is improbable: there does not seem to be anything
else in the system that necessitates touch-tropes playing such
a role, or supplementing contact in any way.
(SM-Trp-Tch2) Unmanifest touch-tropes may play an indexical role in constructing new substances. That is, they are not involved in the actual
causal sequence that gives rise to a whole from the parts; rather,
they are accidental indicators for noting what substances can
assemble as parts to give a bigger substance. On this reading,
it is simply the case that the class of substances-which-havetouch-tropes is extensionally identical to the class of substanceswhich-can-construct-new-substances.
42. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 17): punar amī rūpâ-’’dayaś catvāra udbhūtâ-’nudbhūta-bhedena dvividhā.
tatra udbhūtāḥ paramâṇu-dvyaṇukâ-’’diṣu. anudbhūtāḥ punaḥ ghrāṇâ-’’diṣv indriyeṣu, pavanâ-’’nītakusuma-salilâ-’vayaveṣu, tapta-vāri-stha-dahanâ-’’diṣu cê ’ti prāñcāḥ.
(“According to the Prāñcas, these four tropes beginning with color can once again be divided
into two types, manifest and unmanifest. The manifest tropes occur in atoms, dyads, and so on,
whereas the unmanifest tropes occur in the sense-organs (like the smell-organ), in the parts of
flower-showers borne by wind, and in the burning located in boiled water.”)
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5.7.2 The Radical Revision’s rejection of unmanifest tropes
Raghunātha argues that there is in fact no evidence for the existence of such
color-tropes that cannot be grasped by sense-organs. Instead of claiming, as
the Standard Model does, that there are color-tropes in air but that these tropes
must be imperceptible, Raghunātha points out that it would be much simpler to
reject the existence of color-tropes in air entirely. After all, it is universally acknowledged that there are no color-tropes in air—all of our perceptions testify
to this fact. Why then suppose that there are color tropes, which just happen
to be imperceptible?43

Absences of ghosts

Raghunātha then raises an interesting argument against

the existence of unmanifest color tropes in air. He points out that we do in fact
perceive the absence of color-tropes in air (that is, we all agree that we do not
perceive color-tropes in air). However, if there were imperceptible color-tropes
in air, then we would not even have been able to perceive their absence in the
air. The example he gives is of ghouls (piśācas). Such creatures are entirely
imperceptible, and, because Raghunātha doesn’t really think they exist, their
absence in any particular locus would be a total absence (atyantâbhāva). But
not only do we not perceive ghouls (since they are not perceptible even in principle), we do not even perceive the absence of ghouls. Raghunātha argues that
if we supposed that unmanifest color-tropes existed, then even their absence in
air would be similarly be imperceptible. In effect, he is saying that unmanifest
color-tropes are as real as imaginary spirits.44
43. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 36): rūpâ-’’dīnāṃ ca nê ’ndriya-grahaṇâ-’yogyatvam, vāyv-ādau rūpâ-’’dikaṃ
nâ ’stî ’ti sārva-laukika-pratyakṣāt..
44. Karl H Potter (ibid., p. 36): anyathā ̂ ’tîndriya-pratiyogikatvena piśācâ-’tyantâ-’bhāvasyê ’va tatsāmānyâ-’bhāvasyâ ’pratyakṣatâ-’’pattiḥ.
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5.7.2.1 Unmanifest touch-tropes do not exist either
Raghunātha also argues against unmanifest touch-tropes, pointing out that,
instead of postulating an unending chain of imperceptible unmanifest touchtropes in all sorts of substances, it is more parsimonious to admit a single
property (embodiedness, mūrtatva) as determining which substances can be
the inhered-in causes for other substances.45
At this point in his text, Raghunātha then turns to an examination of the
properties of mūrtatva (embodiedness) and bhūtatva (elementality), and whether
or not they are genuine universals. We will look at this debate in the chapter
on class-properties.
5.7.3 Veṇīdatta on unmanifest tropes
Veṇīdatta’s position on unmanifest tropes is confusing.
5.7.3.1 On unmanifest color tropes
Veṇīdatta begins his section on unmanifest color tropes with the statement: “I
too do not accept the position that there is no evidence for the existence of
unmanifest colors.”46
Given that Raghunātha’s position on the issue is that unmanifest color tropes
can be eliminated, it would appear that Veṇīdatta is once again taking a position in support of the Standard Model. However, Veṇīdatta’s actual citation of
Raghunātha belies this picture. Indeed, he directly quotes Raghunātha on unmanifest color tropes, introducing him with ata eva “therefore indeed”. There
45. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 38): atîndriyâ-’nanta-sparśa-koṭi-kalpanām apekṣya lāghavān mūrtatvenaî
’va dravya-samavāyi-kāraṇatvam.
46. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 8): anudbhūta-rūpa-sattve tu na kim api pramāṇam iti mayā ̂ ’pi na svīkriyate.
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is no yat tu “But as for” phrase opening Raghunātha’s position, nor is there a
tac cintyam “that bears thinking” closing Raghunātha’s position and opening
Veṇīdatta’s critique. It would appear from the quotation pattern, then, that
Veṇīdatta is in fact entirely in agreement with Raghunātha on the question of
unmanifest color tropes.

47

5.7.3.2 On unmanifest touch-tropes
Veṇīdatta clarifies Raghunātha’s somewhat obscure argument against unmanifest touch-tropes by prefacing it with a Standard Model counter-argument presented by Raghudeva. This antagonist makes the following argument (albeit in
more skeletal form than my fully fleshed-out presentation here):48

An argument for unmanifest touch-tropes Suppose there is a substance
p which gives rise to another substance w by being the inhered-in cause of w;
that is, p is a part of w. Then it must be the case that p has a touch-trope tp
(whether we accept the causal model (SM-Trp-Tch1) or the indexical model
(SM-Trp-Tch2) presented above). This is in order to rule out the possibility of
p being a substance like ether, which cannot be the inhered-in cause for some
other substance and which is not a substrate for touch tropes. Now, given that p
necessarily has a touch-trope tp , let us consider the specific case where p refers
to one of the parts of the eye and w is the eye. By this argument, the parts of
the eye must have touch-tropes, and yet nobody perceives them. Consequently
these touch-tropes tp must be imperceptible, unmanifest touch-tropes (tup ).
47. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 8): ata eva rūpâ-’’dīnāṃ ca nê ’ndriya-grahaṇâ-’yogyatvam, vāyv-ādau rūpâ’’dikaṃ nâ ’stî ’ti sārva-laukika-pratyakṣāt.
48. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 8): nanu janya-dravyatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ prati sparśavattvena samavāyi-kāraṇatvāc
cakṣur-ādy-avayavānām anudbhūta-sparśa āvaśyakaḥ, tādṛśa-hetutvâ-’kalpane gaganâ-’’dīnāṃ dravyâ’’rambhâ-’’patter iti cet.
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Against unmanifest touch-tropes

Veṇīdatta then refutes this argument

by quoting Raghunātha directly:49
This argument forces us to suppose that every such part peyei of every eye
has an unmanifest touch-trope tupeye . It would be far better to suppose that only
i

those substances that are embodied (mūrta)—a term whose meaning will be
debated—can in fact enter into compositional relations with other embodied
substances in order to give rise to composite substances. This way there is
only a single property, embodiedness mūrtatva, which has to be supposed as
occurring in all of these relevant substances.
In favor of unmanifest touch-tropes After presenting Raghunātha’s case,
Veṇīdatta then says that, in fact (vastutas tu), there is no obstacle to admitting
the existence of unmanifest touch tropes.50
Raghunātha’s argument against them only holds up because he has already
eliminated ether, space, and time as independent substances and collapsed
minds into the category of embodied substances. Since, however, Veṇīdatta
rejects these eliminative and reductive steps, embodiedness alone is not good
enough to capture those substances that can give rise to other substances.
Veṇīdatta is therefore willing to accept the existence of unmanifest touch-tropes—
or at least to admit that they have not been disproven by Raghunātha’s argument.
49. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 8): maî ’vam, atîndriyâ-’nanta-sparśa-koṭi-kalpanām apekṣya lāghavān
mūrtatvenaî ’va dravya-samavāyi-kāraṇatvāt.
50. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 8): vastutas tu manaso ’tiriktatvenâ ’nudbhūta-sparśa-svīkāre kṣati-virahāt.
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5.8 Debates on variegated tropes and on pervasion of
locus
Glory be to God for dappled things—
Gerard Manley Hopkins, “Pied Beauty”51

Debate on variegated sensory tropes long preceded Raghunātha’s critique
of them. Indeed, even prior to the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis, variegated sensory tropes (primarily color tropes) were subject to much criticism by Buddhist
thinkers. The issue is complex, as it impinges upon multiple facets of NyāyaVaiśeṣika metaphysics, including mereology, emergence, and causality.52

5.8.1 The Standard Model on variegated color tropes
Among the many theses on colors that were broadly agreed upon by most Nyāya
and Vaiśeṣika thinkers prior to Raghunātha Śiromaṇi were the following ones
that are most germane to us:53
(SM-Trp-Col1) All earth-substances, fire-substances, and water-substances bear
color-tropes. Of these, the atoms and dyads bear “unmanifest”
(anudbhūta) color-tropes while larger assemblages bear “manifest” (udbhūta) color-tropes.
(SM-Trp-Col2) Being a substrate of a manifest color-trope is a necessary condition for being perceptible.
51. Hopkins (2011, p. 24)
52. See Sen (1996) for an excellent and full discussion of the pre-Raghunātha debate.
53. See Sen (ibid.) for a more elaborate discussion of these theses, and for other positions that were
debated in the pre-Gaṅgeśa period.
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(SM-Trp-Col3) The color-tropes of the parts are non-inhered-in causes for the
color-trope of the whole.
(SM-Trp-Col4) Color-tropes are always locus-pervading (vyāpya-vṛtti).
Given these theses, some important difficulties arise with explaining the
cognition and ontological status of cloth woven from threads of different colors.
The chief problems appear to be the following:54
(SM-Trp-Col-Prob1) Does the cloth have a color as a whole?
(SM-Trp-Col-Prob2) Does this color pervade the whole cloth?
(SM-Trp-Col-Prob3) What is this color of the whole?
Because the cloth is perceptible, (SM-Trp-Col2) implies that the cloth must
in fact have a color as a whole. Furthermore, by (SM-Trp-Col4), this color must
pervade the entire cloth. This implies in particular that it must pervade the
threads which are of different colors themselves and which can be perceived
as being so upon close observation. But as a result, it is impossible to argue
that the color of the whole can be the color of any of the threads of the cloth.
The Standard Model’s way out of this problem is to postulate that the color of
the cloth as a whole is “variegated” (citra), which is a distinct class of color
of its own. This requires the Standard Model to concede that color-tropes of
dissimilar color-classes may yet be able to causally unite to produce a colortrope of the variegated class.
54. Granoff (2004) offers a fascinating study of the impact of the textile dyeing industry on NyāyaVaiśeṣika ontology, focusing in particular on the fact that there are distinct problems posed by,
on the one hand, cloth woven from threads of different colors and by, on the other hand, cloth
that is dyed subsequently with a colored pattern that may not span the entire cloth. According
to Granoff (ibid.), it is chiefly Bhāsarvajña, the most prominent pre-Raghunātha Naiyāyika bête
noire, who tries to account for both of these classes of problems, albeit in a fashion that is deemed
unacceptable by the mainstream.
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5.8.1.1 Jagadīśa’s account of variegated color-tropes
The Standard Model’s account of variegated color tropes is presented in an
elementary fashion (with no hint of the preceding centuries of argument) by
Jagadīśa: “If there is one blue pot-half and one yellow pot-half, then a variegated color trope is produced in the pot.”55
This can be fleshed out more fully:
Suppose we have a pot p made up of two pot-halves h1 and h2 . Pots and
their halves are made of earth, and must therefore all have color tropes in them
(color being a characteristic trope of earth). Let us call these cp , ch1 , and ch2
respectively. We have already seen that ch1 and ch2 are both non-inhered-in
causes of the color-trope cp of the pot p.
Now suppose that ch1 and ch2 are both members of the same class of color
(for instance, both are blue color tropes). In this case, according to the Standard
Model, it must be the case that cp too necessarily belongs to the same class of
color. Thus,
color (ch1 ) = color (ch2 ) =

C

=⇒ color (cp ) =

C.

What happens, though, if the color-tropes of the two pot-halves belong to
different types of colors? In this case, says the Standard Model, the color trope
generated in the pot as a whole cp will no longer be a color trope of the same
class as ch1 and ch2 , but rather will have to be a new color trope of the varie55. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 10): kapālaṃ nīlam ekam, ekaṃ ca pītaṃ yadi tadā ghaṭe citra-rūpam utpadyate.
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gated type of color tropes P [citra]. That is,
color (ch1 )

̸=

=⇒ color (cp ) =

color (ch2 )
citra.

A pot which is half-blue, half-yellow is thus a “pot of variegated color” in
the Standard Model, just as a pot which is half-green, half-red. To say that
the pot is variegated in color is not to assert that some sort of new, previously
undefined, color is produced in the pot: it is not the same as combining a blue
water-color with a yellow water-color to produce a green water-color. (Indeed,
color addition and subtraction are not discussed in any Nyāya texts, to the best
of my knowledge.)
5.8.2 Raghunātha’s rejection of variegated color-tropes
Raghunātha takes a very different approach to tackling the problem of colors:
he rejects the thesis (SM-Trp-Col4) and argues instead that colors are in fact
non-locus-pervading (avyāpya-vṛtti). As a result, Raghunātha is able to simplify
the causal structure of tropes by stipulating that color-tropes of one color-class
may only produce color-tropes of the same color-class. He is also able to reject
the existence of “variegated” color-tropes entirely, explaining them away as
collective cognitions (samūha-jñānas or samūhâ-’’lambana-jñānas).56

5.8.2.1 Color tropes as non-locus-pervading
Raghunātha’s argument for color-tropes being non-locus-pervading must begin
with a rejection of an old Vaiśeṣika position on locus-pervading and non-locuspervading tropes.
56. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 44): rūpâ-’’dikaṃ câ ’vyāpya-vṛtty api saviṣayâ-’vṛtter vyāpya-vṛtti-vṛtti-jāter
avyāpya-vṛtti-vṛttitā-virodhas tu niṣprāmāṇikaḥ.
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The old position on intentional versus non-intentional tropes According to this old position, all intentional tropes (that is, tropes which had
some content, which were intended towards something) could be non-locuspervading. Intentional tropes all inhere in some self (ātman) or the other, which
are all regarded as being all-pervading. But given that we routinely experience
our cognitions as being localized within our bodies, it stands to reason (according to the proponents of the Standard Model) that an intentional cognition
cannot pervade the entirety of its substrate.
However, no such argument can be made for all non-intentional tropes;
instead, a case has to be made for each variety of non-intentional trope separately for its being locus-pervading or non-locus-pervading. Accordingly, some
non-intentional tropes such as contacts are seen as non-locus-pervading (if my
fingertip is touching a corner of a building, that does not mean that all of me
is touching all of the building), while other non-intentional tropes like colors
are seen as locus-pervading, largely on the grounds that they are essential for
the perception of substances.57
In the language of universals (jātis) used by the Vaiśeṣika, this position can
be stated as follows (although I have not found this articulated in this precise
fashion in a Nyāya text):
(SM-Trp-NLP) “A universal that occurs in locus-pervading tropes but does not
occur in any intentional trope does not occur in non-locus-pervading
tropes.”
Keeping in mind the fact that universals are supposed to be non-intersecting
57. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 44) articulates this slightly differently: “The old Vaiśeṣika accepted two
categorial rules covering the residence of universals in tropes. (A) If a given universal resides in
a content-possessing, locus-pervading trope, then it may also reside in a content-possessing, nonlocus-pervading trope … (B) If a universal resides in a non-content-possessing, locus-pervading
trope, then it may not reside in a non-content-possessing, non-locus-pervading trope.”
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and non-identically occurring, we can interpret this statement as follows:
• “a universal that occurs in locus-pervading tropes”, left unqualified, applies to any number of universals such as bhāvatva, sattā, and guṇatva,
as well as to more specific universals that demarcate varieties of locuspervading tropes, such as rūpatva. Furthermore, it also applies to such
universals as buddhitva, because some intentional tropes (notably, the
ones inhering in Īśvara) do in fact pervade their locus. However, this
does exclude universals like saṃyogatva, as contact tropes are non-locuspervading.
• “a universal that occurs in locus-pervading tropes but does not occur
in any intentional trope” restricts the number of universals that qualify. More generic universals like bhāvatva, sattā, and guṇatva are now
excluded, as they occur in all tropes, including intentional tropes. Universals like buddhitva too are excluded, because they occur in intentional
tropes. This leaves us with such tropes as rūpatva alone.
• “a universal that occurs in locus-pervading tropes but does not occur in
any intentional trope does not occur in non-locus-pervading tropes” therefore tells us that universals like rūpatva cannot occur in any trope that
does not pervade its locus. Rephrased, this means that rūpatva and other
universals like it must of necessity occur solely in locus-pervading tropes.
As a result, color-tropes and their ilk must all be locus-pervading tropes.
Raghunātha’s rejection of this position Raghunātha rejects (SM-TrpNLP) as unsustained by evidence: he thinks that to be “a universal that occurs
in locus-pervading tropes but does not occur in any intentional trope” does
not exclude the possibility of being a universal that does not “occur in any nonlocus-pervading trope.” As a result, it would be false, on Raghunātha’s account,
290

to assume that universals like rūpatva must of necessity occur solely in locuspervading tropes. This therefore opens up the possibility that color-tropes are
non-locus-pervading, which of course is precisely Raghunātha’s aim.
Why does Raghunātha think there is no evidence for the old Vaiśeṣika position? He proffers two reasons, an empirical observation, and, intriguingly for
him, a scriptural citation:58

As empirical observation, Raghunātha presents the everyday cognition, agreed upon by all disputants to be a genuine knowledge-episode, of a
fired clay pot that appears red in color. On the Standard Model’s account, this
red color should pervade its locus, the pot, and should therefore be present in
every part of it. But Raghunātha points out that if this pot be broken, a black
color will be visible within it—which must mean that the red color wasn’t
locus-pervading in the first place.
A smṛti citation is the second “proof” offered by Raghunātha against
colors being locus-pervading.59
This verse points out that the so-called “blue bull” has a tawny face, a
yellow-white tail, and white hooves and horns, though most of the rest of its
body is dark blue to grey-black in color. None of the colors on any specimen
of this species are locus-pervading, offering yet more evidence against the old
position that color-tropes pervade their loci.60
58. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 45): pakve ca ghaṭe rakta-pratītir nâ ’pramā, bādhakâ-’bhāvāt. upalabhyate
ca bhagne tasminn antaḥśyāmatvam. smṛtir api
lohito yas tu varṇena mukhe pucche tu pāṇḍuraḥ |
śvetaḥ khura-viṣāṇābhyāṃ sa nīlo vṛṣa ucyate ∥ iti.
59. I have traced this citation to Garuḍa Purāṇa II·6·19.
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5.8.2.2 Raghunātha against variegated color-tropes
Raghunātha’s rejection of variegated color-tropes is built upon his position that
color-tropes are non-locus-pervading.
Two initial arguments

Raghunātha begins by presenting two compact ar-

guments for rejecting variegated color-tropes:61
(RR-Trp-Col-VC1) There is no need to suppose the existence of an independent class of “variegated” color-tropes in order to account for
cognitions of something as multicolored. Instead, such cognitions can be adequately generated from the cognitions of
multiple colors of different classes all residing in the same
locus.62
This argument is, of course, entirely dependent on it being
possible for there to be multiple heterochromatic colors in
the same locus—which was precisely the point of Raghunātha’s previous arguments for treating colors as non-locuspervading.
(RR-Trp-Col-VC2) We cannot argue that heterochromatic parts give rise to a
variegated whole because that violates the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
principle of only like colors being able to produce like colors.63
60. This likely refers to the nilgai, Boselaphus tragocamelus, which is actually an antelope and not a
bull.
61. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 45): citram api nâ ’tiriktaṃ rūpam.
62. Karl H Potter (ibid., p. 45): samānâdhikaraṇa-vijātīya-rūpa-samudāyād eva tathā-vidha-vyavahārô’papatter.
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A segue into other sensory tropes

Following this, Raghunātha then

enters into a digression of sorts, in which he argues that other sensory tropes
(touch, smell, and taste) as well as motions must also be non-locus-pervading,
and then uses that to briefly point out that variegation in such tropes is not permitted either. I will outline these arguments briefly in the following sections,
instead of strictly following Raghunātha’s own presentation.
This digression itself may be thought of as an argument of sorts—after all,
if all of these other sensory tropes as well as motions can be shown to be nonlocus-pervading and non-variegated, shouldn’t it be all the more difficult to
make the case that colors alone among all sensory tropes have the property
of pervading their locus and possess a peculiar “variegated” subtype? If nothing else, it illustrates that Raghunātha is making a point of showing that his
ontological schema is simpler and more consistent than the Standard Model’s.
A third argument Following his digression away from color, Raghunātha
returns to the issue of color, but from a different angle, in order to address the
question of how his own theory accounts for the case of homochromatic parts.
Raghunātha argues that if a whole is constituted of a number of homochromatic
parts, then the color of the whole that arises does in fact pervade the entire
whole. However, the reason for this is that there is no obstruction for its doing
so, since all of the color-tropes, delimited by the respective parts of the whole in
which they occur, belong to the same class. In effect, Raghunātha has proposed
a single theory of color-perception, based on collective perception (samūhâ’’lambana), which is able to account both for the perception of monochromatic
and polychromatic wholes.64
63. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 45): nīlâ-’’der nīlâ-’’dy-atirikta-rūpa-janakatvāc ca.
64. Karl H Potter (ibid., p. 48): sarvaiś ca nīlair ārabdhe ’vayavini nīlān nīlaṃ sva-svâ-’vācchedenô
’tpadyamānam avirodhād vyāpakam evô ’tpadyate, sajātīya-vijātīyeṣu nānā-padârtheṣu jāyamānaṃ
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Raghunātha makes the connection explicit by drawing an analogy to how
collective perceptions work: a collective perception can take in a multitude of
objects, whether heterogenous or homogenous, and yet be a single perception.
Similarly, a perception of a colored pot can take in a whole range of colortropes, each delimited to some part or the other of the whole, and yet generate
a single collective perception of the pot as a colored substance.
5.8.3 Veṇīdatta on variegated color-tropes
Veṇīdatta occupies a curious middle ground here: He agrees with Raghunātha
that color-tropes are, or at least can be, non-locus-pervading. However, he
is unwilling to draw Raghunātha’s further inference that there is therefore no
such thing as a variegated color-trope.
5.8.3.1 Color tropes as non-locus-pervading
Veṇīdatta presents his case for color-tropes as non-locus-pervading largely in
the words of Raghunātha and Raghudeva interspersed together. Thus, he begins with Raghunātha’s declaration that color-tropes are non-locus-pervading,
and then contextualizes Raghunātha’s next statement by presenting it as a response to a Standard Model proponent, who fears the violation of the longstanding principle (SM-Trp-NLP).65

Motivating the example of the red pot

Veṇīdatta then again cites an

imagined opponent in Raghudeva’s words to explain Raghunātha’s next move
of presenting the example of the red pot.66
samūhâ-’’lambana-rūpam ivaî ’kaṃ jñānam.
65. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 13): rūpâ-’’dikaṃ câ ’vyāpya-vṛtti. nanu rūpâ-’’der avyāpya-vṛttitvâ-’ṅgīkāre
sa-viṣayâ-’vṛtti-vyāpya-vṛtti-vṛtti-jāter avyāpya-vṛtti-vṛttitvâ-’bhāva-niyama-bhaṅga-prasaṅga iti cet, na,
saviṣayâ-’vṛtter vyāpya-vṛtti-vṛtti-jāter avyāpya-vṛtti-vṛtti-virodhasya niṣprāmāṇikatvāt.
tathā ca
pramāṇâ-’bhāvena tādṛśa-vyāpter abhāvān na ko ’pi doṣaḥ.

294

Raghunātha supplies this example as a response to the imagined opponent who argues that even if there is no evidence in favor of (SM-Trp-NLP),
Raghunātha has not presented any concrete evidence to support his claim that
color-tropes are non-locus-pervading. After all, the falsity of (SM-Trp-NLP)
makes it merely possible for color-tropes to be non-locus-pervading; it doesn’t
actually establish that they are in fact non-locus-pervading. It is in response
to this supposed objection that Raghunātha is seen as presenting his empirical
observation.
The devastation of the Standard Model by Raghunātha’s observation Veṇīdatta also uses Raghudeva’s words to explain precisely why Raghunātha’s observation is so devastating to the Standard Model: the presence of both
red and black in different parts of the pot should be an obstacle for us cognizing
the pot to be red—and yet we do in fact cognize a fired pot to be red.67
We may then be tempted to argue that the colors occur in different loci or
at different points of time, but Raghudeva points out that neither of these are
true: The disputants all (supposedly) agree that it is the pot that is red and
yet also black at the same time, and it is precisely the inexplicability of this
occurrence within the Standard Model’s framework that leads Raghunātha to
challenge the framework. Accordingly, he postulates that there must be some
sort of delimitor (possibly spatial or mereological) that must be doing the work
of distinguishing the locus of red from the locus of black. But to admit this is
essentially to agree that these colors do not pervade their locus; rather, they
66. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 13): nanu tathāpi rūpâ-’’der avyāpya-vṛttitve pramāṇâ-’bhāva iti cet, pakve (’pi) ca
ghaṭe rakta-pratītir nâ ’pramā, bādhakâ-’bhāvāt. upalabhyate ca bhagne (’pi ghaṭe) ’ntas tasmin nīlaṃ
rūpam..
67. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., pp. 13-14): tathā ca, ekasminn adhikaraṇe upalabhyamānayor eka-kālâ’vacchedena viruddhayo rakta-nīlayor avacchedaka-bhedaṃ vinā ’nupapannatayā ’vacchedakakalpanasyâ ’’vaśyakatayā kim avaśiṣṭam avyāpya-vṛttitve rūpâ-’’dīnām iti.
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must be understood as occurring in a locus as delimited by some delimitor.
Thus, claims Raghudeva (and hence Veṇīdatta), Raghunātha’s observation entails the rejection of the old theory and the acceptance of color-tropes as being
non-locus-pervading.
5.8.3.2 Veṇīdatta on variegated color-tropes
Although Veṇīdatta is willing to admit that colors can be non-locus-pervading,
he utterly rejects Raghunātha’s rejection of variegated color tropes. As usual,
he first presents the Radical Revisionist position largely in its own words, even
supplementing it when necessary, and only then launches into a critique of it.
Accounting for cognitions of variegation in the Radical Revision
In presenting the Radical Revision’s critique of variegated color, Veṇīdatta first
raises the Standard Model’s motivating question: Given that we do have cognitions of multicolored objects as being “variegated”, how can the Radical Revisionist account for such cognitions if he rejects the very existence of variegated
color tropes? To this question (posed in Raghudeva’s words), Veṇīdatta himself
supplies the answer: It is possible to account for such cognitions on the basis
of a collective cognition of the multitude of colors occurring in the object, each
of which is delimited to a specific portion of the object.68
The singular cognition of this assemblage suffices to account for our notion
of things as being “variegated”; there is therefore no reason to suppose the
independent existence of a “variegated” color subtype.69
68. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 14): nānā-jātīya-rūpavad-avayavâ-’’rabdhe ghaṭâ-’’dau atirikta-citra-rūpavādināṃ prācāṃ mataṃ dūṣyate. citram api nâ ’tiriktaṃ rūpam.
69. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 14): na ca «atirikta-citra-rūpâ-’naṅgīkāre «citra-rūpam» iti pratīteḥ kā gatir» iti
vācyam, samānâdhikaraṇâ-’vyāpya-vṛtti-nīla-pītâ-’’di-samūhāc «citram» iti pratīty-utpatteḥ.
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Considerations of parsimony

In response to this, the Standard Model’s

proponent raises the question of parsimony: Surely it is more parsimonious to
account for a cognition of something being variegated simply by its possessing
variegated color-tropes, instead of having to postulate a collective cognition of
various heterochromatic color-tropes in it?70
Sidestepping this particular argument itself, Veṇīdatta raises Raghunātha’s
main concern instead: it is better to uphold the general Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika principle that like begets like than to suppose that heterochromatic colors combine
to give rise to variegated colors.71
Veṇīdatta’s sidestepping the issue of parsimony inside the Radical Revisionist pūrvapakṣa is not accidental: parsimony is in fact one of the chief grounds
on which he attacks the Radical Revision’s position on variegated color.
Problems for the Standard Model and the Radical Revision

At this

point, Veṇīdatta turns away from the Radical Revisionist and presents his arguments (couched in edited versions of Raghudeva’s words) in defense of variegated color-tropes. Veṇīdatta points out that the Radical Revisionist model
faces a severe lack of parsimony in handling objects with heterochromatic parts,
because it must account specifically for every pairwise connection of color and
part, explaining why no other color can be perceived in that part. To do this, it
depends on the delimitor-delimitee relation that specifies the applicability of
each color trope to a particular part of the object.72
70. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 14): nanu «citram» iti pratītīnāṃ sarvatra nānā-rūpa-viṣayakatva-kalpane
gauravāt tad apahāya lāghavād atiriktaî-’kaî-’ka-citra-viṣayakatva-kalpanāyā evô ’citatvād iti tādṛśapratīti-viṣayatayā ’tirikta-citra-siddhir apratyūhaî ’vê ’ti cet, atrô ’cyate: nīlâ-’’der nīlâ-’’dy-atirikta-rūpâ’janakatva-niyamaś cê ’ti.
71. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 14): tathā ca, atirikta-citra-rūpa-svīkāre tādṛśa-niyama-bhaṅga-prasaṅga iti nānājātīya-rūpavad-avayavâ-’’rabdhe ghaṭâ-’’dāv avyāpya-vṛtti-nānā-rūpa-svīkāra evô ’cita iti niṣpratyūham.
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On the other hand, if one were to accept variegated color, then this situation would be trivial to handle (after all, the color of a whole with heterochromatic parts is precisely “variegated”). Furthermore, it would also be able
to handle the situation of a whole with homochromatic parts in a more parsimonious fashion: In order to explain why two homochromatic parts do not
give rise to a variegated color-trope in the whole, all that is needed is to further postulate that a variegated color-trope can arise when there isn’t already a
non-variegated color-trope present in that locus. For Raghudeva and Veṇīdatta,
these arguments for parsimony are essentially irrefutable clinchers in defense
of variegation, so that not even “the teachers of the gods” can deny them—what
then of a supposedly one-eyed cranky logician from Nabadwip?73
Veṇīdatta presents, then refutes, one more counterargument against variegation: The Radical Revisionist points out that even in the best-case scenario,
the defenders of variegation have to explain why we do not perceive the whole
to be of a single color that does occur in it. In effect, they would have to connect each color that is limited to occurring in a certain part with the absence
of that color in the remaining parts using an obstructor-obstructee relation; it
is its absence that “obstructs” that color from being perceived elsewhere in the
object, or from arising as the color of the whole. Surely the postulation of all
of these extra relations lacks parsimony!74
72. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 14-15): idaṃ tu na saṃyak. tathā hi, vijātīya-nānā-rūpavad-avayavâ-’’rabdhe
ghaṭâ-’’dāv avyāpya-vṛtti-nānā-jātīya-rūpâ-’ṅgīkāre nīlâ-’’dy-avayavâ-’vacchedena pītâ-’’di-vāraṇāyâ
’vacchedakatā-sambandhena pītâ-’’dikaṃ prati sva-samavāya-sambandhena pītâ-’’dīnāṃ ṣaḍ-abhāvâ’bhāva-kāraṇa-gauravāt, citra-rūpa-vādi-mate tu sarva-nīlâ-’’di-sthale citrâ-’’patti-vāraṇāya citratvâ’vacchinnaṃ prati kārya-kāla-vṛttitayā citrê-’tara-rūpâ-’bhāvatvenaî ’ka-hetutva-kalpane sphuṭam eva
lāghavam.
73. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 15): tathā ca lāghava-tarkô-’podbalaka-pramāṇa-siddha-citra-rūpa-nivāraṇaṃ gīrvāṇa-gurūṇām aśakyam iti mantavyam..
74. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 15): na ca «citra-rūpa-vādi-mate citra-ghaṭe nīlâ-’’dy-utpatti-vāraṇāya vijātīyanīlâ-’’dy-ādikaṃ prati nīlâ-’bhāvâ-’’deḥ svâ-’’śraya-samavetatva-pratyāsattyā pratibandha-kalpane
gauravam» iti vācyam.
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To this Veṇīdatta responds somewhat cryptically, by describing the existence of these obstruction relations as phalamukha, result-oriented, because they
occur at a later time. I understand this to mean that this is the price Veṇīdatta
is willing to pay to preserve variegated color, but this is still not entirely clear
to me.75

5.8.4 The Standard Model on variegated touch and taste tropes
Unlike with color, the Standard Model rejects the existence of variegated touch
or taste tropes. This too is presented very straightforwardly by Jagadīśa:
When it is [the case that different parts of a whole have different
classes of tropes] in the case of taste and the like, no taste trope
whatsoever arises in the whole, because we reject the existence of
variegated taste tropes and the like.76
As a result, the Standard Model simply rejects the possibility of some new
type of emergent or “variegated” taste- or touch-trope in the whole when its
parts consist of heterogenous taste- or touch-tropes. This is thus radically
different from the Standard Model’s approach to color-tropes. However, the
Standard Model continues to regard all categories of sensory tropes as being
locus-pervading.
5.8.5 Raghunātha’s rejection of variegated touch, taste, and smell
tropes
Raghunātha and Veṇīdatta agree that there are no such things as variegated
taste- or touch- or smell-tropes, precisely because all of these sensory tropes
75. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 15): tasyô ’ttara-kālikatve(na) phala-mukhatayâ ’doṣatvāt.
76. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 10): rasâ-’’dāv evaṃ sati avayavini raso na jāyate, citra-rasâ-’’dy-asvīkārāt.
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are non-locus-pervading.
5.8.5.1 Touch-tropes
Touch-tropes are the first tropes that Raghunātha and Veṇīdatta examine.
Touch-tropes are non-locus-pervading For both Raghunātha and Veṇīdatta, touch-tropes are non-locus-pervading, for the simple reason that a single
whole can be made up of two parts, one of which is hard while the other is soft.
(We can imagine, for instance, a sphere of mud, only one half of which has
been fired, leaving the other half pliable and soft.) But given such a single substance, we cognize the two different types of touch-tropes distinctly, without
any sort of overlap that might suggest the presence of the soft-touch-trope in
the hard-touch-trope-bearing part. This means, argues Raghunātha, that each
of the touch-tropes is localized only in its own part. These tropes must therefore be non-locus-pervading.77
In response to an objector who says that the non-locus-pervading thesis
faces its own problem, Veṇīdatta points out that the perception of touch-tropes,
which takes place through contact with the skin, does not pervade a complete
locus: we sense only those parts of objects we touch, and hence only the nonlocus-pervading tropes inherent there. In response to the obvious objection
that the same argument could explain why even locus-pervading touch-tropes
are perceived only piecemeal through contact with particular parts at a time,
Veṇīdatta argues that this objection lacks parsimony. This is similar to the debates between the Radical Revision and the Attempted Synthesis on the issue of
variegated color, in which the relative parsimony of the two positions on various arrangements of color-tropes was seen to be a decisive factor in choosing
77. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 15): sparśo ’pi câ ’vyāpya-vṛttiḥ, sukumāra-kaṭhina-sparśavad-avavayâ-’’rabdhe
’vayavini vyāpya-vṛttitvâ-’sambhavāt.
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one theory over the other.78

No variegated touch-tropes

No separate argument is raised by Raghun-

ātha or Veṇīdatta against the existence of a variegated class of touch-trope:
If they are recognized as being non-locus-pervading, then it stands to reason
that the multifarious tactile perception of a heterogenous whole is merely the
successive tactile perceptions of different parts with different touch-tropes—no
overall perception of a single touch-trope arises in the whole.
5.8.5.2 Taste-tropes
Raghunātha argues in precisely the same manner for taste-tropes as well: they
are non-locus-pervading, because we taste the different parts of a heterogenous
whole distinctly and differently; consequently, there is no single “variegated”
taste-trope that arises in the whole. Indeed, Raghunātha goes so far as to say
that such a whole is “tasteless”: there is no taste-trope that inheres in the whole
at all.79
Veṇīdatta, however, rejects this conclusion of Raghunātha, and prefers the
position that there is in fact such a thing as “variegated” taste. This is the taste
of a whole whose parts have varying tastes. Instead of claiming that such a
whole is “tasteless” on the grounds that the varying taste-tropes collocated in
the same whole block the arising of a single taste-trope for the whole, Veṇīdatta
argues that we can admit (as happens with color) that in such cases a single
variegated taste-trope arises in the whole. After all, it is not the case that if
78. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 15): nanu vyāpya-vṛttaya eva sparśās tatra kimiti nâ ’naṅgīkriyante iti cet, tathā
sati sukumāra-kaṭhinābhyām avayavābhyām ārabdhe ’vayavini sukumārâ-’vacchedena tvak-saṃyoge
kāṭhinyasyâ ’py upalambha-prasaṅgaḥ syāt.
79. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 46): raso ’pi câ ’vyāpya-vṛttiḥ. anyathā tikta-madhurābhyām ārabdhe
’vayavini tiktâ-’vayavâ-’vacchedena rasanā-yoge mādhuryô-’palambha-prasaṅgaḥ. nīrasa eva vā tatrâ
’vayavī.
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we eat a cake, with one half covered in sugar and another half covered in salt,
that we taste nothing whatsoever.80

5.9 Motions
The Standard Model recognizes its somewhat arbitrary definition of motions.81
By Veṇīdatta’s time, the logic of these verses has progressed to the extent
that the various subclasses of motions have all been eliminated. Motion alone
is retained, as all other kinds of motion are essentially motion in a particular
direction.
5.9.1 Motions and locus-pervasion
While Raghunātha does not address the subclassification of motions directly,
he does address one specific issue connected to motions: the fact that some
motions can in fact be non-locus-pervading.
In the Standard Model, motions are treated as locus-pervading: after all,
when a pot is set in motion, it is the entire pot that moves. However, Raghunātha takes the example of a tree whose branches sway in the breeze, and points
out that it is completely normal in such a case to say that the tree is moving.82
80. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 16-17): idaṃ tv āpātataḥ, tatra citra-rasa-svīkāra-rīter uktatvād iti dhyeyam.
81. This is well illustrated by two definitional verses from the Bhāṣā-pariccheda (frequently, but apparently incorrectly, ascribed to Viśvanātha Tarkapañcānana):
utkṣepaṇaṃ tato ’pakṣepaṇam ākuñcanaṃ tathā |
prasāraṇaṃ ca gamanaṃ karmāṇy etāni pañca ca ∥ 6 ∥
bhramaṇaṃ recanaṃ syanadanô ’rdhva-jvalanam eva ca |
tiryag-gamanam apy atra gamanād eva labhyate ∥ 7 ∥
82. That is, “the tree is moving” does not necessarily have to refer to a Macbeth- or Lord of the Rings-type
scenario where the trees actually get up and move.
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Such a cognition is not a confusion or cognitive error for Raghunātha; rather,
it is a case of non-locus-pervading motion where the motion is actually delimited to the branches of the tree and not to its roots.83

Implications While neither Raghunātha nor Veṇīdatta elaborate on this,
the incorporation of non-locus-pervading motions generates new possibilities
within the Navya Nyāya ontological schemata. By allowing the parts of a whole
to move independently, the system allows for the possibility of analyzing substances as non-rigid bodies. That is, it permits the distinction between motions
which are genuine translations involving the movement of the body as a whole
and motions which are transformations of a body’s configuration without translation. Thus, for instance, two of the Standard Model’s subcategories of motion,
contraction (ākuñcana) and expansion (prasāraṇa), could be reanalyzed as nontranslational motions in which certain parts of the whole alone experience motion towards or away from the stationary center of the whole.

5.10 Summary
The debate on tropes and motions is, if anything, even more intricate than
the debate on substances. Some of this has to do with the seeming disorganization of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis on tropes: with twenty-four very different types of entities all classified together, even the Standard Model’s description had to be very intricate in order to account for the diversity of tropeclasses. Other complications arise, however, from the transformations effected
by Raghunātha.
83. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 47): karmâ ’pi câ ’vyāpya-vṛtti, calantīṣu sarvāsu śākhāsu niścala-mūle
vṛkṣe ‹calatî› ’ti pratyayāt. «śākhā eva paraṃ calanti na punar vṛkṣa» ity api pratyayo ’stî ’ti cet, tasya
sarvâ-’vayavâ-’vacchedena calanâ-’bhāvo viṣayo na punaḥ sarvathaî ’va calanâ-’bhāva ukta-pratyayavirodhāt.
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5.10.1 Raghunātha’s Radical Revision of tropes
Raghunātha’s account of tropes is complex and nuanced, and involves a great
mass of detail. For the most part, his goal is to simplify the Standard Model’s
trope system by eliminating some tropes as being entirely redundant, explaining away some tropes in terms of other entities within the system, and reorganizing the properties of other tropes. However, Raghunātha’s goal was not
uniformly one of eliminativism or reductionism: he was willing to promote
numbers (saṅkhyā) from their status as tropes to being an entirely new category of their own.
We can witness a number of Raghunātha’s typical motivations and patterns
of argument—seen earlier in his work on substances—in his arguments on
tropes as well. His bias towards empiricism surfaces, for instance, in his rejection of unmanifest color-tropes. These were postulated to exist by the Standard
Model even though they were known to be imperceptible, because of certain
systematic requirements. Raghunātha’s rejection of unmanifest color-tropes
resembles his rejection of imperceptible space, time, and ether. Similarly,
Raghunātha’s willingness to treat language, ontology, and phenomenology as
at least partially autonomous is also manifested in his arguments against individuality tropes. He rejects the linguistic arguments of the Standard Model,
on the grounds that they are based on incidental features of Sanskrit grammar
that do not have any ontological significance.
In addition to these patterns, Raghunātha also demonstrates a keen tendency towards simplicity and systematicity. Because of his radical revision of
substances (in particular, his elimination of space, time, and ether as substances
and of atoms and dyads), he is able to get rid of certain classes of tropes (such as
proximality and distality) as well as certain types of tropes (such as unmanifest
color- and touch-tropes). Raghunātha is also ready to eliminate certain long304

standing positions of the Standard Model on tropes (in particular, the Standard
Model’s postulation of so-called variegated sensory tropes), by rejecting certain
philosophical positions taken for granted and then ruthlessly following the consequences until he reaches his desired position. This gives Raghunātha’s ontological system a uniformity and systematicity that appears to be lacking in the
Standard Model.84

5.10.2 Veṇīdatta’s middle way
Unlike his total opposition to all of Raghunātha’s attempts to eliminate various substances, Veṇīdatta is in fact quite supportive of many of Raghunātha’s
efforts to simplify the trope system. This may reflect the fact that Veṇīdatta,
as a comparatively later thinker, had been exposed to a milieu of genuinely
radically eliminativist thought on tropes.85
Building upon Veṇīdatta’s emphasis on śruti, which was clearly demonstrated in the previous chapter, is his critique of Raghunātha’s over-use (as
Veṇīdatta finds it) of arguments based on parsimony and on chains of reasons.
Veṇīdatta describes Raghunātha’s efforts as a gaveṣaṇa, a quest or a desire for
arguments based on parsimony or logic. He finds it absurd that Raghunātha
would head on a pointless quest for reasons to defend a false position, when
śruti clearly reveals a different answer.
Again, Veṇīdatta should not be understood as being a scriptural literalist
by any means. He engages in extensive argument himself, and also relies on
parsimony at a number of places to make his case. Clearly, he is not against the
84. Of course, this comes at the cost of an enormous proliferation of new categories, as we will see in
subsequent chapters, but then Veṇīdatta offers a possible solution to this problem as well.
85. This is shown by Gaṅgādhara’s “sedimentary” analysis of tropes. By the standards of Gaṅgādhara’s
Atisvatantras, who hold that there are only fourteen trope-classes, Veṇīdatta is far too profligate
in accepting nineteen trope-classes.
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use of either parsimony or logical inferences to construct ontological positions.
What he is opposed to, then, is specifically Raghunātha’s violation of scripture
by using these techniques. For Veṇīdatta, it is śruti that must come first; logic
must conform to the words of the revelation.
5.10.3 Jagadīśa’s reiteration of the Standard Model
We have typecast Jagadīśa as a defender of the Standard Model, which makes
it seem that he was a conservative defender of old ideas. The truth is that
Jagadīśa was a dynamic and significant thinker who wrote extensively on Nyāya
and Vaiśeṣika topics, and who was intimately familiar with Raghunātha Śiromaṇi’s writings. As a result, we must not read Jagadīśa’s articulation of the
Standard Model in his Tarkâmṛta as a mere parroting of old views. Instead,
given the turmoil which Raghunātha’s ontological revision caused in Naiyāyika
circles, we must understand even a seemingly unchanged repetition of old
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika positions as representing an implicit response to Raghunātha’s
challenge. This is the case for Jagadīśa’s account of substances (which largely
repeats the old Standard Model without tackling Raghunātha’s arguments) and
of a number of tropes and motions as well. Furthermore, because Jagadīśa
was writing an introductory text for a young audience, it may well be that he
thought the counter-arguments against Raghunātha too abstruse for first-time
students of Nyāya to handle. (More generally, we can see Jagadīśa’s composition of the Tarkâmṛta, particularly in the context of the unprecedented composition of a large number of introductory texts on Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontology
such as the Tarka-saṅgraha and the Bhāṣā-pariccheda, as being an intellectual
inoculation of sorts against the corrupting effects of Raghunātha’s Radical Revision. In contrast, I have not come across any texts designed for an introductory
audience that systematically lays out Raghunātha’s ontological schema on its
own terms.)
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5.10.3.1 The link between the word and the world
Nevertheless, we do see some specific counter-argumentation by Jagadīśa against
Raghunātha in the section on tropes. Specifically, Jagadīśa targets Raghunātha’s elimination of individuality (pṛthaktva) tropes, by focusing on the linguistic infelicities that would (supposedly) emerge if individuality tropes were
reduced to mutual absences as Raghunātha wants. If nothing else, this shows
us that Jagadīśa’s vision of the relationship between ontology and semantics is
far tighter than Raghunātha’s: for Jagadīśa, it is legitimate to infer ontological
structures from Sanskrit linguistic structures. This is a significant source of
difference between him and Raghunātha.
5.10.4 Gaṅgādhara’s “sedimentary” model of tropes
Tropes occupy the bulk of Gaṅgādhara’s Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā.86
This is partly because Gaṅgādhara embeds his account of Nyāya epistemology and logic into the section on tropes (by exploring them in the context of
cognition tropes). However, Gaṅgādhara is interested in the definitions of the
various tropes, and in their changes as well.
Gaṅgādhara’s “sedimentary” model of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontology, illustrating multiple strata of positions that were all likely alive in his own time, is perhaps best illustrated in his introductory classification of the tropes. Nowhere
else in his text does he enter into such a fine-grained stratification as he does
when introducing tropes: He tends to use the simple division between the
prāñcas (the “Ancients”) and the navyas (the “Moderns”) in most of the text,
occasionally mentioning Raghunātha Śiromaṇi directly but respectfully as the
Dīdhitikṛtaḥ (the “author[s] of the Dīdhiti”, where the plural indicates respect).
86. The section on tropes starts on page 12 of Gaṅgādhara (1913) and ends on page 58. The entire text
occupies 63 printed pages, so that the section on tropes covers close to three-fourth of the text.
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Only when describing the gradual whittling down of the account of tropes does
Gaṅgādhara name six different strata.
This vividly illustrates that tropes in particular had become a vicious battleground in the ontological debates. While the consensus view of the Standard
Model may have remained the majority position (not least because of a seeming stranglehold of the Standard Model on most pedagogical texts, with the
exception of Gaṅgādhara’s), it becomes clear upon reading Gaṅgādhara that
this “consensus” was in fact fraying at the seams. Raghunātha’s devastating
attack on tropes, and on the very incoherence of tropes as a single ontological
category, may have served to encourage this round of deep, incisive, critical
thought on the ontological structure of the universe.
5.10.5 Moving on to class-properties
Tropes and motions do not exhaust the universe of properties within the NyāyaVaiśeṣika ontological universe. This is because they, as concrete particulars,
are limited to occurring in one locus at a time.87
However, there are a number of properties that we recognize as necessarily
occurring in multiple loci. These class-properties are also discussed extensively
in Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontology, and are essential for the Navya Nyāya expression
of quantification. It is to these class-properties that we will now turn.

87. There are a few exceptions to this: contact-tropes must occur in two loci, while number-tropes
must occur in precisely as many loci as the number they represent.
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6.1 Introduction
The Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema posits the existence of substances (dravyas)
to account for our everyday perception that there exist “things” in the world,
of tropes (guṇas) to address our sense that these “things” have all sorts of “properties”, and of motions (karmans) to explain our perception that many “things”
can (be made to) move. All of these sorts of entities are “concrete”, in the sense
that they correspond to distinct, discrete individuals.
However, it turns out that this picture of the world is inadequate in two
ways. The first inadequacy involves the fact that these individuals do not
merely exist in isolation; rather, there must be some sort of ontological “glue”
that links various individuals together in meaningful and regular ways to explain our perceptions of the world. Indeed, since we already know that every
trope and every motion must necessarily have a substance as its substrate, we
have thus already smuggled in some ontological “glue” into our picture of the
world. We will address this issue in the chapter on relations. The second inadequacy, which is the focus of this chapter, involves the fact that our commonsense picture of the world isn’t limited to individuals of various sorts alone:
we naturally group these individuals together into various sorts of “classes”,
based on their similarity. For instance, we don’t just see dogs, but also recognize them as being part of the genus Canis of mammals; we don’t just see blue
patches, but also classify blue patches located in different substrates as all being blue in some sense. Furthermore, we are able to assert that, for instance,
Scooby-Doo resembles Lassie insofar as both are dogs, suggesting that these
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“classes” of individuals can also be used to account for resemblance.
The Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema postulates the existence of classproperties in order to explain the commonsensical notion that we can group
certain substances and certain tropes in various ways.1
These class-properties are not themselves classes; rather, two entities which
both have the same class-property belong to the same class. We may think of
a class as being the extension of a class-property; equivalently, given a class
there must be a class-property that is present in every member of that class and
absent in every non-member.

6.2 Class-properties in Nyāya
Unusually for the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika system, the terminology used for handling
class-properties is not always consistent across authors. I will therefore first
set out the parameters of the issue using English terms, and then turn to an
exploration of the varying terms used by authors in the Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika
traditions. I will then argue that some of these changes in terminology may
reflect changing attitudes towards what constitutes a class-property in the first
place, which in turn may significantly alter the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontology.
6.2.1 Class-properties and their properties
The central conceptual metaphor of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontology is of location:
various entities are said to be located in, or not located in, other entities in
order to express their dependence on a substrate.2
1. See Pepper (1942) for an abstract development of the pre-philosophical notion of similarity into
the “world hypothesis” of immanent formism. This world hypothesis comes closest to capturing
the essence of the Nyāya way of thinking.
2. The etymology of the words “substance” and “substrate” shows that this conceptual metaphor is
also present in Western thought. However, it appears to have been taken far more seriously in the
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As a result, a very wide range of entities can be described as locatables.
This obviously includes physical entities (substances) that are actually physically located in, or actually borne by, some other entity (for instance, a man
standing inside a house or some fruit resting in a bowl). However, for the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition, the category of locatables also includes other entities that may or may not be physically located in some other entity, but that are
certainly ontologically “borne” by their substrates. Such entities as color-tropes
and motions and class-properties fall into this category. We may use the generic word property to describe these latter entities to distinguish them from
other locatables that are not ontologically dependent on their substrates. This
difference in terminology helps us capture a distinction between two classes
of locatables, one comprising those entities the fact of whose being located in
some other entity reflects a genuine ontological dependence, and another comprising those entities which simply happen to be located in some other entity
at some point of time.
All properties—class-properties, tropes, motions, and possibly others—share
one important characteristic: all of them must necessarily have at least one
locus in which they occur (by some relation). We may therefore assert that to
be a trope, to be a motion, or to be a class-property is to be a property of (or
perhaps in, if we seek to preserve the conceptual metaphor of location) some
entity.
6.2.1.1 Tropes and motions vis-à-vis class-properties
That said, there are critical differences in the ways in which these various
properties occur in their loci:
• Every motion occurs in exactly one locus, necessarily a substance, by the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition.
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inherence relation.
• The locus of any trope is necessarily a substance, and a trope must occur
in its locus via the inherence relation. However, the number of loci of a
trope can vary based on the flavor of trope:
– Most flavors of tropes occur in exactly one substance. This includes
all the sensory tropes (color, smell, taste, touch, and sound), all the
actional tropes (pleasure and pain, desire and revulsion, exertion,
and the unseen causal effects of dharma and dharma), most motional
tropes (viscosity, inertia, momentum, and oiliness), and most of the
quantificational tropes (measure and individuality).
– The tropes of proximality and distality occur in exactly one substance, but are dependent on other entities.
– Contact and separation tropes occur in exactly two substances, namely,
the two substances that are in contact with each other or separated
from each other, as the case may be. Each instance of these two
flavors of trope is located in its two loci via inherence.
– Numbers (if admitted to be tropes, on the account of the Standard
Model) are different from other tropes as they occur in a variable
number of loci. However, each instance of a particular number will
indeed have a fixed number of loci—indeed, precisely as many loci
as the number of which it is an instance. The trope is located in each
locus separately via inherence, and in all of its loci collectively via
completion (paryāpti).
• Class-properties may occur in any number of loci—indeed, precisely in
those loci which constitute the class encapsulated by the class-property.
However, there is unresolved dispute over whether there can exist classes
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with single members. Furthermore, there is also some dispute over the
relations via which a class-property may occur in a locus. Finally, it is
accepted that class-properties can occur not just in substances, but also in
tropes and motions and possibly in absences as well. However, whether
or not class-properties can occur in other class-properties is also a matter
for debate.
6.2.1.2 Issues with class-properties
The aforementioned intra-Nyāya disputes on class-properties emerge organically from their very nature as encapsulating classes of entities. The central
question here, although it does not appear to be asked in this fashion in the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika texts themselves, is the following: Are all class-properties ontologically significant, or are there certain class-properties (and hence their
corresponding classes) which are genuinely ontologically significant while others are not?
The salience of this question can be understood by looking at some typical
class-properties that are significant in Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika debates.
(CP-Typ1) bhāvatva and abhāvatva, P [presence] and P [absence], are the two
class-properties which partition all entities in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
system into two broad categories.3
The first of these, bhāvatva, occurs in all entities that are “presences”, while the second, abhāvatva, occurs in all “absences”. An
interesting problem of definition arises here: because bhāvatva and
abhāvatva partition the whole universe into two classes, parsimony
would suggest that one of these two could be defined in terms of
3. See, for instance, Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 1): saṅkṣepataḥ padârtho dvividhaḥ — bhāvo ’bhāvaś ca.
(“In brief, a padârtha entity can be one of two types: presence and absence.”)
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the other. Thus, for instance, we could define P [presence] as the
property of being any entity that has the absence of P [absence]
(abhāvatvâ-’bhāvavattva).
But it is not immediately clear which of these two class-properties
should have ontological priority over the other: after all, both of
these class-properties share the property of being a class-property,
which is itself a presence. This means that one of the loci of bhāvatva
is bhāvatva. This would make bhāvatva a non-well-founded entity
and hence a victim of the fallacy of ātmâ-’’śrayatva (literally, “selflocatedness”).
(CP-Typ2) sattā, P [concretum], is the class-property that occurs in all substances, tropes, and motions.4
It is one of the oldest examples offered in the system of a genuine
class-property, which we can call a universal or a natural classproperty for now. Indeed, sattā is treated in the Standard Model
as the universal with the widest possible extension: all other classproperties which are universals have an extension that is a proper
subset of the extension of sattā. Because a concretum is either a
substance or a trope or a motion in Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika, the extensions
of their respective class-properties E [P [substance]], E [P [trope]],
and E [P [motion]] collectively partition E [sattā].5
4. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 4): dravyâ-’’dīnāṃ trayāṇāṃ sattāvattva-jātimattve.
(“The first three [categories of entities, namely, substance, trope, and motion] have the properties
of [1] being a possessor of the property of being a concretum (P [H [P [concretum]]]) and of [2]
being a possessor of a universal (P [H [universal]]).”)
5. Gaṅgādhara (ibid., p. 2): jātir api dvividhā — parâ-’para-bhedāt. tatra sarva-jāty-apekṣayā adhikadeśa-vṛttiḥ parā, yathā sattā. sā hi dravyatvâ-’’dy-apekṣayâ ’dhika-deśa-vṛttiḥ. dravyatva-guṇatvâ’’dikaṃ hi dravya-guṇâ-’’di-mātra-vṛtti. sattā tu dravya-guṇa-karmasu triṣv api vartata iti sā parā.
dravyatvâ-’’dikaṃ tv aparā jātiḥ, sattâ-̂ ’pekṣayâ ’lpa-deśa-vṛttitvāt.
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Raghunātha, however, calls sattā’s status as a universal into question, without rejecting its being a class-property. This raises the
possibility of there being class-properties which are not universals;
let us call them imposed class-properties for now.
(CP-Typ3) dravyatva, P [substance], is also regarded as a universal in the Standard Model. As all substances are concreta, its extension is a proper
subset of the E [sattā]. In turn, E [P [substance]] is partitioned by
various class-properties that group substances into various species
and genera, and so on.
(CP-Typ4) gotva, P [cow], is the class-property (indeed, universal) that occurs
in all, and only in, cows. Its extension E [gotva] is precisely the set
of all members of the species Bos taurus. Such a universal counts as
a natural kind (even if one would deny the ontological validity
of such class-properties).
The natural kind gotva is standardly characterized by the property
sāsnā-̂ ’’dimattva, P [H [dewlap]]. Because a dewlap (sāsnā) is uniquely
characteristic of Indian cattle, it was taken as a given by the Naiyāyikas that any creature with a dewlap had to be a go and, conversely,
that any go had to have a dewlap. As is characteristic of every good
characterization, the extensions of these two class-properties are
identical: E [P [cow]] = E [P [H [dewlap]]].
However, according to the rules governing universals formulated
(“Universals are themselves of two types: superior and inferior. A superior universal is one that
has more loci of occurrence in comparison to all other universals. For instance, the universal
P [concretum] (sattā) has more loci of occurrence than the universals P [substance], P [trope], and
so on. This is because P [substance] occurs only in substances, P [trope] only in tropes, and so on,
whereas P [concretum] occurs in all existents: substances, tropes, and motions. Correspondingly,
P [substance] and the like are inferior universals, because they have fewer loci of occurrence than
the universal P [concretum].”) .
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by Udayana (the chief synthesizer of the Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika traditions), two universals cannot have identical extensions. As a result, the class-property P [H [dewlap]] is regarded not as a universal, but rather as an imposed class-property. Furthermore, it is itself further analyzable: any valid bearer of P [H [dewlap]] must be
a composite substance, one of whose parts is a dewlap. We can
thus regard P [H [dewlap]] as a composite, or perhaps decomposable, imposed class-property. This distinguishes it from other imposed class-properties like bhāvatva or abhāvatva, one of which must
be non-composite or undecomposable while the other can be
defined in terms of the first and hence must be decomposable.
(CP-Typ5) paśutva, P [beast], is another class-property, whose extension obeys
the relation: E [P [cow]] ⊂ E [P [beast]] ⊂ E [P [substance]]. However, unlike gotva, paśutva is not regarded as a natural kind (or

indeed as a universal). Whereas a go refers specifically to a member of the species Bos taurus, a paśu can be any beast that has fur
and tail. As a result, P [beast] is defined (not merely characterized)
by P [H [fur] ∧ H [tail]]. In effect, these two are synonymous, unlike P [cow] and P [H [dewlap]], which are equiextensional but not
synonymous.
(CP-Typ6) ghaṭatva, P [pot], is a stock example of a class-property in NyāyaVaiśeṣika texts. As pots are clearly human artifacts, P [pot] would
be regarded as an artificial kind, and may or may not be regarded
as a universal in English. However, within the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
tradition, there is no hesitation whatsoever in regarding ghaṭatva
and gotva are equally ontologically significant: both are universals.
I will therefore stipulate for now that artificial kinds are subtypes
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of universals, for our purposes.
(CP-Typ7) etad-ghaṭa-vyaktitva, P [this-pot-individual], is a property that applies to precisely one substance: a specific pot, which has been identified by ostension. Whether or not this can legitimately be called a
“class”-property depends on whether we admit classes with exactly
one member. Udayana, for instance, declares that properties whose
extension is a single individual cannot be universals; but Raghunātha disagrees with him. Let us call such properties eigenclassproperties for now.6
(CP-Typ8) ākāśatva, P [ether], is also a property that applies to precisely one
substance, ether, at least according to the Standard Model. As ether
is one of the fundamental substances that constitute the world, it
would appear that P [ether] would at least count as a natural kind,
if only one that has exactly one individual in its extension. However, it appears that the Naiyāyikas rejected this out of hand, for
the reason that a universal’s extension must include at least two individuals for it to be a proper class. It would appear that P [ether]
too must be an eigenclass-property.7
Where P [ether] differs from P [this-pot-individual] is that the former
seems to be further undecomposable, while the latter seems to be
decomposable into a genus (P [pot]) and a differentia (this particular individual being pointed to).
6. This term is borrowed from the Ruby programming language, where it refers to precisely such
classes that are specific to a single individual. In other programming languages with classes, such
classes are sometimes called “singleton classes”.
7. See Ganeri (1996a) for a brief summary of Nyāya debates on the reference of the term ākāśa.
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(CP-Typ9) indriyatva, P [sense-organ], is an example of a class-property that
could qualify as a natural kind: after all, eyes and ears and noses are
naturally-occurring structures in the world, present in a wide range
of living creatures. However, another of Udayana’s criteria governing universals rules this out: for him, the only possible relation
between (the extensions of) two universals is the proper-superset-of
relation. Because the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika theory of perception requires
that each sense-organ be made of a different kind of substance (corresponding to the characteristic trope that inheres in each type
of substance), E [P [sense-organ]] will have a non-trivial intersection with the extensions of multiple substance-flavor-encapsulating
class-properties. Such cross-cutting being forbidden to universals,
P [sense-organ] must necessarily be an imposed class-property—even
though it appears to be an entirely natural feature of the world.
(CP-Typ10) pācakatva, P [cook], is another class-property that too must be an
imposed class-property. Although E [P [cook]] is a proper subset
of E [P [human]], it may be conceded that being a cook is not a
natural or fundamental ontological property: people can choose to
become cooks or to stop being cooks or to stop cooking while still
regarding themselves as being cooks. Nevertheless, it is a genuine
class-property in the sense of identifying a certain set of individuals
who are predisposed to engage in a particular activity.
(CP-Typ11) kāraṇatā (P [cause]) and kāryatā (P [effect]) appear at first to be
natural kinds insofar as they pick out natural aspects of the universe: after all, the cause-effect relation is built into the NyāyaVaiśeṣika picture of the world. However, they cannot in fact be
natural kinds as they run into the cross-cutting problem: after all,
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if the Naiyāyikas describe the two pot-halves (substances) as well as
the contact between them (a trope) as being causes of the pot-whole,
then P [cause] clearly cuts across multiple universals. Furthermore,
since some entities are both causes and effects, both P [cause] and
P [effect] would have intersecting intersections. It would appear
that P [cause] and P [effect] must both be imposed class-properties.
However, further reflection shows that both of these have certain
features that are not present in other indisputably imposed classproperties. Key is the fact that P [cause] and P [effect] are both unsaturated terms: entities are not merely causes-in-general or effectsin-general, but always causes-of-something and effects-of-something.
Consequently, we must understand P [cause] and P [effect] as always being paired, so that if X is the cause of Y , then X’s P [cause-of-Y]
is inseparably connected with Y ’s P [effect-of-X]. P [cause] and
P [effect] are therefore not genuine class-properties at all, but rather
unsaturated relational properties, which will be investigated in the next chapter. (It is due to such reasons that Raghunātha
treats P [cause]s and P [effect]s as constituting independent ontological categories in their own right, much as blue color-tropes and
red color-tropes constitute independent ontological categories.)
We now have a fairly elaborate set of English terms that capture the key distinctions taking place within the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika debates on class-properties.
We can therefore now turn to the Sanskrit terms which were used to capture
different distinctions by different authors in different texts.
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artificial

universals

class-properties

tropes

properties

motions

locatables

Figure 6.1: English terminology for Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika properties

non-locatables

entities

non-properties

6.2.2 Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika terminology for class-properties
Because Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika terminology for class-properties is inconsistent between
authors, it is best to examine the various terms separately, and map their usages
by different authors onto the English terms defined above.
(CP-Nyā1) The term dharma is used in two very distinct, and usually easily
distinguishable, senses. The first is merit, seen as the natural fruit
of performing meritorious acts enjoined by the Veda. Each such act
gives rise to its own dharma merit which inheres in the self of the
agent of the act. These dharmas merits are tropes.
More relevantly to our current question, a dharma can refer to any
entity whatsoever that needs to be borne or supported in any manner, whether physically or ontologically. Despite the frequent reference to dharmas locatables in different forms, and despite the long
history of the use of this term in Buddhist ontological texts,8
an actual definition of dharma as a “locatable” appears to be a fairly
late development within the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological tradition.
It is Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna who locates dharmas locatables at
the center of his text, beginning it with a definition of dharma as
referring to anything that is supported in any manner by a locus.9
Men standing in houses, colors of pots, the property of being a pot:
all of these are dharmas locatables . (Indeed, dharmas merits are also
dharmas locatables .)
(CP-Nyā2) While no specific Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika term corresponds to “property”
8. See, for instance, Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakośa with his autocommentary.
9. U. Jha (2004, p. 21, §1) «dharmo dhriyate tiṣṭhati yaḥ sa dharmaḥ.»
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as we have used it here, there is a term that translates fairly accurately to “class-property”: anugama. An anugama is defined in
Jhalakīkar’s Nyāya-kośa as being that (property) which occasions
the usage of a word to describe an entity as being a member of a
class. The example given is P [pot], which is the anugama for the
use of the word “pot” to refer to any member of the class of all
pots.10
It appears that an anugama may also be known as an anugata-dharma,
a “conforming locatable”.11
Thus, if we have a certain set X of elements, each of which has the
property P , then according to Nyāya P is the anugama or anugatadharma that defines X, in the sense that any reference to an elements x ∈ X will then be made in terms of P .12
(CP-Nyā3) The term sāmānya is present from the beginning of the Vaiśeṣika
text-tradition, in Kaṇāda’s Vaiśeṣika-sūtras. It appears to be used in
the sense of a generic class-property. The word itself is etymologically a derivative of the adjective samāna, which means “equal”
or “commensurable” (lit. “having equal measure”). In this sense,
a set of entities share a sāmānya class-property insofar as they are
all commensurable in some respect. Thus sāmānya class-property and
10. (anugamaḥ) anugata-pravṛtti-nimittam. yathā sarveṣāṃ ghaṭānām anugamo ghaṭatvam. Jhalakikar
(1928, p. 22) sources this to Gadādhara’s work on avacchedakatā, which is significant given the
fact that class-properties can act as delimitors (avacchedakas).
11. Matilal (1968) calls this a “consecutive property”, which is closer to the literal meaning of
√
anu gam, but I believe my more general translation captures the sense of this concept better.
The use of “locatable” also makes it clear that this “property” is wider in scope than what we
might initially be inclined to take as a guṇa.
12. It is thus that the anugama P acts as a delimitor (avacchedaka) for X.
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sāmānya commensurator are closely linked. Praśastapāda’s commentary on Kaṇāda builds on this overlap in meanings:
sāmānyas class-properties are of two types, higher and lower,
and are the causes of cognitions of conformity. Between
them, P [concretum] is the single higher sāmānya class-property
because its scope is the widest. Because it is a cause solely
of cognizing conformity, it is a sāmānya commensurator. Others like P [substance] are lower sāmānyas class-properties because their scopes are narrower (than that of P [concretum]).
Because they can also give rise to cognitions of difference, they can also be viśeṣas differentiators while still being
sāmānyas commensurators .13
Praśastapāda uses the terms sāmānya and viśeṣa fluidly in this passage, not just to refer to the ontological categories of class-properties
and particularizers respectively, but also to refer apparently to any
entity that gives rise to cognitions of conformity (anuvṛtti) and of difference (vyāvṛtti) respectively. This is why something like P [substance]
can count as both a sāmānya and a viśeṣa for Praśastapāda: such a
class-property happens to function both as a commensurator (everything
that has P [substance] is a substance) as well as a differentiator
(everything that has P [substance] is distinct from everything else
that lacks it). A single entity—a lower sāmānya class-property —can
therefore be both a viśeṣa differentiator and a sāmānya commensurator
for Praśastapāda. Later authors, however, seem not to push this
13. PDhS 2.2(11) «sāmānyaṃ dvividhaṃ param aparam ca. anuvṛtti-pratyaya-kāraṇam. tatra paraṃ sattā,
mahā-viṣayatvāt. sā câ ’nuvṛtter eva hetutvāt sāmānyam eva. dravyatvādy aparam, alpa-viṣayatvāt. tac
ca vyāvṛtter api hetutvāt sāmānyam sad viśeṣâ-’’khyām api labhate.» See Kavirāj and Śāstrı ̄ (1930).
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flexibility forwards.
The classification of sāmānyas class-properties into higher and lower
varieties becomes a part of the Standard Model (though Jagadīśa
refines it slightly by including a third, middle, category). However, as can be seen by the typical examples presented from Praśastapāda onwards, it appears that the term sāmānya was effectively
regarded more narrowly as sāmānya universal in practice. Certain authors, such as Śivāditya, explicitly argued against this: they wanted
to preserve sāmānya as a class-property in general, preferring to
use the term jāti to refer to universals more particularly. This is
also true of Gaṅgādhara, who describes sāmānyas as being of two
types, jātis universals and upādhis imposed class-properties . However Maheśacandra, who is chronologically later than Gaṅgādhara, explicitly regards sāmānya and jāti as synonyms, and uses them to refer
exclusively to universals.
(CP-Nyā4) In Gautama’s Nyāya-sūtras, the term jāti refers to one of the sixteen
categories which must be mastered in order to obtain eternal felicity: quibbling in debate. However, jāti quibbling plays a minimal
role in the ontological texts, and can be safely ignored for our purposes. The more common meaning for the term jāti in this context
is “universal”. It is seldom, if ever, used within Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika in
the wider sense of “class-property”.
There is thus an important difference of usage between sāmānya
and jāti: the former can mean either “class-property” in general or
“universal” more specifically; the latter tends to mean “universal”.
For some authors (such as Maheśacandra), sāmānya and jāti are
synonymous; for others (such as Gaṅgādhara), a jāti is a type of
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sāmānya.
(CP-Nyā5) The term upādhi is used in multiple contexts with different meanings within the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition. It is extensively used in
the discourse on inference, and in this context is used outside the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition as well. As these topics do not directly
enter the scope of the ontological debates, I will set them aside for
now.
But even within the ontological texts, the term upādhi is used by
multiple authors with multiple, subtly different, meanings. Maheśacandra, for instance, divides all dharmas locatables into two categories:

jātis universals (which are synonymous with sāmānyas for

him) and upādhis. Thus, an upādhiMaheścandra is a dharma locatable
which is not a universal: it could be a substance physically located
on top of or in proximity to another substance, or a trope, or a
class-property which happens to violate Udayana’s laws of universals. For Gaṅgādhara and others like Śivāditya, an upādhiGaṅgādhara
is a sāmānya class-property which is not a jāti universal .
In both of these cases, an upādhi is being defined against the contours of a jāti. It is therefore simplest to translate upādhi as “imposed (class-)property”, even though not all upādhisMaheścandra would
really count as class-properties. This is because such things as nonrepeating particulars as guṇas and specific pots are upādhis (because
they are locatables, dharmas, but cannot be jātis), but cannot define
classes precisely because they are non-repeating. Thus, while a
blue color-trope and a water-filled pot are upādhis but not classproperties, being a locus of a blue color-trope (nīla-rūpavattvam)
and being a locus of a water-filled pot (jala-pūrṇa-ghaṭavattvam) are
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both upādhis as well as class-properties.
Upādhis are further classified into sakhaṇḍôpādhis (decomposable
imposed (class-)properties) and akhaṇḍôpādhis (non-decomposable
imposed (class-)properties).
Intriguingly, no distinction appears to be made within Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
between “natural” kinds (like P [cow]) and “artificial” kinds (like P [pot]); both
are classified as jātis universals. Their ontological schema appears to be designed
to account for human-made physical artifacts. Raghunātha thus appears to be
building upon this impulse when he incorporates human-designed social artifacts like personal property into his ontological schema.
Furthermore, all jātis must follow the six rules of Udayana outlined below
(or some variant thereof), while upādhis are freed from this constraint. The
effect of this constraint is to make jātis well-behaved (in fact their extensions
partition the set of all concreta). While Udayana’s criteria rule out the possibility of a jāti being an element of any other jāti, it does permit the “inclusion” of
one jāti inside another. Nyāya describes such inclusions using the language of
√
pervasion (vi āp), where the “larger” jāti is said to be the pervader (vyāpaka)
of the “smaller” jāti; in set-theoretic terms, the extension of the “larger” jāti is
a proper superset of the extension of the “smaller” jāti:
pervades

x −−−−−→ y ⇐⇒ E [y] ⊂ E [x]
In this schematic diagram for understanding the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika picture of
jātis, the solid black arrows represent the inherence of a universal in an entity.
(The same arrows may be read backwards as representing the relation “is a
member of the extension of”.) The dashed arrows represent the pervasion of
one universal by another, and may be read “pervades”. (The same arrows may
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be read backwards as representing the relation “’s extension is a proper subset
of the extension of”.) Each pervasion arrow follows the following rule: there
exists a pervasion arrow from x to y if and only if, for every z such that there
is an inherence arrow from y to z, there is an inherence arrow from x to z:
pervades

inheres-in

inheres-in

x −−−−−→ y ⇐⇒ ∀z . y −−−−−→ z =⇒ x −−−−−→ z
In fact, in this case the backward reading of the arrows is easier to understand:
if z is a member of the extension of y, and if y’s extension is a proper subset of
the extension of x, then z is a member of the extension of x:14

(z ∈ E [y]) ∧ (E [y] ⊂ E [x]) =⇒ z ∈ E [x]
14. It is not a general rule that every inherence arrow can be read backwards to mean “is a member
of the extension of”: tropes inhere in substances, but it makes no sense to therefore say that a
particular substance is the member of the extension of a certain trope. Nor is it generally true that
any arrow which can be read backwards to mean “is a member of the extension of” is automatically
an inherence arrow: aupādhikâ-’nugata-dharmas do define extensions but do not occur in their loci
via inherence.
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Figure 6.2: Various universals with their inherence and pervasion relations
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6.3 Udayana’s study of universals
In the process of synthesizing Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika in his Kiraṇâvalī, Udayana
sought to systematize the use of universals (and to defend them from Buddhist
nominalists) by enumerating a list of six properties that true universals must
obey. In their negative forms, these are the jāti-bādhakas, obstructors to a
certain class-property’s being a true universal. Udayana’s verse reads:
The obstructors to a class-property’s being a true universal are:
spanning a single element, being extensionally identical to another
class-property, partially overlapping another class, infinite regress,
“loss of form”, and “non-relation”.

15

We can look more closely at this list to understand why these restrictions were
imposed:
spanning a single element Since a universal exists precisely in order to capture the commonality (sāmānya) of more than one entity, it makes no
sense to have a universal which has just one element.
Thus, the class-property P [this-particular-pot-individual] cannot be a jāti,
but must be an upādhi. We will call such a class-property, whose extension has exactly one member, an eigenclass-property.
extensionally identical to another class property Two equi-extensional class
properties describe the same class, even if they are intensionally different.
But if they happen to be universals, which somehow capture the “essence”
15. See Udayana (1980, p. 321):
vyakter abhedas, tulyatvaṃ, saṅkaro, ’thâ ’navasthitiḥ |
rūpa-hānir, asambandho: jāti-bādhaka-saṅgrahaḥ ∥
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of what it means to be a certain kind of entity, that would mean that every
entity in that class has two essences, which does not make sense.
Note, however, that it is perfectly possible to have two intensionally distinct class-properties that have the same extension; indeed, this is the
whole basis of definition (lakṣaṇa), where Naiyāyikas can say, for instance, that a cow is a dewlap-possessor, for the two class-properties
P [cow] and P [H [dewlap]] are extensionally identical. All that this jātibādhaka rule says is that in this case, P [cow] and P [H [dewlap]] cannot
both be jātis. We know separately that P [cow] is a jāti; therefore, it must
be the case that P [H [dewlap]] is an upādhi.
partially overlapping another class This is related to the previous argument,
for any entity which lies in the intersection of the two classes would
thereby have two essences, which contradicts the nature of a universal.
Again, as before, it is perfectly possible to have two intensionally different class-properties whose extensions have a non-trivial intersection.
For instance, as we will see later, according to Nyāya, to be a beast is
to possess a tail and fur. Thus, the extension of P [beast] is the intersection of P [H [tail]] and P [H [fur]]. What this jāti-bādhaka tells us is that
P [H [tail]] and P [H [fur]] cannot both be universals. (Indeed, neither is.)
infinite regress The class-property jātitva cannot be a jāti, for if it were, then
it would possess the property jātitva itself, which makes no sense to the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika system:
“loss of form” The particularizers, by definition, have no properties in common. Therefore, there can be no universal P [particularizer], for any
entity that possessed this property would cease, by definition, to be a
particularizer and therefore to be a valid locus for P [particularizer].
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P [universal]

P [pot]

p1

P [blue]

pn
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Figure 6.3: The non-well-foundedness problem of treating P [universal] as a
universal
“non-relation” A universal must, by definition, relate to its loci by inherence.
Suppose then that P [inherence] is a universal. It must then relate to its
locus, inherence, by inherence. But this does not make sense for the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika tradition, which rejects the idea of non-well-founded
constructions: how can P [inherence] inhere in inherence by inherence?
Therefore it must be the case that P [inherence] is not a universal.
However, this does not rule out the existence of P [inherence] itself: it
just cannot be a universal.
Criteria 4–6 are designed to rule out viśeṣatva, sāmānyatva, and samavāyatva
from the Standard Model as being universals. But is this list too strict? On
this account, are there any true universals at all? The relative marginalization
of Udayana’s criteria and the proliferation of upādhis allows Navya Nyāya to
make ever-greater use of the power of abstraction. However, it does open the
system to critique from those who would prefer a more parsimonious system. It
also raises questions about whether Navya Nyāya can continue to be regarded
as realist on the question of class-properties if such upādhis are regarded as
“imposed” on the world and thus artificial.
Udayana’s criteria imply that only dravyatva, guṇatva, and karmatva may be
universals (and even there, we will see that Raghunātha argues against guṇatva
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being a real universal). Thus, any universals “lower” than these must be proper
subsets of one of these universals, arranged so as to form a partition of each
of these universals. And any universal “higher” than these must be a proper
superset, which these exhaust and partition in turn. According to the Standard
Model, this “highest” universal is sattā—but Raghunātha rejects the possibility
of this being a universal too.

6.4 Debates on universals
Over the course of his radical revision of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika’s ontological schema,
Raghunātha attacks a number of long-standing positions on universals and
other class-properties. His revisionary attempts generally follow a few patterns:
(RR-U-P1) Reclassifying some class properties due to other systematic changes
in Raghunātha’s ontological schema: Demoting certain class properties from the status of universal to the status of imposed property
and promoting others class-properties from the status of imposed
property to the status of universal
(RR-U-P2) Altering the extension of certain class-properties, and sometimes
therefore reclassifying them
(RR-U-P3) Altering the intensional definition of certain class-properties
(RR-U-P4) Altering, or at least clarifying, the signification of certain words
used to refer to some class-properties
Veṇīdatta in turn accepts some of Raghunātha’s changes, but not others.
Some of these differences can be attributed to differences in their ontological
schemata, while others are due to differences in their attitudes towards language and reference. A closer examination of the concrete debates will thus
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cast light on what it means for Raghunātha and for Veṇīdatta for a classproperty to count as a universal.

6.5 Debates on existence
As we have seen, three different class-properties are used in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
system to capture all entities:
astitva, which applies to all entities, both presences and absences
bhāvatva, which applies to all presences but excludes absences
sattā, which applies to all concrete presences (substances, tropes, motions), but
excludes abstract presences
Of these, both sattā and bhāvatva are topics of debate in the discourse on
ontology.
6.5.1 The Standard Model on sattā
The Standard Model claims that the class-property sattā, which applies to substances, tropes, and motions, is the highest universal.16
That is, E [P [existent]] contains all concreta, and is partitioned by E [P [substance]],
E [P [trope]], and E [P [motion]]. However, E [P [existent]] excludes all relations, class-properties, particularizers, and absences.17
16. Whether we think of it as sattā P [existent] or as sattā P [concretum], however, should not affect the
flow of the argument.
17. For instance, Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 14) classifies these properties into three categories as follows, with
sattā occupying the highest level: sāmānyaṃ trividham — vyāpakaṃ, vyāpyaṃ, vyāpya-vyāpakaṃ
ca. vyāpakaṃ sattā, vyāpyaṃ ghaṭatvâ-’’di, dravyatvâ-’’di vyāpya-vyāpakam.
(“Classes are of three types: pervading, pervaded, and pervaded-and-pervading. The [all]pervading class is sattā; pervaded classes are P [pot] and the like; while P [substance] and the
like are pervaded-and-pervading.”)
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6.5.2 Raghunātha and Veṇīdatta’s rejection of sattā
Raghunātha, however, denies that sattā is a universal at all—and it appears
that Veṇīdatta agrees with him. I will therefore present their arguments together, along with Veṇīdatta’s incorporation of Raghudeva’s commentary on
Raghunātha.
Raghunātha’s first argument

Raghunātha begins by pointing out a straight-

forward consequence of other Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika positions: There can be no perception even in principle for the occurrence of sattā in all substances, tropes,
and motions. This is because a number of substances are trans-sensory in principle: all atoms, for instance, and all sense-organs, as well as such substances
such as space and time that are accepted by the Standard Model but rejected
by Raghunātha. Being trans-sensory, these substances can never be perceived,
and hence no universal located in them can be perceived either. For sattā to be
the highest universal applying to all concreta, it should in fact occur in these
trans-sensory substances. But there is simply no way to prove this position,
says Raghunātha.
This particular technique, of asserting that a particular class-property is not
a universal because it cannot be perceived in all its loci even in principle, will
also be Raghunātha’s technique of choice for eliminating other universals.
A linguistic argument to defend sattā

is presented by Veṇīdatta in the

voice of an antagonist using Raghudeva’s words. According to this, the universal sattā can be justified by the conventional use of the word sat (and its other
forms). That is, we can observe proper linguistic usage of the word sat in its
various forms, and thus identify some property conforming to the word’s usage.
This property—so goes the Standard Model’s argument—will be sattā.
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Refuting the linguistic argument Raghunātha provides two different
reasons to reject this linguistic argument:18
(RR-U-S1) The use of the word sat does not in fact correspond to the putative
distribution of sattā. For instance, it is linguistically acceptable to
assert that a universal is sat existent , which if literally true would
be a serious problem for the Standard Model’s ontological schema.
Whatever conforming class-property is picked out by the usage of
the word sat cannot be the universal sattā that the Standard Model
wants.
(RR-U-S2) Even when the word sat is predicated of a genuine existent (like a
pot), it does not in fact pick out the property of being an existent.
Rather, it is used to pick out the contemporaneous existence of the
entity at the time of speaking in some location at some time. In
other words, the word sat is perhaps better thought of as picking
out not P [existent] (there is no such thing) but rather P [occurrent].
These two techniques can be generalized for use against a wide range of incorrect linguistic arguments; indeed, Raghunātha uses them against other classproperties as well.
Raghudeva’s refinement of Raghunātha Raghudeva adds one important detail to Raghunātha’s point: against the antagonist, who claims that the
reference of the word sat to the property of being an occurrent is not a genuinely conforming property, Raghudeva retorts that this is no reason to reject
linguistic convention. It appears that, for Raghudeva on this one point at least,
18. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 61): sattā ca na dravya-guṇa-karma-vṛttir ekā pratyakṣa-siddhā jātiḥ, dharmâ’’dinām atîndriyatvena tatra pratyakṣâ-’yogāt, jāty-ādāv api sad-vyavahārāc ca.
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conventional basis for usage (pravṛtti-nimitta) need not correspond to any single
class-property (let alone a universal).19
On my reading, this detail of Raghudeva captures an important insight
about the difference between linguistic usage and ontology. By asserting the
autonomy of conventional linguistic usage over ontology, Raghudeva has pushed
the divide between language and ontology even further than Raghunātha himself.
Another possible defense of sattā

Veṇīdatta then presents yet another

Standard Model possibility for defending sattā, before rejecting it:20
According to the Standard Model, sattā is the delimitor of the signification
of the word sat. As a semantically meaningful word, sat possesses the property
of saktatā P [signifier]. As a relational property, each instance of saktatā P [signifier]
is linked with an instance of śakyatā P [signified]; their respective loci are determined by the respective avacchedakas delimitors . An avacchedaka delimitor is a
locatable whose presence in a locus entails the presence of its corresponding
avacchedya delimitee . In this particular case, the delimitor of the signifier is the
property of being the three sounds that, when articulated in order, produce the
word sat. The delimitor of the signified has to be some locatable that is present
in every entity that can be signified by the word sat; according to the Standard
Model antagonist, the only locatable that satisfies this is the universal sattā,
P [existent].21
19. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 24): na ca « vartamānatvâ-’’der ananugatatayâ ’nugata-sad-vyavahāro vinā sattājātiṃ na nirvahati » iti vācyam, anugatatayā vyavahārâ-’nabhyupagamāt.
20. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 24): na ca sac-chabda-śakyatâ-’vacchedakatayā sattā-jātir āyāsyati, bhāvatvasyaî
’va sac-chabda-śakyatâ-’vacchedakatvāt.
21. It is worth reminding ourselves that the assertion that a certain property is an avacchedaka delimitor
will be expressed in the Navya Nyāya language as the assertion that that property has (is the locus
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śaktatā

śakyatā

P [“sat”]

P [existent]
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!·"

···
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Figure 6.4: The signification of the word sat for the Standard Model
Veṇīdatta’s response

to this argument is that it is not sattā that is the

delimitor here, but rather bhāvatva P [presence] . He does not offer any reason
for this, but presumably it has to do with the fact that sattā has already been
rejected by Raghunātha as being a real class-property because it cannot be
unsubstantiated, and the fact that the word sat can be predicated of universals,
which are presences but not existents. For Veṇīdatta, then, the words sat and
bhāva would be synonyms.
śaktatā

śakyatā

P [“s”+“a”+“t”]

P [presence]

sat

!·"

p1
!·"

···

pn

!·"

···

pn+m

Figure 6.5: The signification of the word sat for Veṇīdatta
of) avacchedakatā P [delimitor] .
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6.5.3 Debates on bhāvatva
As a result, the next question raised concerns the nature of bhāvatva P [presence]
and its relation to abhāvatva P [absence] . Because the extensions of these two
class-properties partition the entire universe into two distinct sets, it suffices
to specify just one of these two properties; the other follows automatically from
the negation of the first. Since both are class-properties and neither is a universal, both will have to be imposed class-properties; the one which is specified is
the non-decomposable imposed class-property, while the other which follows
automatically is the decomposable imposed class-property.
Raghunātha presents both alternatives, without specifying which one he
himself prefers.
(RR-U-Bh1) According to the first position, bhāvatva P [presence] is defined as
simply being something other than an absence. This makes bhāvatva
the decomposable imposed class-property, while abhāvatva is the
non-decomposable imposed class-property, established by conforming perceptual episodes.22
(RR-U-Bh2) According to the second position, bhāvatva P [presence] stands independently, making it the non-decomposable imposed class property (whereas abhāvatva is the decomposable imposed class property).23
There are significant challenges associated with both of these alternatives—
but surely one of them has to be right and the other wrong! On the first ac22. As Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 24) puts it, liberally using Raghunātha’s own words: tac [= bhavatvaṃ] câ
’bhāvâ-’nyatvam. abhāvatvaṃ câ ’nugata-pratyakṣa-siddho ’khaṇḍô-’pādhiḥ.
23. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 62): bhāvatvaṃ vâ ’khaṇḍô-’pādhiḥ.
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count, bhāvatva(RR-U-Bh1) is ontologically dependent on abhāvatva(RR-U-Bh1) (even
though abhāvas are ontologically dependent on bhāvas).24
Raghunātha holds that this position is substantiated by the fact that absences can be perceived, whereas not all presences can be. As a result, the
property of being perceptible is a property that conforms, without being coextensional, with absences.
A different problem arises with (RR-U-Bh2): bhāvatva(RR-U-Bh2) is the property of being a presence, which holds true of all class-properties—including
bhāvatva itself. This means that bhāvatva violates Udayana’s criterion of wellfoundedness. This is not quite as serious a problem as the analogous problem
was with universals, as bhāvatva is after all an imposed property and so not
bound by Udayana’s criteria. However, non-wellfoundedness is strongly disliked in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika system, virtually to the point of being rejected
out of hand.25

P [presence]
P [pot]
p1

P [blue]
pn

b1

bm

Figure 6.6: A self-occurring entity
To address this, Raghunātha asserts that bhāvatva(RR-U-Bh2) is indeed an entity which can occur in itself. (In the language of modern logic, it is selfpredicating.) As other examples of self-occurring entities, he presents cogniz24. This reversal of dependence is termed contravariance in category theory.
25. Various maxims are used to illustrate this point, perhaps most picturesquely with the image of a
talented acrobat who, no matter how skilled he may be, is nevertheless unable to stand on his own
shoulders.
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ability and the absence of a concretum like a pot.26
In the case of cognizability, one can cognize it, which thus makes it cognizable, and hence a locus for cognizability. In the case of the absence of a
concretum, the absence itself is not the concretum, which makes it a locus for
itself.27
The acceptance of self-occurring entities essentially corresponds to the acceptance of non-wellfounded objects. This was an enormous conceptual step
forward for Navya Nyāya, even if thinkers at the time did not realize it and
rejected Raghunātha.28
And if they did reject Raghunātha’s position, they could not entirely have
been blamed, given the historical skepticism of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika system
toward non-wellfoundedness. Interestingly, some modern scholars think that
category theory is especially well suited for handling such self-predicative entities.29

6.6 Do tropes form a genuine category?
Immediately after attacking sattā, Raghunātha trains his guns onto guṇatva, the
universal P [trope]. This was regarded by the Standard Model as the second of
three class-properties whose extensions partition the set of all concreta/existents.
26. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 63): tac [= bhāvatvaṃ] ca jñeyatvâ-’’divad ghaṭâ-’bhāvâ-’’divac ca sva-vṛtty
api.
27. This assumes, as the Naiyāyikas do, that absences are loci for locatables—such as absences—even
if they are not themselves spatiotemporal locations.
28. Guhe (2015) describes an early (potentially pre-Gaṅgeśa), anonymous text, the Upādhi-darpaṇa,
which also defends the existence of some non-wellfounded objects.
29. See Ellerman (2016) for one such account, according to which category theory offers the precise
mathematical language required to model “always-self-predicative universals” while set theory is
ideally suited for capturing “never-self-predicative universals”.
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By rejecting P [trope], Raghunātha is attacking the very existence of this entire
category as being incoherent. In effect, Raghunātha is claiming that there is
nothing common to the 24 (as per the Standard Model) or 19 (as per himself)
flavors of tropes that warrants their being grouped together under a single ontological category.
Perhaps because he rejects a number of Raghunātha’s revisions of tropes, or
perhaps because he regards the elimination of this whole category of entities
as being excessive, Veṇīdatta defends the continued existence of the universal
P [trope].
6.6.1 Raghunātha’s rejection of P [trope]
Raghunātha’s initial argument against guṇatva precisely mirrors his argument
against sattā: It is impossible even in principle to perceive certain tropes, and
hence to perceive the universals occurring in them; consequently, there is no
way to defend guṇatva as a universal occurring in all tropes on the basis of
perception.30
Raghudeva adds the further caveat that guṇatva cannot be inferred to occur
in the loci where it is imperceptible either. While Veṇīdatta does not cite any
argument from Raghudeva for asserting this, the likely answer is that, after
all, the very loci themselves are imperceptible, and so any potential reasonproperty for inferring the target (guṇatva) would itself be imperceptible.31

A possible linguistic defense of guṇatva

is then presented by the Stand-

ard Model antagonist: Given the conventional usage of the word guṇa, whatever
30. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 64): evaṃ guṇatvam api na rūpâ-’’di-caturviṃśatāv ekā pratyakṣa-siddhā
jātiḥ, atîndriyeṣu pratyakṣâ-’yogāt.
31. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 24): anumānasya câ ’prayojakatvāt.
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property there is that conforms to the class of referents of the word guṇa must
be the universal guṇatva.
Rejecting the linguistic defense Raghunātha points out a devastating
flaw with this argument (one that is far worse than the same problem with
sattā): the conventional use of the word guṇa in Sanskrit is far wider than its
restricted sense of “trope” in Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological discussions. Such
things as the excellence of a racehorse or the exemplary behavior of a brahmin
are all referred to by the term guṇa; surely whatever property there might be
that may be shared by all these various entities—if indeed there is even one!—
could hardly be said to be a universal.32
Raghudeva twists the blade even deeper into the Standard Model antagonist:
it is conventionally possible in Sanskrit to use the word guṇa to refer to the
excellence even of such tropes as colors. If there was indeed a single guṇatva
that covered all the uses of the word guṇa, then it would violate one of the
cardinal rules of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontology, agreed upon both by the Standard
Model as well as by Raghunātha: guṇas tropes do not have guṇas tropes of their
own—even if they might have guṇas virtues of some sort. In short, the word
guṇa is far too capacious for a single property that conforms to its usage to be
the universal guṇatva that is furthermore the universal P [trope].33

An inferential argument defending guṇatva

A more sophisticated ar-

gument is presented by those whom Veṇīdatta calls the “teachers” (ācāryāḥ).
It is unclear where this is meant to refer to the Prābhākaras, whose positions
32. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 24): na ca rūpâ-’’diṣv anugata-guṇa-vyavahārād eva sā jātiḥ setsyati, turagâ-’’der
utkṛṣṭa-gatimattve brāhmaṇâ-’’deś ca dveṣâ-’’dy-abhāve ’pi guṇa-vyavahārāt.
33. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 24): tathā ca, yathā turagâ-’’dau gaty-ādi-niṣṭhô-’tkarṣam ādāya guṇa-vyavahāraḥ,
tathā rūpâ-’’diṣv apy utkarṣâ-’’dikam ādāya guṇa-vyavahārô-’papattau caturviṃśati-guṇa-sādhāraṇâ’nugata-guṇatva-jātau mānâ-’bhāva iti bodhyam.
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are often referred to as the guru-mata, the “doctrines of the Teacher [= Prabhākara, the founder of the school]”. Alternatively, it could refer to a single
individual, highly respected by Veṇīdatta or perhaps by Raghudeva, and yet
whose opinion was regarded as incorrect. Since this position is the pūrvapakṣa
to Raghunātha’s own text, it is highly unlikely to be Veṇīdatta’s own teacher.
To this teacher(s) is attributed a defense of guṇatva that runs as follows:
The various flavors of tropes can all be causes for various effects. (For instance, color-tropes can cause other color-tropes; contact-tropes can cause new
substances to arise; and so on.) Each trope-class P [t]i thus possesses the property of being a cause P [C]ti . What is common to all these properties of being
a cause is the fact of their being properties of being a cause (the second-order
property P2 [C]t ). Furthermore, all these properties of being a cause also share
the fact of occurring in entities which are not substances or motions, and which
are yet grouped together by a class-property, indeed a universal.34
By sharing this complicated second-order property, all of these first-order
properties of being a cause are thus shown to be conforming properties; in
other words, they share a delimitor. It is this delimitor that is the universal
guṇatva.35

Defeating the inferential argument Raghunātha rejects this argument
for one reason which gives rise to two distinct problems.36
The basic problem is that this inference ignores the other half of the issue,
34. Translating sāmānya here as “universal” seems to me to be circular, and yet translating it as “classproperty” would be far too broad.
35. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 24-25): atrâ ’’cāryāḥ: dravya-karmâ-’nya-sāmānyavad-vṛtti-kāraṇatātvenâ
’nugatīkṛtānāṃ rūpâ-’’di-kāraṇatānām avacchedakatayā guṇatva-jātir āyāsyatî ’ty anumanyante.
36. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 25): tatra brūmaḥ: anugatasya ekasya kāryatâ-’vacchedakasya virahe ’pi yena
kenâpi rūpeṇa kāraṇatvāny anugamayya jāti-kalpane ’tiprasaṅgo jāti-saṅkaraś cê ’ti dik.
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so to speak: every property of being a cause P [C] is intrinsically linked with a
property of being the corresponding effect P [E]. However, the trope-classes’
various corresponding properties of being a effect P [E]ti do not share a single
delimitor. Raghunātha accuses the opponent of not specifying a single delimitor for the effect, and then using that illegitimate freedom to set up as many
properties of being a cause P [C]ti as they need. This leads to two distinct
problems:
1. All sorts of universals could be fancied for any of the various possible
combinations of properties of being a trope-class’s cause P [C]ti .
2. Many, even most, of the universals that could be set up by various combinations of P [C]ti s would end up cross-cutting with one another, thus
violating Udayana’s criterion.
The real problem here is not that various sorts of class-properties could be
fancied; rather, it is the assumption that these class-properties are thought to be
universals. This may possibly have been due to lack of clarity on the difference
between a class-property and a universal, or it may have been because the loss
of guṇatva seemed to be a serious problem that warranted a solution. In either
case, Raghunātha rejects the inference as utterly lacking parsimony and as
being arbitrary and whimsical.
6.6.2 Veṇīdatta (and Raghudeva)’s defense of P [trope]
Veṇīdatta, following in Raghudeva’s footsteps and using his words, wishes to
preserve the existence of the universal P [trope]. He does so on the grounds of
its being the delimitor of the signification of the word guṇa, so long as there
is nothing to obstruct this. While he does not specify what such an obstructor
might be, it is possible to surmise that putative obstructors may include such
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use-cases of the word as correspond to entities that are not tropes, ontologically
speaking.37
It is fascinating that Veṇīdatta rejects a śakyatāv̂ acchedaka-based argument
in favor of sattā, but quotes Raghudeva’s use of another śakyatāv̂ acchedakabased argument in order to justify guṇatva.
Defending the delimitor-based argument An antagonist raises a challenge to Raghudeva’s theory, pointing out that the use of the term vibhu all-pervading
could be used to sustain a delimitor-based argument that constructed a universal spanning just four flavors of substances (ether, space, time, and selves).38
To this, Raghudeva offers two responses, one based on the Standard Model’s
ontology and one based on Raghunātha’s:
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1. For someone who agrees with Raghunātha’s ontological demolition job
of the substances, space, time, and ether have all been eliminated, leaving just Īśvara and individual selves as the all-pervasive substances. But
in this case, the property of being all-pervading becomes co-extensional
with the universal P [self], and hence violates Udayana’s equiextensionality criterion. It therefore fails to be a universal.
2. For someone who subscribes to the Standard Model, it remains true that
these four substances (that is, the non-embodied substances) could be
spanned by a universal. (Indeed, those who take P [embodied] to be a
37. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 25): idam atra bodhyam: asati bādhake guṇa-pada-śakyatâ-’vacchedakatvena
guṇatva-jāti-siddhau bādhakâ-’bhāvaḥ.
38. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 25): na ca «tathā sati vibhu-pada-śakyatâ-’vacchedakatvena vibhu-catuṣṭaya-mātravṛtti-jāti-siddhi-prasaṅgaḥ» iti vācyam.
39. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 25): idānīm Īśvara-jīvâ-’tiriktasya vibhutve mānâ-’bhāvena vibhutvasyâ ’’tmatvatulya-vṛttitayā ātmatvâ-’tirikta-jātitve tulya-vyakti-vṛttitva-rūpa-bādhaka-sattve tathā doṣâ-’navakāśāt.
ākāśâ-’’dīnām atirikatva-pakṣe ’pi tathā svīkāre bādhakâ-’bhāvāc ca.

346

universal could also accept P [all-pervading] as another universal, and
thus partition the set of all substances between the extensions of these
two class-properties.) However, if one does bite this bullet and accepts
vibhutva as a universal, then this does not actually block guṇatva from
being a distinct universal.
In either case, the objection fails, and thus Raghudeva (and Veṇīdatta) think
that guṇatva can still be salvaged as a universal.

6.7 Debates on experiential cognitions
Is there some common universal P [experience], anubhavatva, which holds true
of all experiential cognitions? Raghunātha’s response is to agree, but to sharply
narrow the scope of this universal.
6.7.1 The Standard Model on cognitions
Jagadīśa classifies cognitions (buddhi or jñāna) into two broad categories: experiences (anubhavas) and recollections (smaraṇas). Each of these two is then
further divided into veridical (yathār̂ tha) and non-veridical (ayathār̂ tha) types.
Veridical experiences are the only cognitions that count as knowledge for Nyāya,
and they come in four types, each associated with a distinct instrument of knowledge: perceptual, inferential, analogical, and linguistic knowledge, associated
respectively with acts of perception, inference, analogy, and language.40
On this model, the set of all cognitions can be partitioned into two nonoverlapping sets: the set of all experiences and the set of all recollections. The
40. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 12) says: buddhir jñānam, tad dvividham — smaraṇam anubhavaś ca. smaraṇam
api dvividham — yathârtham ayathârthaṃ ca … anubhavo dvividhaḥ — pramā ayathârthaś ca. tatra
pramā caturvidhā, sā vakṣyate. At this stage, Jagadı ̄śa (ibid.) does not elaborate on experiential
cognitions, instead postponing the discussion to the section of the text on epistemology. There
Jagadı ̄śa (ibid., p. 15) says: atha pramā kathyate. sā catur-vidhā, pratyakṣâ-’numity-upamiti-śābdabhedāt. tat-karaṇāni pramāṇāni catvāri, pratyakṣâ-’numānô-’pamāna-śabda-bhedāt.
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class-properties whose extensions these sets are, respectively P [experience]
and P [recollection], are both universals.
cognition

experience

recollection
veridical

veridical

perceptual

inferential

analogical

non-veridical

linguistic

Figure 6.7: The Standard Model’s classification of cognitions

6.7.2 Raghunātha’s revision of P [experience]
Raghunātha begins his re-analysis of P [experience] by first claiming that the
conventional understanding of P [experience] as being a universal that occurs
in linguistic cognitions and the like is incorrect. Instead, he claims, the conventional use of the word anubhava experience in the context of linguistic cognitions
merely means “non-recollective cognition”. This is yet another instance of
Raghunātha being unwilling to construct a universal based on linguistic convention.41
However, unlike his arguments against sattā and guṇatva, Raghunātha does
think that there is something called anubhavatva which is in fact a universal.
Indeed, as our apperceptions tell us, an experience is nothing other than a
directly-perceived cognition. As Raghunātha himself says, we do not say “I
41. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 66):
nibandhanaḥ.

śābdâ-’’di-jñāne ’nubhava-vyavahāraś ca smṛty-anya-jñānatva-
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non-veridical

am experiencing pleasure” when we infer a pleasure-trope in somebody else.
Raghunātha therefore wants to restrict the scope of anubhavatva to simply
pratyakṣatva itself.42

6.7.3 Raghudeva’s refinements of anubhavatva
Veṇīdatta himself has very little to say on the topic of anubhavatva, but instead quotes extensively from Raghudeva’s commentary, suggesting that he is
in agreement with Raghudeva. These remarks are broadly concerned with the
question of complex, conceptual cognitions of qualified (viśiṣṭa) entities. In
such cognitions, some entity (the viśeṣya qualificand ) is cognized as being qualified by some other entity (the viśeṣaṇa qualifier) by some relation. The cognition
of the qualified entity is thus built upon cognitions of the qualificand, qualifier,
and the relation between the two entities.
The opponent’s defense of anubhavatva

The (unspecified) opponent

claims that the cognition of the qualifier must have as its effect the production of an experience. The reason given for this is that the cognition of the
whole qualified entity must be a recollection, which is therefore built on recalling these past experiences. Specifying that the cognition of the qualifier gives
rise to an experience allows the opponent to argue that anubhavatva is in fact
the universal that delimits the effects of the cognition of the qualifier.43

Raghudeva’s rejection of the opponent’s argument Raghudeva does
not disagree with the structure of his opponent’s argument, only with the par42. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 67): jātis tv anubhavatvaṃ sākṣāt-kāritvam eva, sākṣāt-kāriṇi jñāna eva
tat-pratyayāt. saty api câ ’numānikâ-’’di-sukhâ-’’di-niścaye «sukhâ-’’dikam anubhavāmî» ’ti pratyayâ’bhāvād iti.
43. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 26): kecit tu «viśeṣaṇa-jñānâ-’’di-janyatâ-’vacchedaka-koṭi-praviṣṭatayâ
’nubhavatva-jāti-siddhiḥ, anyathā viśiṣṭa-buddhitvâ-’’des tathātve smṛtau vyabhicāra-prasaṅga» ity āhuḥ.

349

ticular universal that it constructs. For Raghudeva, the cognition of the qualifier produces, specifically, a perceptual episode. Because this is a narrower
category than anubhavatvaSM , and because it is identical to the Raghunāthadefined variant anubhavatvaRR , it is better to use the property of being a perceptual episode as the delimitor.44

Is inference also an experience? The opponent rejects this narrowing
of the delimitor to perception alone, on the grounds that it incorrectly opens
up the possibility of the cognition of the qualified entity becoming a kind of
inference.45
This argument requires some unpacking, and can perhaps best be understood through a comparison with the standard example of an inference in
Nyāya: seeing smoke on a mountain and inferring the presence of fire on the
mountain. According to the Naiyāyikas, we have an inferential knowledge of
the mountain as an entity qualified by the presence of a fire which we do not
directly perceive; if we perceived the fire directly, then we would have a perceptual knowledge of the mountain as qualified by fire. In essentially the same
way, argues the opponent, if it is our cognition of the qualifier that leads us
to a perceptual knowledge of the qualificand as a qualified entity, then our not
cognizing the qualifier should lead us to an inferential knowledge of the qualificand as a qualified entity. This of course is untenable to the Naiyāyikas as it
would mean that virtually all of our cognitions would be inferential in nature.
44. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 26): tad asat, pratyakṣatva eva janyatâ-’vacchedakatvô-’papattāv atiriktâ’nubhavatvasya tatra niveśe prayojanâ-’bhāvāt..
45. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 26): na ca «viśiṣṭa-pratyakṣatvâ-’’dy-avacchinnaṃ prati viśeṣaṇa-jñānâ-’’der hetutve viśeṣaṇa-jñānâ-’’dikaṃ vinā ’numity-ādy-ātmaka-viśiṣṭa-buddhy-āpattir» iti vācyam.
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Inference requires reflection Raghudeva’s response is comparatively
simple: he points out that the analogy breaks down because an inference is
built on a conscious act of reflection, which is absent in this case.46
Back to the mountain: when we perceive smoke on the mountain, we reflect
upon our prior knowledge of the relation between smoke and fire, recall the
generalization “wherever there is smoke, there is fire”, and validate this generalization with some other example. Only after this can we genuinely be said to
have inferential knowledge of fire-connected-to-smoke on the mountain. But in
the opponent’s example, there is no reflection or generalization that could validly take us from a non-cognition of the qualifier to the inferential knowledge
that the qualificand is qualified by the qualifier.
The possible invalidation of valid inferences The opponent then responds by pointing out that Raghudeva’s move would invalidate inferences in
which it is the qualificand itself which is the target. An example inference of
this sort is when one cognises earth as being earth precisely because it can be
no other thing.47

Biting the bullet

Raghudeva’s response to this is intriguing. While he does

reject the opponent’s argument as indefensible, he then argues that even if one
concedes the point and admits a cognition of the qualifier as being a cause
for the inference of a qualified whole, this is nevertheless not a violation of
parsimony. This is because the alternative would be far worse.
46. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 26): anumity-ādeḥ pūrvaṃ parāmarśâ-’’der āvaśyakatvena tathā vaktum aśakyatvāt.
47. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 26): na ca « evaṃ sati sādhya-viśeṣyakâ-’numiti-vilopa-prasaṅgaḥ, itara-bhedajñānâ-’bhāva-daśāyām api ‹itara-vyāpakībhūtâ-’bhāva-pratiyogi-pṛthivītvavatī pṛthivī›̂ ’ty-ākārakavyatireka-vyāpty-avagāhi-parāmarśa-sambhavena tasmāt tadānīm api sādhya-viśeṣyakâ-’numiter api
sambhavād » iti vācyam.
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To elaborate: Because the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika notion of causality is based on
temporal precedence, eternally located entities cannot delimit their substrates
as being effects; after all, if something exists eternally it couldn’t be temporally
preceded by its putative cause. In contrast, locatable properties like being an
experiential cognition (P [pure-experience]) or having a pot (P [H [pot]]) are
non-eternal, and can hence delimit their substrates as being effects. In this
sense, these temporal properties become indistinguishable from one another,
and thus potentially give rise to innumerable cause-effect relations. It would
instead be far more parsimonious to posit that the cognition of a qualifier can
cause to infer the qualified whole.48

Interpretive consistency across an author’s œuvre

Raghudeva’s part-

ing remark on this issue is also fascinating. He wants to argue that his position
on this issue is consistent with Raghunātha’s argument in his Dīdhiti.49
This may require the reader to reason artfully and to draw conclusions cleverly in order to avoid contradictions within the work. Raghudeva here is operating under the assumption that a thinker like Raghunātha could not have
left contradictions; instead, any seeming conflicts must be reasoned away. We
may call this a hermeneutics of consistency.
48. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, pp. 26-27): bhavatu vā viśiṣṭâ-’’dy-anumititvâ-’’dy-avacchinnaṃ praty api
viśeṣaṇa-jñānâ-’’der hetutvaṃ.
na caî ’vaṃ gauravâ-’vakāśaḥ, nitya-vṛtti-dharmasya kāryatâ’vacchedakatvâ-’bhāvena śuddhâ-’nubhavatvena tathâ-’sambhavena janyatva-niveśe kālika-sambadhena
ghaṭâ-’’dimattvam ādāya vinigamanā-viraheṇâ ’nanta-kārya-kāraṇa-bhāva-vṛddhyā tad-apekṣayā tathāvidha-kārya-kāraṇa-bhāvasyaî ’va saṃyaktvāt.
49. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 27): na caî ’vaṃ «anubhavaṃ praty eva vā» iti dīdhiti-virodhaḥ, yuktyā padârthatattva-vivekasya grantha-virodhenâ ’nivāraṇīyatvād ity-ādi nipuṇataram ūhanīyam.
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6.8 Debates on bhūtatva and mūrtatva
Two contested properties, bhūtatva and mūrtatva, occur in a number of substances according to the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣia ontological schemata. I translate bhūtatva
as elementalness and mūrtatva as embodiedness; however, the precise meaning
of these two properties is part of the debate over them.
6.8.1 The Standard Model on bhūtatva and mūrtatva
Jhalakikar’s Nyāya-kośa defines bhūtatva as being a substance that is the substrate of a characteristic trope which can be grasped by an external sense-organ,
and mūrtatva as being a substance that can move, or extensionally equivalently,
as having a non-all-pervasive measure. We can take these definitions as our
starting-point.50

bhūtatva As per the Standard Model, bhūtatva occurs in earth, water, fire,
air, and ether; it is this that motivates my choice to translate the term as “elementalness”, recognizing that these five elements are typically considered “elements”. Each of these substances has a characteristic trope: smell for earth,
taste for water, color for fire, touch for air, and sound for ether. But because
other substances like selves also have characteristic tropes (cognitions, volition, and so on), the definition imposes a further restriction: it is only those
substances whose characteristic tropes can be cognized by the external senseorgans that count as elemental. This thus excludes selves.51
50. bhūtatvaṃ ca bahir-indriya-grāhya-viśeṣa-guṇavattvam. (Jhalakikar 1928, p. 629). mūrtaṃ kriyāvaddravyaṃ … [mūrtatvaṃ] ca apakṛṣṭa-parimāṇavattvam, a-vibhu-vṛtti-parimāṇavattvam ity arthaḥ.
(ibid., pp. 657-8)
51. Gaṅgādhara (1913, pp. 5-6): pṛthivy-ādīnāṃ caturṇāṃ sparśavattva-dravyâ-’’rambhakatve. pṛthivyādi-gaganâ-’nantānāṃ bhūtatvaṃ, tac ca bahir-indriya-grāhya-viśeṣa-guṇavattvam. rūpa-rasa-gandhasparśa-śabdā hi pṛthivy-ādīnāṃ viśeṣa-guṇāḥ. te ca cakṣur-ādibhir bahir-indriyair grahītuṃ yogyāḥ.
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Mūrtatva

occurs in earth, water, fire, air, and mind: these are the only sub-

stances that show motion. This list excludes space, which is seen as a unitary
all-pervading substance in the Standard Model and one that is incapable of motion. It adds mind, because minds are seen as substances that must be able to
move about in order to properly connect the self to a sense-organ.52
Because of their non-trivial intersection, bhūtatva and mūrtatva cannot both
be universals for the Standard Model, for fear of violating Udayana’s stricture
on cross-cutting universals. We therefore have three options:
(BhM1) Both bhūtatva and mūrtatva are imposed class-properties
(BhM2) bhūtatva is a universal while mūrtatva is an imposed class-property
(BhM3) mūrtatva is a universal while bhūtatva is an imposed class-property
bhūtatva
space

earth

mūrtatva
water

fire

air

mind

Figure 6.8: bhūtatva and mūrtatva in the Standard Model

6.8.2 Raghunātha’s Radical Revision of bhūtatva and mūrtatva
Raghunātha’s radical reduction of space to Īśvara and mind to the first four
substances has important implications for bhūtatva and mūrtatva: for him these
two properties are equiextensional. While this itself does not imply that both
class-properties can be universals (by Udayana’s criteria, two universals cannot
be equiextensional), it raises important questions about the reference of words
and about being able to characterize the same set of individuals in multiple
ways.
52. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 6): gagana-parityāgena manaḥ-saṃhitānām eṣāṃ mūrtatva-kriyāvattvavegavattvāni. mūrtatvaṃ câ ’pakṛṣṭa-parimāṇavattvam.
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bhūtatva
space

earth

mūrtatva
water

fire

air

mind

Figure 6.9: bhūtatva and mūrtatva for Raghunātha
6.8.2.1 In defense of mūrtatva
Raghunātha first brings up the issue of mūrtatva when rejecting the Standard
Model position that only substances that have touch-tropes can give rise to new
substances. Raghunātha first points out that, for him, mūrtatva itself suffices to
capture the set of all substances that can give rise to new substances: after all,
ERR [mūrtatva] excludes ether (which, though included within ESM [mūrtatva],
lacks touch-tropes and hence cannot give rise to new substances according to
the Standard Model).53
With this introduction, Raghunātha then presents his case for mūrtatva being a jāti universal : because those entities which are the inhered-in causes of
pulsation are causes insofar as they are mūrta embodied, we can therefore take
mūrtatva to be a universal. (Raghunātha uses spanda, “pulsation / vibration”,
where other texts would normally use kriyā, “motion”. However it is unclear
to me whether he was signifying something significant with this difference in
terminology.)54
53. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 38): atîndriyâ-’nanta-sparśa-koṭi-kalpanām apekṣya lāghavān mūrtatvenaî
’va dravya-samavāyi-kāraṇatvam.
54. Karl H Potter (ibid., p. 38): mūrtatvaṃ tu spanda-samavāyi-kāraṇatâ-’vacchedako jāti-viśeṣaḥ.
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Refusal to accept embodiedness as a delimitor in identifying the causes of
pulsation would mean that non-embodied entities like ether and selves would
potentially and problematically become loci of pulsation themselves.55

What makes a class-property a universal?

Raghunātha’s postulation

that mūrtatva is a universal is intriguing, because he does not seem to make any
kind of reference to Udayana’s criteria or take any further pains to demonstrate
that mūrtatva is in fact a universal. The weight of his claim seems to rest on the
fact that mūrtatva is acting as a delimitor of the relational property of being a
cause (of pulsation). This suggests that, for Raghunātha, perhaps the only kinds
of class-properties permitted to function as delimitors were in fact universals.
6.8.2.2 Veṇīdatta’s refinement of the Radical Revision
Veṇīdatta supports Raghunātha’s claim that embodiedness is a universal, but
disagrees with his particular chain of argumentation.
Veṇīdatta’s rejection of Raghunātha’s argument

Veṇīdatta does not

think that pulsation can arise in ether under any circumstances. As a result,
he claims that embodiedness’s role as a delimitor of the cause of pulsation is
not relevant, and hence argues that embodiedness’s being a universal cannot
be thus established.56
This response of Veṇīdatta to Raghunātha’s argument reinforces the plausibility of the hypothesis above, that for Raghunātha and possibly for later Naiyāyikas as well, only universals could be delimitors.
55. This is clarified by a remark of Raghudeva’s, incorporated by Veṇīdatta into his presentation of
Raghunātha’s position: spandatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ prati mūrtatvena hetutvâ-’kalpane gaganâ-’’tmâ-’’diṣu
spandâ-’’patter ity api bodhyam (Veṇı ̄datta 1930, pp. 8-9).
56. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 9): gaganâ-’’dau spandâ-’samavāyi-kāraṇa-vijātīyâ-’bhighātâ-’’dīnām anabhyupagamād eva tatra tad-āpatty-abhāvān nâ ’nayā yuktyā mūrtatva-jāti-siddhiḥ.
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Veṇīdatta’s own argument

That said, Veṇīdatta does not disagree with

the actual claim itself, and so sets up his own argument to establish embodiedness as a universal. The problem he chooses to address is simple: what
class-property determines the class of (visually) perceptible substances? Veṇīdatta rejects the Standard Model’s claim (that it is the presence of color-tropes
that delimits the class of visually perceptible substances) on the grounds that
it violates parsimony. He then argues embodiedness can be admitted to be the
delimitor of the perception of substances (other than selves), and consequently
can be admitted to be a universal.57
Veṇīdatta then explicitly rejects the claim that embodiedness cannot be a
universal but instead must be an imposed property simply because it has the
same extension as elementalness. To do this, he must counter the Standard
Model’s response that substances are visually perceived through their colortropes, and so on. He does so by pointing out a number of problems with this
position:58
1. There is no “regulator” (niyāmaka) that guarantees that a certain senseorgan must grasp its corresponding characteristic trope. Thus, there is
no way to guarantee that the presence of color-tropes is what ensures a
substance can be perceived.
2. Moreover, if we accepted that these tropes are unseen (or imperceptible),
then we would end up denying the other sense-organs too, because there
57. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 9): paraṃtu vāyu-pratyakṣâ-’naṅgīkāra-kalpe rūpasyâ ’’tma-bhinna-dravyapratyakṣatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ prati hetutva-kalpane ’vacchedaka-gauravān mūrta-pratyakṣatvasyaî ’va tajjanyatâ-’vacchedakatvaû-’cityāt tādṛśa-jāti-siddhiḥ.
58. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 9): vastutas tu « bhūtatvena saha tulya-vṛttitayā na mūrtatvaṃ jātiḥ, kiṃtv
akhaṇḍô-’pādhir » iti nirastam, tat-tad-indriyais tad-guṇa-grahaṇe niyāmakâ-’bhāvāt, tat-tad-adṛṣṭâ’ṅgīkāre ’nyê-’ndriyāṇām apalāpâ-’’patteḥ, «saguṇānām indriya-bhāvāt», «tenê ’tarasyâ ’grahaṇāc ca»
iti sūtra-virodhāc cê ’ti.
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would be no way to perceive them.
3. Finally, this position is contradicted by the position of Gautama in the
Nyāya-sūtras, according to which a sense-organ is a substance with its
own characteristic trope, and which cannot sense its own trope. Thus,
the presence of the trope itself does not render the substance perceptible
(else our own sense-organs would sense themselves).
Given all of these problems, Veṇīdatta thinks that it is simply easier to admit
that embodiedness is the real delimitor of (visual) perceptibility, which in turn
entails that it must be a universal.
6.8.2.3 Raghunātha’s account of bhūtatva
Due to his elimination of space and mind from the list of independently existent substances, Raghunātha has to assert the relation between embodiedness
and elementalness. His response is to claim that embodiedness and elementalness are exactly the same. By treating them as synonyms, he is able to avoid
violating Udayana’s equiextension criterion.59
Raghunātha explicitly rejects the Standard Model’s definition of elementalness as being a subtype of substance which bears tropes graspable by the
external senses. This definition, as we have already seen, was designed to carefully restrict the list of elemental substances to earth, water, fire, air, and space
alone.
6.8.2.4 Veṇīdatta’s account of bhūtatva
Because Veṇīdatta continues to accept the independent existence of both space
and minds, he cannot agree with Raghunātha that elementalness is identical to
59. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 38): bhūtatvam api tad [= mūrtatvam] eva..
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embodiedness.60
Veṇīdatta then presents the Standard Model’s account of elementalness,
showing (in Raghudeva’s words) how every word of the definition is carefully
designed to exclude non-elemental substances.61
However, he thinks this older definition is problematic for supposing such
a complex imposed property. Instead, he thinks that some universal which
necessarily has to be supposed plays the role of delimiting the signification of
the word bhūta. He in effect empties the word of an intensionally significant
meaning.62
Veṇīdatta then points out an issue that arises from Raghunātha’s elimination of ether as an independent substance. Because Raghunātha allows Īśvara
to usurp ether’s functions, for him sound-tropes must inhere in Īśvara. However, this leads to the following issue: because sound-tropes are perceivable
by our external hearing-sense-organ, and because Īśvara is a kind of self, the
property of elementalness would thus end up occurring in a self—a dangerous
conclusion which the definition was explicitly crafted to reject!63
60. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 9): yat tu « bhūtatvam api tad eva » iti, tan na. gaganasya manasaś câ ’bhyupagamāt..
61. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 9): samavetê-’ndriya-grāhya-guṇavad-vṛtti-dravyatva-vyāpya-jātimattvaṃ tat
[= bhūtatvam]. ātmatva-jātim ādāyâ ’’tmany ativyāpti-vāraṇāya vṛtty-antam. tatraî ’vâ ’tivyāptivāraṇāya ‹samavetê› ’ti indriya-viśeṣaṇam. sattā-jātim ādāyâ ’tiprasaṅga-vāraṇāya ‹dravyatva-vyāpyê›
’ti dravya-vṛtty-anyonyâ-’bhāva-pratiyogitâ-’vacchedakatvâ-’rthakam.
ghaṭâ-’’tma-saṃyogâ-’’dikam
ādāyâ ’tiprasaṅga-vāraṇāya ‹jātî› ’ti nityatvâ-’rthakam. tadvattvaṃ ca samavāyena bodhyam ity api
kecit.
62. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 10): tan na, etādṛśô-’pādhy-apekṣayā lāghavād avaśya-kḷpta-jāti-viśeṣasyaî ’va
bhūta-pada-śakyatâ-’vacchedakatvam ucitam iti.
63. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., p. 10): gaganâ-’nabhyupagame samavetê-’ndriya-grāhya-śabda-guṇavad-īśvara-vṛttidravyatva-vyāpyâ-’’tmatva-jātim ādāyâ ’’tmani bhūtatvâ-’’patteś ca..
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6.8.2.5 The problem of terminal wholes
Raghunātha has one further complication to deal with. Because he thinks that
being embodied is a sufficient criterion for a substance to originate a new substance, he faces a challenge with so-called terminal wholes. These are, by
definition, non-all-pervasive substances (like pots) which represent “finished
products”, so to speak: they do not give rise to new substances. However, a
substance like a pot is clearly embodied. Does this represent a contradiction
in his theory? Raghunātha merely says, cryptically, that both the Standard
Model and he himself reject terminal wholes[’s being inhered-in causes for further substances].64
It is left to the commentators to fill out his position. This is done by
Raghudeva, and Veṇīdatta following him, by pointing out that even in the
case of the Standard Model which thought substances with touch-tropes could
give rise to other substances, there still remained the need to suppose some additional auxiliary causal factor that would ensure that a terminal whole (like
a pot—which could clearly have its own touch tropes) would not give rise to
other substances. This auxiliary cause could be as simple as not being a terminal whole: in this case, a terminal whole is something which as a brute fact
does not give rise to new substances. Another possibility is that it is the absence
of the prior absence of some other substance which blocks terminal wholes
from giving rise to new substances. It appears, on the whole, that Raghudeva’s
preferred position (and presumably Veṇīdatta’s as well) is that what prevents
contact between terminal wholes from giving rise to new substances is that
there is no non-inhered-in cause that takes the form of a contact between two
heterogenous entities.65
64. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 39): antyâ-’vayavi-nirāsas tv āvayoḥ samānaḥ.
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6.9 On causal potency and the argument from universals
Causal potency (śakti) was long accepted by the Prābhākara Mīmāṃsakas as
a distinct category. The Bhāṭṭa Mīmāṃsakas argued that it was not a distinct
category, but a kind of trope instead. However, there was no place within
the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema for causal potency, until Raghunātha’s
Radical Revision.66
Raghunātha takes the Prābhākara position, that causal potency is a distinct
category of entities, irreducible to any of the others. Intriguingly, Raghunātha’s
arguments in favor of accepting this as a new category are largely framed in
the language of universals and of parsimony. The idea of śakti is superficially
similar to, but in fact quite different from, the notion of a causal complex
(kāraṇa-sāmagrī). A causal complex comes into play when a number of different
elements must converge and work in concert to jointly give rise to a single
effect. The question of causal potentiality arises when entirely different causes
seem to give to the same effect.67
65. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 10): sparśavattvena kāraṇatāyā api sahakāry-antara-viraheṇâ ’ntyâ-’vayavini
na dravyô-’tpattir ity avaśya-vācyatvāt. sahakāry-antaram câ ’ntyâ-’vayavi-bhedâ-’’diḥ. prāg-abhāvaviraheṇa na dravyô-’tpāda ity anye. vastutas tu vijātīya-saṃyoga-rūpâ-’samavāyi-kāraṇa-virahād eva
na tatra dravyô-’tpāda iti samīcīnam.
66. See, for instance, Nārāyaṇa (1975, pp. 289-290), in which the Prābhākara ontology is summarized
in a short verse: yathā ̂ ’’huḥ prābhākarāḥ:
dravyaṃ guṇaḥ karma ca jāti-śaktī sādṛśya-saṅkhye samavāya ete |
aṣṭau padârthā iha tān vibhajya saṅkṣipya vakṣyāmi guror matena ∥

(“As the Prābhākaras say: ‘substance, trope, action, class-property, potency, similarity, number,
and inherence: these are the eight padârthas categories which I will classify and summarize as
per the position of the Teacher’.”) I have not been able to trace the author of the verse or its
source-text. In addition, Nārāyaṇa (ibid., pp. 264-268, §42-50) discusses śakti as being a trope,
according to the Bhāṭṭa Mīmāṃsakas, while also refuting the positions of the Prābhākaras (that it
is a separate category) and of the old Naiyāyikas (that there is no such thing at all).
67. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 78): evaṃ śaktir apy atiricyate.
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The example that Raghunātha cites is the production of fire.This may be
done by relations among very different entities, of course, and he lists three:68
α: dry grass g rubbed by the wind w
β: friction between the two parts d1 , d2 of a fire-drill (as in some Vedic
rituals)
γ: using a crystal c as a lens to focus solar rays r
As per the Standard Model, these three relations must give rise to different
effects, fires of three different classes: P [fα ], P [fβ ], and P [fγ ]. This is because
each relation can give rise only to a fire of that specific type.
K

k

α
g

P [fα ]
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P [fβ ]
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Figure 6.10: Three fire-universals for three different relations?
In keeping with his distaste for a proliferation of universals, Raghunātha
argues that it makes no sense to claim that there are three different univer68. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 78): tṛṇâ-’raṇi-maṇy-ādi-sthale jāti-traya-kalpanām apekṣya tat-tatsambandhānām eka-śaktimattvena kāraṇatva-kalpanāyā eva laghutvena nyāyyatvāt.
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sals, one for fire caused by each relation. (Indeed, as we discover more and
more ways of creating fire, for instance through electrical sparks or chemical
reactions, we would have to add more and more such universals.) Rather, he
argues it makes more sense to admit that each of these three means possesses
a śakti, a causal potency directed towards fire.69
ś
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Figure 6.11: Cause-effect relation mediated by causal potency

Counterarguments against causal potency

Raghunātha entertains two

different counterarguments against śakti, and then refutes them.
1. Instead of potency being an entirely new type of entity occurring in relations, it could just be a universal.
However, this view runs into problems because the relations α, β, γ belong to different universals themselves (the friction-based relations being
instances of contact and the third being an instance of inherence). As
a result, an entity that spans all three relations cannot be a universal.
(Raghunātha’s care in picking his examples is clearly shown here!)70
69. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 79): sambandha-tritaya-niṣṭhaî-’ka-jāty-anġīkāre ca nodanatvâ-’’dinā jātisaṅkara-prasaṅgaḥ.
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2. The second counterargument is more nuanced. According to this, it is
not the relations α, β, γ which share a universal, but rather the grass,
fire-drill, and crystal which all share kāraṇatva. Raghunātha’s response
to this argument is twofold:71
(a) If we really wish to posit that g, d, c all have a kāraṇatā, then we can
admit a second causal potentiality directed towards fire, ś2 , which
occurs in these three entities. Even if we do so, we would still just
have two additional entities (the two causal potentialities) instead
of three (or more) fire-universals.
(b) Whatever property may occur in g, d, c cannot be a universal, because (as Raghunātha has cherrypicked his examples) g, d, c all belong to different universals, and so cannot be spanned by some other
universal (unless it is so general as to be useless in this context).
Personal property and causal potency

Raghunātha has yet another use-

case in mind for introducing causal potency: his account of personal property.
A person can acquire personal property rights over the same entity in different
ways: by buying it outright, for instance, or by inheriting it (that is, automatically upon the demise of his parents). Yet his rights over that entity should
not be different based on the manner in which he acquires property rights over
it.72
Introducing causal potentiality allows Raghunātha to argue that all of the
70. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 80): yadi câ ’nvaya-vyatirekābhyāṃ tṛṇâ-’’der api kāraṇatvam iṣyate, tadā
teṣām apy eka-śaktimattvena tad astu, tathā ’pi jāti-traya-kalpanām apekṣya śakti-dvaya-kalpanaî ’va
lāghavena jyāyasî ’ti.
71. Karl H Potter (ibid., p. 80): teṣv api caî ’ka-jāty-aṅgīkāre maṇitva-tejastvâ-’’dinā saṅkara-prasaṅga iti.
72. This glosses over some important details, such as the fact that a person may not in fact be free to
dispose of his ancestral property in any way he likes, but it suffices for now.
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different means of acquiring personal property have the same causal potentiality directed towards property, and so give rise to the same entity.73

6.9.0.1 Veṇīdatta’s response to Raghunātha
In his account of causal potency, Veṇīdatta first presents Raghunātha’s own
position, interspersed with Raghudeva’s comments to provide motivations for
Raghunātha’s occasionally cryptic remarks.
Veṇīdatta then presents an extract from Raghudeva in which he targets
some of the flaws in Raghunātha’s arguments. Although the wording is entirely that of Raghudeva, its presence as a countervoice to Raghunātha and the
absence of any subsequent editorial remarks by Veṇīdatta suggest that he must
have agreed with Raghudeva.
Causal potency explains too much The first problem Veṇīdatta presents,
in Raghudeva’s voice, is that causal potency would seem to eliminate the need
for various auxiliary causes entirely. The effect would be that, for instance,
the dry grass g alone would be able to give rise to fire directly, without the
necessity of some auxiliary cause (such as blowing on the embers). But of
course this is false, which suggests that there cannot be such a causal potency
residing in these substances directly.74

Multiple universals are not a problem

The existence of three different

fire-universals is also not a problem for Raghudeva / Veṇīdatta, because g can
73. Karl H Potter (1957b, pp. 77-78): tac [= svatvaṃ] ca pratigrahô-’pādāna-krayaṇa-pitr-ādi-maraṇair
janyate, dānâ-’’dibhiś ca nāśyate. kāraṇānām eka-śaktimattvāt kārya-vaijātyād vā kārya-kāraṇanirvāha iti dik.
74. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 35): atrê ’dam avadheyam: tṛṇâ-’’dīnām eka-śaktimattvena hetutve phūtkārâ-’’dyabhāva-daśāyāṃ vahnir utpadyatām. na ca phūtkārâ-’’dīnāṃ saha-kāritva-mātraṃ kalpyate, tathā ’py
araṇi-sambandha-sattve (phūtkāra-sattve) manthanâ-’’dy-asattve vahny-utpatty-āpatteḥ.
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be seen as a cause for a fire fg , d for a fire fd , and so on for each separate type.
In this case, such actions as blowing on the embers or rubbing the fire-drills
together can be accepted as auxiliary causes to each of the primary causes for
those specific subtypes of fire.75
Raghudeva / Veṇīdatta then entertains a potential counter-argument to
this position, according to which the relations between the various auxiliary
causes to the effect must also be granted causal potency towards that effect.
Raghudeva / Veṇīdatta then rejects this argument, arguing that if something
that blowing itself had a causal potency directed towards fire, then even an
act of blowing that was unconnected to a fuel source like the grass would end
up giving rise to fire. This would mean that the grass itself would fail to be a
cause for fire (as it would then no longer invariably be associated with fire).
Raghudeva / Veṇīdatta thinks that this reveals a contradiction in Raghunātha’s
position itself, as it would undermine their own argument for there being a
single causal potency directed towards fire in the grass.76

Potency leads to inescapable chaos

Raghudeva / Veṇīdatta’s final argu-

ment is targeted at Raghunātha’s concession to there possibly being two different causal potencies ś 1 and ś 2 , one residing in the entities and another in the
relations. As Raghudeva / Veṇīdatta sees it, this argument reveals a slippery
slope in which there is no obstacle to positing an endless stream of new causal
potencies ś i for every possible entity that might be associated with the genuine
75. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 35): tādṛśa-jāti-trayam abhyupetya pratyekaṃ tādṛśa-jāti-trayâ-’vacchinnaṃ
vahniṃ prati pratyekaṃ tṛṇâ-’’dīnāṃ tṛṇatvâ-’’dinā hetutā-traya-kalpane tu naî ’vâ ’nupapattiḥ. tṛṇatvâ’vacchinnena phala-janane eva phūtkārasya sahakāritvâ-’bhyupagamāt.
76. Veṇı ̄datta (ibid., pp. 34-35): na ca « phūtkārâ-’’di-sambandhānām apy eka-śaktimattvenaî ’va
tatra hetutvam, araṇi-sambandha-kālīna-phūtkārâ-’’di-sambandhe tādṛśa-śakty-anabhyupagamena nô
’padarśitâ-’’pattir » iti vācyam, tathā sati tṛṇâ-’’dīnām eka-śaktimattvena hetutve mānâ-’bhāvaḥ, tṛṇâ-’’disambandhâ-’bhāva-kālīna-phūtkārâ-’’di-sambandhe tādṛśa-śakty-anabhyupagama-mātreṇaî ’vâ ’’pattivāraṇa-sambhavāt.
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primary causes of the effect in question. As a result, Raghunātha’s argument
from parsimony falls apart, as he had artificially stopped it at the second stage
of positing causal potencies without proceeding any further.77

6.10 Summary
Unlike with substances and tropes, there is no single, fully elaborated discourse
on the status of class-properties within the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological debate.78
Nevertheless, the diversity of positions of the many authors in this study
itself shows that there was no consensus even on fairly fundamental issues.
For instance, the question of whether upādhis, in contradistinction to jātis, constituted a genuine ontological (sub)category remained an open, and possibly
unexplored, question.
6.10.1 Raghunātha’s conflicting patterns of argument
As we have seen in this chapter, Raghunātha reclassified a number of classproperties. Some of these, like embodiedness and elementality, were not universals in the Standard Model, but were reclassified by Raghunātha as being
(the same) universal. This was a result of Raghunātha’s reorganization of substances, which led to the two class-properties having identical extensions in
Raghunātha’s schema.
77. Veṇı ̄datta (1930, p. 35): yadi ca vinigamanā-viraheṇa tādṛśô-’bhaya-rūpeṇa hetutvam avaśyam abhyupeyam iti vibhāvyate, tadā tṛṇâ-’’di-sambandha-kālīna-vāyu-saṃyogâ-’’dīnām apy eka-śaktimattvena
hetutām ādāya vinigamanā-viraho durvāra iti.
78. This is not to say that there was no debate whatsoever—far from it, as the early Naiyāyika arguments against the Buddhists show. And as is captured in texts like the Mānameyôdaya, there were
also extensive debates between Mīmāṃsakas and Naiyāyikas on universals.
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6.10.1.1 A tendency towards ontological diversity
In other cases, though, Raghunātha argued against a number of class-properties
that were regarded as universals in the Standard Model. Foremost among these
rejected universals were the properties of being an existent (sattā), being a
trope (guṇatva), and being an experiential cognition (anubhavatva). As universals, these properties served to unify an often diverse, even eclectic, set of entities together—the heterogeneity of the entities all known as tropes in the Standard Model serves to provide just one example of this. Raghunātha’s rejection
of such properties’ being universals essentially meant that the various kinds of
entities linked together under the old approach were no longer required to be
treated as having anything in common at all. As a result, his proposed ontological schema is far more sprawling—perhaps even unruly—compared to the
Standard Model’s.
6.10.1.2 A tendency towards ontological parsimony
But it would be incorrect to regard Raghunātha as being given merely to splitting universals wherever possible. After all, as his arguments for eliminating some substances show, Raghunātha does care about simplicity as well.
Moreover, the fact that Veṇīdatta accuses Raghunātha of excessive concern for
parsimony suggests that Raghunātha was also concerned with being as parsimonious as possible.
This shows up most keenly in Raghunātha’s positing of causal potency (śakti)
as a new ontological entity to explain the seeming directedness of certain entities towards certain effects. Thus, for instance, just because there are many
ways to produce a fire should not mean that the fires produced by these different means belong to different ontological categories—and yet this is what
the logic of the Standard Model demands. Raghunātha wants to avoid this pro368

liferation of faux fire-universals, and to do so he posits an entirely new kind
of entity in the form of causal potency, but only after arguing for its necessity
and after demonstrating the impossibility of fitting it into the existing framework.(Incidentally, the adoption of causal potency into the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
framework dramatically alters their account of mereology, by bringing in notions of teleology into the system. This is a topic that is worthy of in-depth
study of its own.)
Reconciling the two tendencies It is clear that Raghunātha prizes parsimony, and nevertheless posits a great number of new types of ontological entities. How do we reconcile these two conflicting patterns of thought? The truth
is that there is no single answer to this question, because these two conflicting
patterns are not uniquely restricted to Raghunātha by any means. Veṇīdatta,
for instance, accepts virtually all of the Standard Model’s entities in addition
to a great many of Raghunātha’s new proposals—and yet his proposed ontological schema is far more parsimonious than Raghunātha’s. Furthermore, some
of the challenge also arises from deciding precisely what needs to be covered
by an ontological schema in the first place: as we will see in the next chapter,
Raghunātha’s vision is, strictly speaking, more capacious than the Standard
Model’s, and hence unsurprisingly requires that he posit more ontological categories and entities than, say, Jagadīśa. It is worth keeping in mind that parsimony (lāghava) is not merely about postulating the fewest possible entities—if
that were the case, then nobody could be more parsimonious than the Advaitin
idealist-monists!—but rather about achieving the greatest possible explanatory
power with the fewest possible entities.
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6.10.1.3 An acceptance of abstract entities
Raghunātha’s disruption of the old accounts of class-properties led to some profound shifts in the Navya Nyāya approach to thinking about classes, universals,
and abstraction in general. Eigenclasses, non-wellfounded entities, composite
and non-composite imposed properties, as well as the completion relation—
all of these occupied a much larger role in Navya Nyāya discourse than they
previously had (if indeed they had had any role at all).
However, ths topic will be more fully appreciated only after we examine
the changing understanding of relations in Navya Nyāya and the effect that
had on encouraging a wider acceptance of abstraction. We must therefore
study relations more closely, to understand the ways in which Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
thinkers wove their ontological entities together into a coherent picture of the
cosmos.
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7.1 Introduction
The commonsensical system we have been working with so far allows for the
existence of substances. These substances persist through time, and are the
substrates for tropes and motions. They are also substrates for class-properties,
which is equivalent to saying that they can be classed together in various ways,
some of which (the universals) can be arranged in pyramidal non-overlapping
ways while some others cannot.
However, we have not explained how it is that we “bind” a trope or a motion
to a substance, or how a substance may exist “in” time, or how two substances
may be connected as cause and effect. It appears that our common-sense picture of the world requires some sort of ontological glue to hold things together;
indeed, perhaps multiple varieties of ontological glue might ultimately be required.
Another distinct, though related, issue arises from the phenomenological
perspective. Our everyday cognitions of the world are typically of structured
objects, of entities that are qualified in some way or the other by some other
entities. So far we have discussed what sorts of entities may be the qualificands
of such cognitions and what sorts of entities may be the qualifiers, but we have
taken for granted the “some way or the other” via which qualifiers and qualificands may be related. Perhaps it is now time to turn to such entities that supply
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the phenomenological glue needed to connect qualifiers and qualificands. (And
at least on the grounds of parsimony, it makes sense to suppose, at least as a
starting point for further investigation, that the ontological glue(s) that hold[s]
entities together in the real world may also be the phenomenological glue(s)
relating qualifiers and qualificands together in our cognitions.)
Let us call such things “relations” for now.

7.2 The place of relations in an ontological schema
Let us take for granted for now that we cannot eliminate relations from a viable
ontological schema.1
Where, then, will relations fit into our ontological schema? Are they a
separate ontological category, or can they be reduced to one of the categories
we have outlined so far?
The simplest way to answer this question is to examine each existing category to see if relations can be accommodated within it.
Substances are the sorts of entities that are intended to be glued together using relations: after all, relations like the part-of relation and the parent-of are
typically posited between two substances. Furthermore, as we saw in the
chapter on substances, the point of introducing a substance into our ontological schema was to capture the commonsensical notion of persistent
“things” that have various properties. The purpose of a relation—to relate
one thing to another—does not intuitively seem to be a substantive notion. Any account of why relations are in fact substances would therefore
have to answer a series of difficult, possibly insurmountable, questions:
1. As a matter of fact, this issue was a matter for extensive debate between Buddhists, who were
eliminativists when it came to relations, and the early Naiyāyikas. See, for just one example of the
Buddhist critique of relations, Dharmakı ̄rti (1990).
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(a) Why are relations-as-substances the only substances that are able to
relate two substances together?
(b) Given that non-substances can also be related to one another, what
makes relations-as-substances capable of linking them together at
all?
(c) Why are relations-as-substances not necessarily perceptible or inferable to us the way the other substances are?
(d) If relations-as-substances relate two substances, then what relates
the relations-as-substances to the non-relational substances? (This
is a variant of Bradley’s argument against external relations.)
The simplest response to such challenges may be to admit that relations
cannot be substances, and to move on to examining other categories.
Motions are even less suitable than substances as a home for relations. For one,
they are designed specifically to accommodate the movement of substances. Consequently, they must “inhere” only in substances (where we
will ignore the meaning of the word “inhere” for now), and this makes
it impossible to express relations between non-substances using motions.
Another problem with relations-as-motions is that motions tend to perish,
lasting only a few instants in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika system.2
This would make them unsuitable for expressing persistent relations, such
as the relation between a universal and substances realizing it. Finally, a
third problem is that a motion does not in fact relate one thing to another;
it merely resides in a substance.
2. Exactly how many instants is a matter of debate between Naiyāyikas and Vaiśeṣikas in the preNavya Nyāya phase.
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Tropes are easily the most heterogenous class of entities we have examined so far,
and may potentially offer a place for relations. (Specifically, Gaṅgādhara
and Maheśacandra treat contact-tropes as relations, while arguments for
the relational structure of cognitions, of proximality and distality tropes,
and of individuality tropes can all be entertained. Numbers, if regarded as
tropes, also have intriguing relation-like behavior in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
system.) However, just like motions, tropes possess some key structural
limitations that ultimately block them from offering shelter to relations in
general. The key limitation here is that tropes are required to be resident
in exactly one substance (with the exception of contact-tropes, which are
resident in exactly two substances, and numbers, which are not tropes
at all in the Radical Revision). As a result, relations-as-tropes will fail to
account for how tropes which are not relations are ontologically glued to
their substance substrates, in yet another variant of Bradley’s argument.
Universals appear to be more promising candidates for subsuming relations, in that
they express the fact of multiple substances (or tropes) sharing a common nature and thus being “related” to each other. However, from the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika perspective, this account inverts the ontological priority of universals. According to them, it is not the case that universals
are built upon similarity relations; rather, similarity relations between
entities exist because these entities share the same sāmānya universal.3
Furthermore, since one of the motivations for positing relations was to explain precisely how it is that universals can be related to substances in the
aforementioned manner, stipulating that relations are in fact universals
3. As before, the Sanskrit terms used here are polyvalent: when two substances/tropes share a
sāmānya universal, they have sāmānya commensurability, which is simply a different way of saying that
they are samāna commensurable, which in turn implies that they share the same māna yardstick, which
is precisely the sāmānya universal which they both share.
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would merely beg the question.
Upādhis are the final possibility for accommodating relations within the existing
framework. Like universals, they can reside in multiple entities simultaneously; unlike universals, they do not fall victim to the problem of relating
universals to substances. Due to their power and flexibility, upādhis are
in fact brought in to account for a number of key features of relations
in the later Navya Nyāya account of relations. However, where upādhis
fall short of fully accounting for relations is that they are saturated entities, standing independent of other entities (outside the class which they
define); in other words, upādhis link to entities, but don’t link entities
with others. A relation, on the other hand, must of necessity link (at
least) two entities (which are not the relation) with each other.
All of this suggests that we ought to consider relations as being a whole new
type of entity, whose function is to link (at least) two different entities.

7.3 How many relations are there?
To keep things simple at first, we may suppose that there is just one (kind of)
relation in the world, which can relate an entity of any type (except another
relation) to another entity of any type (except another relation). This allows us
to immediately tie substances together with their tropes and motions, a whole
(substance) with its part (substances), and universals with their loci (substances
and tropes). (Assuming we admit upādhis into our schema, we will sidestep the
question of how they are tied to their loci for now.)
At this point, we have admitted one new category, relations, into our ontological schema, but just how many entities come under this category? Could
there be a single entity, the Relation, that does the job of relating every trope
and motion to its substance, every universal to each of its loci, and every whole
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to each of its parts? Or are there many relations that all belong to this one category, each relating a separate pair of entities? And what if turns out that we
need more than one kind of relation in our ontological schema? Must they
all have the same structure, or could different kinds of relations differ in their
structure?
P [c]
cw 1
cp 1

P [w]
mw1

w1
p1

cp 2

w2

p2

Figure 7.1: Do these arrows represent a single relation, or many tokens of a
single relation-type? (ws: wholes; ps: parts; cs: tropes; ms: motions; P [w] and
P [c]: universals)

Some similar process of thought may well have laid the foundations for
the Vaiśeṣika system, which includes the relation of inherence, samavāya, as
one of its six top-level categories. The system also wrestled with the question
of how many relations there are in the world, with different thinkers coming
to different conclusions at different points of time. Furthermore, different relations were theorized as having different structures—in ways that proved to
introduce significant cognitive, if not conceptual, tension into the system.

7.4 Relations in (Navya) Nyāya
By the early modern period, Navya Nyāya texts come to overflow with relations
(sambandhas) of all sorts.4
3. Here the ws represent wholes and the p represent parts (both of which are thus substances; the cs
represent various tropes; the m represents a motion; while P [c] and P [w] represent universals.
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Unsurprisingly, Raghunātha’s Radical Revision of the Standard Model radically expands the number and variety of relations that exist in the system.
Some of the new relations that are argued for by the Radical Revisionists (such
as the completion relation and the qualificative relation) are entirely new, and
have no place in the Standard Model. Others, such as the revised understanding of contact, are reclassifications of pre-existing entities within the Standard
Model. Still others, such as the notion of personal property, are genuinely radical metaontological revisions, which alter the very purpose and scope of the
Nyāya ontological schema itself.
The Navya Naiyāyikas’ definitions of a relation are as varied as the functions
served by them, but two in particular are helpful because they draw attention
to different aspects of relations:
(Rel-Def1) The first, offered by Matilal (1968, p. 35), states that to be a relation is to be a regulator (niyāmaka) of a cognition of a qualified
entity.5
This definition emphasizes the role played by relations in structuring our cognitions of complex, qualified entities. Implicit within it
is the Naiyāyikas’ realist conception of the world: a relation that
plays a role in structuring a cognition must have some external objective correlate that gives rise to the structured cognition in the
first place.
(Rel-Def2) The second, offered by Jhalakikar (1928, pp. 920-1), emphasizes
the structure of a relation. According to this definition, a relation
4. V. N. Jha (1992) offers a survey of a variety of types of relations that are used, not just by Naiyāyikas, but also by intellectuals from other traditions such as the Viśiṣṭâdvaitins and the Vīraśaivas.
5. viśiṣṭa-dhī-niyāmakatvaṃ sambandhatvam. Matilal (ibid., §4.4) offers a series of increasingly elaborate definitions of relations, each focusing on a different aspect of relations.
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is some entity that is located in some relatum different from itself
and that has a counter-relatum (pratiyogin) different from itself.6
This definition thus treats the anuyogin and pratiyogin components
of the relation (discussed in the next section) as primitive notions,
which are then used to define a relation itself.
7.4.1 Major (types of) relations
The most important relations and relational abstracts that are debated in the
later texts are:
1. inherence (samavāya)
2. completion (paryāpti)
3. contact (saṃyoga)
4. so-called “self-linking”, or intrinsic, relations (svarūpa-sambandhas)
5. temporal relations (kālika-sambandhas)
6. the “qualificative” relation (vaiśiṣṭya)
7. the content-container relation (viṣaya-viṣayi-bhāva)
8. the cause-effect relation (kāraṇa-kārya-bhāva)
Of these, everybody agrees that inherence and contact are genuine relations (although the Standard Model classifies the latter as a trope); the debate
here has to do with the structure and number of these relations. Self-linking
relations are a newer category, and furthermore a category whose ontological
status appears to be rather doubtful. The debates on the other relations listed
6. [Ka] sambandhi-bhinnatve sati sambandhy-āśritaḥ; [Kha] sva-bhinna-sambandhy-āśritaḥ sva-bhinnapratiyogikaḥ padârthaḥ. The Devanāgarī enumerations are part of Jhalakikar (1928)’s definitions.
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above are thus about whether these relations are self-linking or not, because
classifying them as self-linking would effectively deprive them of genuine ontological heft.

7.5 Components of a relation
Before entering into the details of the debates over precisely what (kinds of)
relations must be admitted into the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema, it is
necessary to understand the language used by these thinkers to talk about relations. In the Navya Nyāya system, a relation has three components—counterand base-relata (prati- and anuyogins), delimitors (avacchedakas), and descriptors
(nirūpakas)—that must be fully specified for the relation to be grasped fully and
completely. It is absolutely critical to understand these components, for they
pervade all Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika discussion of relations, which in turn pervades
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika discussion of virtually all philosophical topics.7

7.5.1 Counter- and base-relata (prati- and anuyogins)
A relation (sambandha) in Navya Nyāya is always of some entity to some
entity. The two relata, therefore, are not symmetrical.8
In Sanskrit, these two relata are called the pratiyogin and the anuyogin. In
those cases where the relation is occurrence-exacting (vṛtti-niyāmaka), the relatum that forms the substrate is the anuyogin while the relatum that forms
7. These terms have an intellectual history of their own, with usage traceable back to Udayana’s early
synthesis of Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika. (See Tachikawa (2001)’s translation of Udayana’s introductory
section of the Kiraṇâvalī, in which Udayana uses terms like pratiyogin and nirūpaṇa to describe
absences.) However, the later proliferation of use of these terms in systematic, formulaic, ways
is a distinctive feature of the Navya Nyāya language of philosophy. Wada (2001, pp. 519-521)
attempts to answer what it is that marks the transition from the old Nyāya to the Navya Nyāya.
8. The intrinsic directionality of relations may be most obvious with relations like “being a son [of
someone]” (putratva), where asserting that “Rama is the son of Daśaratha” obviously does not
mean “Daśaratha is the son of Rāma”.
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the superstrate is the pratiyogin. In other cases, it is usually clear from context
which relatum is the pratiyogin and which is the anuyogin; the rule of thumb
is that if the relation can be treated as a locatable property, even if is not
occurrence-exacting, then the locus is the anuyogin. This is clearly an extension of the locus–locatee metaphor that pervades Navya Nyāya terminology.9
Suppose that two entities p, a are such that a relation R relates p to a. (This
is usually written pRa in contemporary mathematical and logical notation.) In
Navya Nyāya terms, p is an R-pratiyogin and a is an R-anuyogin. The standard
phrasing of these two statements in Sanskrit would describe p as possessing
(R-)pratiyogitā and a as possessing (R-)anuyogitā. This may well have begun
as part of the broader tendency in Sanskrit to express predication by inflecting
the subject of predication in the genitive case and the predicate itself as an
abstract noun (thus turning “S is P” into “S has P-ness”). Nevertheless, the
abstract nouns pratiyogitā and anuyogitā take on a life of their own via this
process of hypostatic abstraction.
7.5.1.1 The abstract properties pratiyogitā and anuyogitā
Hypostatic abstraction thus allows us to recast the relation R into two properties, each of which resides in a different relatum. Furthermore, these two
properties are relational, which is to say that they are inseparably intertwined: for every pratiyogitā there is a corresponding anuyogitā, and vice-versa.
Each of these two properties taken in isolation is unsaturated; it is only when
its counterpart is specified that a relational property is fully expressed. Matilal
(1968) calls such terms “relational abstracts”. I prefer to call them “relational
properties”, in order to emphasize that each of the two terms is a locatable
9. An occurrence-exacting relation is one which entails that one relatum is located in or on the other
relatum, whether literally (for instance, when a cat is sitting on a mat) or metaphorically (for
instance, when a trope is located “in” a substance).
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property occurring in some entity. My name is also closer to the Sanskrit term,
sâpekṣa-dharma: a locatable that has a dependency on some other locatable.
Specific examples of these abstract properties

In a number of cases

where a relation R is important enough to be discussed extensively, its Rpratiyogitā and R-anuyogitā have particular names of their own, usually derived grammatically from the same root of the name of the relation R. Thus,
when talking about the inherence relation (samavāya), Navya Naiyāyikas are
more likely to use terms like samavetatā and samavāyitā rather than samavāyapratiyogitā and samavāya-anuyogitā respectively. This is not just a matter of
linguistic parsimony (a quality notable for its absence in later Navya Nyāya
writing); rather, since different types of relations encode different sorts of
properties about objects, providing specific labels to these properties allows
logicians to focus specifically on those properties. Navya Nyāya logicians do
use the terms pratiyogitā and anuyogitā in these cases, usually when the only
thing that matters is the fact of something being a relatum.
7.5.1.2 Relational properties and the problem of converse relations
The use of pratiyogitā and anuyogitā also helps us tackle the question of converse
relations: Given a relation R, its converse relation R† is the relation such that,
for all relata x, y, xRy ⇐⇒ yR† x. Clearly, the converse of R† is R itself (that
$ &†
is, R† = R). Furthermore, R is a symmetric relation if and only if R = R† .
In the case of non-symmetric relations, R and its converse R† are not identical.
As a few examples:
(Rel-Con1) Consider a relation P which relates a relatum x to another relatum
y (that is, we have xP y) precisely when the individual x is a parent
of the individual y. Then the converse relation P † would be the
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child-of relation, because whenever we have xP y (x is a parent of
y), it is automatically true that yP † x (y is a child of x).
(Rel-Con2) A relation L holds between two relata x, y when x is as large as
y (for some commonsensical notion of size that we do not need
to specify for the purposes of this illustrative example). This is a
symmetric relation by definition, so L is its own converse: if x is
as large as y, then clearly y is as large as x.
While a relation and its converse may appear to be two distinct relations, they
capture exactly the same information about the world, so that it should suffice
for any ontological scheme to talk about just R (or just about R† ). How, then,
should we handle the question of converse relations?10
There appears to be no term in Navya Nyāya jargon for discussing converse
relations. Instead, it appears that the notions of pratiyogitā and anuyogitā, or
of specific named variants of these relational properties, are used to capture
the idea of a relation and its converse. To elaborate on the first example (RelCon1) given above, the Navya Naiyāyikas do not treat the parent-of relation
and the child-of relation as distinct relations which are each other’s converses.
Instead, they treat this as the parent-child relation, one of whose relata has
the relational property of being a parent, while the other has the relational
property of being a child.
10. In category theory, a category which has the † operation, known as the dagger, is said to be a
dagger category. The category of relations on sets Rel is an example of a dagger category.
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P [child]

P [parent]
child-of

Rāma

parent-child

Daśaratha

parent-of

Figure 7.2: Who needs converse relations when given relational properties?
7.5.1.3 Multiple instances of such properties
It is important to note that the same entity may possess different pratiyogitās
inasmuch as it is related to various other entities. For instance, since Daśaratha
is the father of Rāma, Bharata, Lakṣmaṇa, and Śatrughna, Daśaratha has four
distinct pratiyogitās of the father-of relation.
Similarly, the same entity may possess a pratiyogitā as well as an anuyogitā
for the same type of relation without there being any circularity. For instance,
consider a wooden log which has been chopped up by a lumberjack and which
is then burnt in a fire. The log is both an effect and a cause, and thus has both
a causality-pratiyogitā as well as a causality-anuyogitā. However, this should
not be interpreted as meaning that the log is somehow self-caused. Rather, it
is an effect of the cause which is the lumberjack’s exertion, and it is a cause of
the effect which is the fire.
7.5.1.4 Further hypostatic abstraction
Consider the situation outlined above, where Daśaratha is recognized as the
father of four children Rāma, Bharata, Lakṣmaṇa, and Śatrughna. Daśaratha
has four distinct pratiyogitās, each one corresponding to the unique anuyogitā
possessed by each of his four children. These four pratiyogitās are distinct
when they are saturated, that is, when they are presented paired with their
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corresponding anuyogitās. However, they do all share the nature of being a
fatherhood-pratiyogitā (or pitṛtva-pratiyogitā). Developing this line of thought
further, it may be argued—as Raghunātha does, according to Matilal—that all
of the instances of pratiyogitā in the world share a common property: the fact of
their being pratiyogitās, called pratiyogitātva. The same holds for all instances of
anuyogitā, which share the property anuyogitātva. These higher-order abstract
properties are non-composite imposed properties according to Matilal.11

7.5.2 Descriptors (nirūpakas)
In Navya Nyāya, every pratiyogitā–anuyogitā pair is related by a nirūpya-nirūpakabhāva, a descriptive relation.12
The use of this abstraction allows Navya Naiyāyikas to refer to the two
relata of a relation R insofar as they are related by R.
As a matter of fact, each pratiyogitā–anuyogitā pair is related not merely by a
single nirūpya-nirūpaka-bhāva but by two nirūpya-nirūpaka-bhāvas. The reason
for this is that the two relational properties are mutually interlinked, mutually
describing: each describes the other, and each is described by the other. These
two relations are not converses of each other: the converse of a descriptorof relation is a described-by relation. Rather, they are two distinct relations,
running in opposite directions, binding the two relational properties together.
11. See Matilal (1968, p. 33) for a brief statement of this position.
12. Since this too is yet another relation, it too has its own pratiyogin and anuyogin, but for now we
can keep things simple by treating it as a primitive notion that need not further be analyzed.
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descriptor-of
descriptor-of

P [pratiyogin]

description

P [anuyogin]

described-by
described-by

Figure 7.3: The mutual description relation
As a result of this, every relation in Navya Nyāya, whether symmetric or
non-symmetric, can be recast in terms of relational properties that are, in effect,
linked by a symmetric relation. If the underlying relation is non-symmetric,
then the two relational properties will be different; if the underlying relation
is symmetric, then the two relational properties will be identical.
7.5.2.1 Multiple descriptors
While most relational properties are inextricably linked with one relational
property, there are some that are linked with more than one at a time. A
particularly important example arises in the context of the Nyāya account of
inference. In Nyāya, an inference is always structured around a particular site
P (pakṣa), which is the locus of a reason-property H (hetu) on the basis of

which P can be said to have a target-property S (sādhya). Let us take the
classic example of a syllogism from Western logic:
All men are mortal.
Socrates is a man.
∴ Socrates is mortal.
This syllogism would be expressed in the following fashion in Nyāya:
P : Socrates
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S : is mortal
H : because he is a man
D : (like Plato).
In this Nyāya version:
• Socrates is the site P, because the point of the inference is to establish
the presence of some property of Socrates.

• The property of being a man is the reason-property H, because this is a
property that Socrates is known to possess.

• The property of being mortal is the target-property S, because the goal
of the syllogism is to establish the presence of this property in Socrates.

• Plato, who does not show up in the Western syllogism at all, is the exemplar D (dṛṣṭânta). Because the inference is sound precisely when S

pervades H, the Nyāya inference uses D as a way to substantiate the
existence of this pervasion.

By the now-standard process of hypostatic abstraction, the site is said to
possess the property pakṣatā, while the reason-property and target-property
respectively possess the properties hetutā and sādhyatā. But because multiple
inferences can be made about a single site, or about multiple sites using the
same reason-property, or about the target-property in various sites, it must be
the case that these three particular inferential relational properties all mutually
describe one another. While each relation of mutual description is a 2-place
relation, there are three such relations relating the three inferential relational
properties together in pairwise fashion.
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description

P [H]

P [S]

P [man]

pervades

n
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de

Socrates

P [mortal]
n
tio

rip
sc
de

P [P]
Figure 7.4: Inferential relational properties
7.5.3 Delimitors (avacchedakas)
Delimitors play a role in Navya Nyāya that is comparable to the role of quantifiers in modern first-order logic. That is, they allow logicians to precisely specify
the class of entities which are functioning as relata. Delimitors are therefore
almost always class-properties, whether universals or imposed properties, so
that they can pick out all those—and only those—entities which are members
of the necessary class. A delimitor is connected to its delimitee (in this case, the
pratiyogitā or anuyogitā) by an avacchedyâ-’vacchedaka-bhāva, a delimitation
relation. It should be noted that the delimiting property and the delimited
property both occur in the entity which is one of the relata of the relation.
The introduction of delimitors allows Navya Naiyāyikas to analyze situations not just at the level of individual relation between pairs of entities, but
rather at the level of sets of relations between sets of entities. This is an enormously significant conceptual shift, as it allows discourse to fluidly shift between
statements about particular interrelated entities and statements about general
patterns of relation between collections of entities that share delimitors. The
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broad statement “potters make pots” can therefore be understood as the statement “given any potter P , there is some pot p such that P , insofar as P is a
potter, makes p, insofar as p is a pot.”13
The English “insofar as ⟨•⟩ is ⟨⋆⟩” is a lucid, non-technical translation of

the notion of delimitation.

Using English “insofar as” to translate the notion of delimitation has another
benefit: It captures the fact that delimitation is used in two distinct ways in
the Navya Nyāya language:
(Rel-Del-Use1) Delimitation is used with relational properties, to describe the
set of entities that possess that particular relational property.
This corresponds to the use of the ∀ quantifier: to say that the
class-property P [pot] delimits the relational property P [effect]
is to say ∀x, Pot(x) =⇒ Effect(x).
(Rel-Del-Use2) Delimitation is also used with individuals, to specify that a certain specific individual possesses a certain delimitor. This corresponds to the set-membership ∈ operator: to say that the

class-property P [pot] delimits a certain individual p is to say
p ∈ E [P [pot]].
This secondary usage of delimitation allows the Navya Naiyāyikas to make precisely calibrated statements: “p, insofar as it is
a pot, is an effect; insofar as it is a substance, has tropes; insofar
as it is a whole, has parts.”14
13. The tense and aspect of this statement can be challenged, but it is not germane to the point I am
trying to make with it here.
14. In Navya Nyāya language, this would be expressed as follows: ghaṭasya ghaṭatvâ-’vacchinnatvāt
kāryatvam, dravyatvâ-’vacchinnatvād guṇavattvam, avayavitvâ-’vacchinnatvād avayavavattvaṃ ca.
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It is true of p that it is an effect, that it has tropes, and that
it has parts, but the reasons for these three things being true
of p are not the same delimiting property. It would be false
to assert that “p, insofar as it is a substance, is an effect” even
though it is true that p is a substance and it is true that p is an
effect.
7.5.3.1 Restrictive and non-restrictive clauses
Usage (Rel-Del-Use2) of delimitation is sometimes thought of as being no different from a general qualificative statement about some entity’s properties. In
Sanskrit, that is, the term avacchinna delimited-by may sometimes be used synonymously with the term viśiṣṭa qualified-by. However, there is a subtle difference
between the two terms, which roughly corresponds to the difference between
restrictive and non-restrictive relative clauses in English. Consider a situation
where I see a blue pot. In normal Sanskrit, this would be expressed as ahaṃ
nīla-ghaṭaṃ paśyāmi. This can be refined in gentle Navya Nyāya language in
two different ways, which capture the presence or absence of delimitation:
Restrictive Suppose I do genuinely see the blueness of the pot, and see the pot as
being blue. Furthermore, suppose there is a red pot next to this blue pot,
which I do not see. The blueness of the pot thus serves as a delimitor of
the pot, specifying the particular pot that I have seen. In Sanskrit, this
could be expressed as ahaṃ nīlatvâ-’vacchinna-ghaṭaṃ paśyāmi (“I see the
pot delimited by blueness”); in English, as “I see the pot which is blue.”
Non-restrictive If, however, the blueness of the pot has nothing to do with restricting the
scope of my vision, but merely functions as a qualifier of the pot, then
delimitation does not enter into the picture. In Sanskrit, ahaṃ nīlatvaviśiṣṭa-ghaṭaṃ paśyāmi (“I see the pot qualified by blueness”); in English,
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“I see the pot, which is blue.”
The combination of both of these usages occurs in Sanskrit expressions like
ghaṭa-niṣṭha-ghaṭatvâ-’vacchinna-kāryatā (“the property of being an effect delimited by the property of being a pot which is resident in a pot”), which is
equivalent to ∃p ! Pot(p) ∧ (Pot(p) =⇒ Effect(p)).

Because non-technical Sanskrit does not make a distinction between re-

strictive and non-restrictive clauses, it is possible that the difference in scopequantification between the use of the term avacchinna delimited-by and the term
viśiṣṭa qualified-by was not immediately apparent to thinkers.15

7.5.3.2 Delimitation as filtration
Because a relational property’s locus is determined by a delimiting property,
we can think of the operation of delimitation as a kind of intermediate sieve
that filters (and hence restricts) the application of the relational property. In
effect, the world of delimitors (which is just the world of class-properties) separates the world of concreta from the world of relational properties, so that a
relational property can reside in a particular concretum only via the intermediating effect of a class-property acting as a delimitor.
Returning to the example inference from the previous section, we have
P : Socrates
S : is mortal
H : because he is a man.
15. An analogy can be made in English to the use of the conjunction “or”, which is ambiguous between
an inclusive (“and/or”) and an exclusive (“either/or but not both”) interpretation. In conversations
with people who have had training in logic or computer science, I have noted the use of the word
“xor” to refer unambiguously to the exclusive interpretation. This would be analogous to a trained
Navya Naiyāyika using the word avacchinna to unambiguously mean the restrictive application of
a qualifier.
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Here, the individual Socrates is the Pakṣa site of the inference, the property
P [man] is the Sādhya target-property of the inference, and the property P [mortal]

is the Hetu reason-property of the inference. Because the triplet of relational properties pakṣatā, hetutā, and sādhyatā requires three corresponding delimitors to

restrict the application of the inference, we must specify the particular classproperty that restricts the scope of each of these relational properties precisely
to its intended locus. In this particular example, the three delimitors are, respectively, P [Socrates], P [P [man]], and P [P [mortal]]. In other situations
(such as the opening argument of Veṇīdatta against Raghunātha’s attack on
space and time), the delimitors of these relational properties are not so obvious and are in fact a matter of contention as well.16
16. U. Jha (2004, p. 114, §41) explains the same thing in terms of the traditional Nyāya inference (“the mountain has fire because it has smoke”): yo dharmaḥ sādhyâ-’’dau viśeṣaṇatayā
pratīyate, sa dharmaḥ sādhyatā-̂ ’’dīnām avacchedako bhavati. yathā « parvato vahnimān dhūmāt »
ity atrâ ’numāne parvate pakṣe dhūmena hetunā vahniḥ saṃyoga-sambandhena sādhyate iti yathākramaṃ parvatatvaṃ pakṣatā-̂ ’vacchedakam, dhūmatvaṃ hetutā-̂ ’vacchedakam, vahnitvaṃ sādhyatā-̂
’vacchedakam, saṃyogaś ca sādhyatā-̂ ’vacchedakaḥ sambandhaḥ. hetur api saṃyoga-sambandhenaî
’va kṛta iti hetutā-̂ ’vacchedaka-sambandho ’pi saṃyoga eva.
(“That locatable which is cognized in the target (and so on) as being a qualifier is the delimitor of
targetness (and so on). For instance, in the inference ‘the mountain has fire because of smoke’, the
fire (target) is established in the mountain (site) via the contact relation by the smoke (reason). As
a result, the locatable P [mountain] [which occurs in the site] is the delimitor of P [site]; P [smoke]
[which occurs in the reason] is the delimitor of P [reason]; P [fire] [which occurs in the target] is
the delimitor of P [fire]; and the contact-relation [which occurs between the target and the site]
is the delimiting relation of P [site]. Since the reason also occurs in the site via a contact-relation,
the P [reason]-delimiting relation is also contact.”)
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7.5.3.3 Relations as delimitors
We have seen that both relational properties as well as individuals can be delimitees. All our examples of delimitors so far have been class-properties, but this
does not have to be the case alone. As a matter of fact, relations too can act as
delimitors. This is most clearly seen in the case of relational absences (saṃsargâbhāvas), where the pratiyogin of the absence is not merely the entity which
is absent but also the specific relation through which the entity is absent. But
it is also visible in the case of conceptual cognitions of entities as qualified by
some other entity, in which the relation via which the qualificand is qualified
by the qualifier is always implicated in the structure of the cognition.17

By combining the notions of relata-properties, descriptors, and delimitors, Navya
Nyāya is able to deploy and analyze relations with tremendous precision. Unsurprisingly, they play a part in virtually every argument made by Raghunātha,
Raghudeva, and Veṇīdatta.

7.6 Debates on inherence
The relation of inherence (samavāya) is a top-level category in the Standard
Model. However, its account in the system is somewhat peculiar, which likely
gave rise to the many critiques it faced from later thinkers like Raghunātha.
7.6.1 Inherence in the Standard Model
Inherence is posited as a distinct padârtha category in the Standard Model to
account for the fact that a number of entities in the schema seem to be intrinsically paired together: tropes and motions are always associated with some
17. U. Jha (2004, p. 114, §41) illustrates this point as well, by making it clear that contact-relations
are also delimitors, of the properties P [reason] and P [target].
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substance or the other; every substance, trope, and motion is always a member of some universal, and remains so until its destruction; and every whole
is inseparably linked to its parts. The relation of inherence is then meant to
explain how one entity is inescapably collocated with another so long as both
of them are in existence.
7.6.1.1 Jagadīśa and Gaṅgādhara on inherence
Jagadīśa describes inherence (all too) briefly in the Tarkâmṛta as follows:
Inherence is an eternal relation that is different from its own relata.
This sets it apart from contact and from self-linking relations. The
warrant for its existence is provided by cognitions of the sort “there
is potness in this pot.” According to the Naiyāyikas, inherence is
perceivable, eternal, and a single relation.18
Jagadīśa specifies two criteria for inherence, which distinguish it from contact
and from self-linking relations.
1. Inherence is an eternal (nitya) relation. That is, given two entities x, y
which are related by inherence, they will continue to be related by inherence so long as both x and y continue to exist. This differentiates
inherence from contact, which is non-eternal. That is, two entities which
are not related by contact can come into contact and then separate once
again, without their independent ontological status changing in any way.
2. The inherence relation is distinct from both of its relata; it is a genuine
tertium quid. This is also true for contact, but it does distinguish inherence
18. Jagadı ̄śa (1880, p. 14): sva-sambandhi-bhinno nityaḥ sambandhaḥ samavāyaḥ, tena svarūpasambandhasya saṃyogasya ca nirāsaḥ. «iha ghaṭe ghaṭatvam» iti pratītis tatra pramāṇam. naiyāyikamate samavāyaḥ pratyakṣaḥ, sa ca eko nityaś ca.
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(for Jagadīśa, at least) from self-linking relations, which are said to be
nothing other than either one or both of the two relata taken together.
Furthermore, Jagadīśa also specifies a third criterion for inherence, which
is precisely one of the aspects of inherence that is heavily criticized by Raghunātha: For him (as for the Standard Model in general), there is a single inherence relation. Jagadīśa does not further specify what he means by the word
“single” (eka): whether there is a single type of relation known as inherence,
of which there are many tokens in the form of particular inherence relations
between particular pairs of entities; or whether there is literally just one inherence relation that relates all inherence-relata. Given, however, that Raghunātha has explicitly criticized the second possibility and implicitly accepted the
first, it is very well possible that Jagadīśa accepts the second possibility and
rejects Raghunātha’s arguments.
This hypothesis is further substantiated by looking at Gaṅgādhara’s summary of inherence:
Inherence is an eternal relation between parts and wholes, tropes
and trope-bearers, motions and motion-bearers, universals and individuals, and particularizers and eternal substances.
According to the Prāñcas, inherence is everywhere unitary. According to the Navyas, however, it is different for each substance
in regards to each entity inhering in it. The Prābhākaras hold, however, that inherence is also non-eternal just like contact.19
19. Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 6): nityaḥ sambandhaḥ samavāyaḥ. sa ca avayavâ-’vayavinor guṇa-guṇinoḥ
kriyā-kriyāvator jāti-vyaktyor viśeṣa-nityadravyayoś ca sambandhaḥ. sa ca sarvatraî ’ka evê ’ti prāñcāḥ.
pratidravyaṃ tat-tad-dravya-samavetānām eka iti navyāḥ. saṃyogavad ayam apy anitya iti prābhākarāḥ.
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7.6.1.2 Problems with the Standard Model’s account of inherence
The Standard Model’s account of inherence faces two substantial problems.
samavetatā

is-inhered-in

located-in

inheres-in

samavāyitā
locus-of

in located

locus-of

x

describes
described-by

y

Figure 7.6: Inherence, possibility 1
Inherence: object or arrow?

First, it appears that at least some thinkers

conceived of inherence in a more object-like fashion. This was admittedly in
keeping with the general structure of the Standard Model, where all the other
elements of the schema were treated not as relations but as things in themselves.
This problem is illustrated by the fact that people were concerned about the
relation by which inherence related to its relata.
This problem is best framed in the language of category theory. If we represent or conceptualize inherence as an arrow, this question is incomprehensible:
an arrow is a different kind of entity than an object. Furthermore, on this account, an arrow is precisely the kind of entity that is by definition associated
with a source object and a target object.
However, under a more object-like conception of inherence, this problem is
understandable, as is the solution: it was posited that two self-linking relations
connected the inhering entity to inherence and inherence to the inhered-in
entity. If we treat self-linking relations directly as arrows (that is, as entities
which by their very nature (svarūpeṇa) relate two entities, we are essentially
inserting inherence as an object between the inhering entity and the inhered-in
entity.20
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Figure 7.7: Inherence, possibility 2

The picture of inherence as a third object perched between its two relata
parallels the Standard Model’s account of contact (which is said to be a trope
resident in two substances). The chief difference between the two is that contact is connected to its two relata via inherence and not via self-linking relations. It is possible that the picture of contact as a distinct object-like entity
perched between its loci encouraged the objectification of inherence as well.21
saṃyuktatā
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x
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Figure 7.8: Contact, with a single inherence object
20. In the language of category theory, such a construction, in which an object a has two arrows

linking it to two other objects x and y in the shape x ←
−a−
→ y, is known as a span. It can be
a
thought of as a way of generalizing the notion of an arrow x −
→ y.
s

t

21. Unsurprisingly, the later Navya Naiyāyikas who follow Raghunātha in rejecting the objectified
picture of inherence also de-objectify contact itself, instead turning into another relation.
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Inherence: one or many? The second major problem with inherence in the
Standard Model is that it is said to be singular. According to this view, a single
inherence relation does all the work of relating every single pair of inherencerelata. This view serves to distinguish inherence from contact (where every
pair of substances in contact has a separate contact trope). However, given
the general Nyāya penchant for concreta, and perhaps under pressure from the
description of contact, this doctrine of singularity was specifically attacked by
Raghunātha.
The Radical Revisionists appear to prefer a model in which every pair of
entities related via inherence are linked by a distinct inherence relation. Of
course, all these relations share a common property, samavāyatva, which is
treated as an unanalyzable, non-composite imposed property (akhaṇḍôpādhi)
in order to avoid the problem of inherence relating to itself.
describes
described-by
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located-in

located-in

x
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Figure 7.9: Contact, with multiple inherence objects
7.6.2 Raghunātha’s radical revision of inherence
Raghunātha explicitly targets the second of the two difficulties with the Standard Model. His words are fully and faithfully reported by Veṇīdatta without
any commentary or alteration, suggesting that Veṇīdatta was fully in agree399

ment with Raghunātha on the issue.
Raghunātha argues that inherence cannot be a single relation for the simple
reason that this would utterly confuse the source objects (the inhering entities)
with the target entities (the inhered-in entities). This would result in obvious
absurdities (for the Naiyāyikas, at least), such as smell-tropes inhering in water,
and so on. Instead, there are a number of distinct inherence relations, all of
which share the common conforming property of being an inherence relation,
which is an unanalyzable non-composite imposed property.22

7.6.2.1 Understanding the difference between the Radical Revision
and the Standard Model
The flaw that Raghunātha points out in the Standard Model’s account is so obvious that it seems implausible that it could not already have been considered
and rejected. This suggests that the proponents of the Standard Model’s account
may well have had a fundamentally different understanding than Raghunātha
of how it is that a single inherence relation could do the job of linking every
relevant pair of relata. Raghunātha’s understanding of the inherence relation
appears to hew closer to the representations of inherence as an arrow between
two objects. On such an understanding, the Standard Model’s position would
indeed be incomprehensible.
The plausibility of the Standard Model However, the Standard Model’s
position is entirely defensible under a modern representation of a relation. According to this, a (two-place) relation R can be thought of as a matrix R whose
entries are truth-values.23
22. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 78): samavāyo ’pi ca naî ’ko, jalâ-’’der gandhâ-’’dimattva-prasaṅgāt, paraṃtu
nānaî ’va. samavāyatvaṃ tu punar anugatam akhaṇḍô-’pādhir iti.

400

Suppose the ith column of the matrix represents a potential relatum ri , and
the j th row represents a potential relatum rj . Then the ij th entry of the matrix
R is true precisely when ri Rrj holds, and false otherwise. In the case of inherence, we can think of the columns of R as representing every substance, trope,
motion, and universal (since all of these are potentially inhering in some entity), while the rows of R would represent every substance, trope, and motion
(since only these entities can be inhered in). While this would be a colossal
matrix, it would still itself be able to represent all of the entities related via
inherence. I do not, of course, claim that the Standard Model had anything
of this sort in mind; indeed, my suspicion is that their initial formulation was
indeed based on a confusion between inherence as a type and inherence as
a token. Nevertheless, this representation shows that their account was not
entirely impossible.
Raghunātha’s argument may be challenged on the grounds of parsimony (all
of a sudden there are a huge number of new concrete relations in the system),24
but it possesses two advantages:
1. It is more coherent, or at least less ambiguous, than the Standard Model’s
account. By treating each individual instance of inherence as a token of
a generic inherence type, Raghunātha avoids the interpretive vagueness
of the Standard Model’s account in handling types and tokens.
2. Raghunātha’s account of relations is conceptually consistent with the
Naiyāyika predilection for concreta wherever possible. Each instance of
inherence is now given the status of a distinct entity, just as was already
the case with contact. The Standard Model’s account would instead have
23. To accommodate n-place relations, we would need to use n-dimensional tensors. A matrix is
simply a two-dimensional tensor.
24. See, for instance, Viśvanātha Tarkapañcānana’s critique of Raghunātha’s account of inherence.
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required two very different accounts of relations to describe both inherence and contact.

7.7 “Self-linking” relations
The term svarūpa-sambandha (usually, and somewhat problematically, translated “self-linking relation” in English) is not used in the earliest Nyāya and
Vaiśeṣika texts.25
Its appearance in the later Nyāya texts is thus an indication of the profound,
and continuing, shift within the tradition on the question of relations.
7.7.1 Trying to define a self-linking relation
Unusually for a tradition that prides itself on precision in definition and usage,
the Navya Nyāya account of self-linking relations is murky and muddled, if not
outright self-contradictory. As an example of this confusion, Jhalakikar (1928)
offers multiple definitions.26
The first definition is followed by a classification of self-linking relations,
and then by three alternative definitions that are all attributed to unnamed
thinkers within an atrâ ’’huḥ «…» iti structure.
Thus, a self-linking relation is:
(Rel-SLR-Def1) “[a relation] that is incapable of generating a cognition of a
qualified entity through a different relation.”27
25. It is absent from the Nyāya-sūtras and Praśastapada’s Padârtha-dharma-saṅgraha, and as far as I
can tell does not appear in the four great commentaries on the Nyāya-sūtras as well.
26. Jhalakikar (ibid., p. 1057): sambandhâ-’ntareṇa viśiṣṭa-pratīti-jananâ-’yogyatvam … atrâ ’’huḥ —
svarūpa-sambandha ity asya anuyogi-pratiyogy-anyatara-svarūpaḥ sambandha-viśeṣa ity arthaḥ. yad
vā svarūpa-sambandho dharmi-dvayâ-’’tmakaḥ. atha vā ṣaṭ-padârthâ-’tiriktaḥ bhāva-rūpaḥ padârthaviśeṣaḥ svarūpa-sambandhaḥ — iti.
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(Rel-SLR-Def2) “a particular relation that is simply either the pratiyogin or the
anuyogin itself.”28
(Rel-SLR-Def3) “the pair of loci” taken together.29
(Rel-SLR-Def4) “a distinct category taking the form of a presence, different
from the six categories [of presences].”30

7.7.2 The need for self-linking relations
(Rel-SLR-Def1) suggests one plausible reason for why the Navya Naiyāyikas
felt the need to introduce self-linking relations into their account of the world.
Because they were concerned with explaining human cognitions of the world,
and because they saw these cognitions as always involving entities qualified
by other entities via some relation, any complete account of the world had to
account for the relations via which entities could qualify other entities. For
the Standard Model, inherence and contact seemed to suffice for this purpose,
but there were other kinds of links that could not be captured by these two
relations. The link between an absence and its locus, between a word and its
meaning, between a cognition and its content—all of these links play (or at
least appear to play) a role in structuring human cognitions of the world, but
none of them can be adequately explained by inherence or contact.
Self-linking relations were thus the “missing link”, so to speak, that allowed
27. sambandhâ-’ntareṇa viśiṣṭa-pratīti-jananâ-’yogyatvam (Jhalakikar (1928, p. 1057)). This definition
is supposedly from Gaṅgeśa’s Tattvacintāmaṇi, but I am unable to trace it in the text.
28. svarūpa-sambandha ity asya anuyogi-pratiyogy-anyatara-svarūpaḥ sambandha-viśeṣa ity arthaḥ
(Jhalakikar (ibid., p. 1057)).
29. yad vā svarūpa-sambandho dharmi-dvayâ-’’tmakaḥ (Jhalakikar (ibid., p. 1057)).
30. atha vā ṣaṭ-padârthâ-’tiriktaḥ bhāva-rūpaḥ padârtha-viśeṣaḥ svarūpa-sambandhaḥ (Jhalakikar (ibid.,
p. 1057)).
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the Navya Naiyāyikas to account for a much larger range of cognitions than
before. Posited out of explanatory necessity, they were quickly found to be so
useful that they came to serve an enormous range of tasks within the system.
7.7.3 The ontological status of self-linking relations
Whatever be the reason for turning to self-linking relations, a key question
arises: what is the ontological status of a self-linking relation? (Rel-SLR-Def2),
(Rel-SLR-Def3), and (Rel-SLR-Def4) present different perspectives on the issue.
7.7.3.1 The reductionist approach
(Rel-SLR-Def2), which appears to be the majority-position on the issue, denies
that self-linking relations have any independent ontological status. By reducing
a self-linking relation to either one, or perhaps both, of the relata, (Rel-SLRDef2) is able to maintain ontological parsimony in the system. As summarized
by Matilal (1968, p. 56),
Whenever an entity is taken as a kind of svarūpa relation, two things
are implied. First, the entity acts as a self-linking relation relating
itself (as a property) to the other relatum. It is thus that Nyāya
meets the objection of infinite regress against its concept of relation.
Second, ontological questions about the said abstract property are
avoided. Thus, if x is described as bearing such a svarūpa relation to
a, then x is declared to belong to the category to which a happens
to belong.
No tertium quid is required under the reductionist approach of (Ref-SLRDef2) to explain how two things are related. Consequently, it appears that
Bradley’s argument against relations does not apply in this case.
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7.7.3.2 Problems with the reductionist approach
Both of the characteristics of self-linking relations laid out by Matilal (1968)
are deeply problematic, and suggest that the reductionist approach has severe
limitations.
As for the first characteristic, it is not clear that under (Rel-SLR-Def2) or
(Rel-SLR-Def3) there is even such a thing as a self-linking relation at all. That
is, the goal of reducing a self-linking relation to one, or both, of its relata
essentially eliminates the relation as an entity. What does it mean, for instance,
that an entity is able to relate itself to another entity? It appears that some
notion of relation has been smuggled in here after all, even in the guise of
eliminating the tertium quid. Alternatively, if it is supposed that an entity can
relate itself to another, then why not suppose that this is true even of tropes
and motions and universals, so that we can get rid of inherence itself? In fact,
the case for this is arguably even stronger, since Naiyāyikas and Vaiśeṣikas all
agree that tropes and motions and universals must of necessity inhere in some
substance (or trope or motion, in the case of universals) or the other. As a
result, this would likely eliminate inherence itself as an independent relation
from the system.
As for the second characteristic, it appears to be a colossal mistake to suppose that “if x is described as bearing such a svarūpa relation to a, then x is
declared to belong to the category to which a happens to belong.” Even under
charitable interpretations, this position quickly leads to absurd outcomes.
A paradigmatic example Consider the viṣayatā cognitive content relation, which
connects the object of a cognition with the cognition itself (that is, the intentional entity whose content is the object).31

405

Because the viṣayatā relation is not inherence or contact, it must be a selflinking relation. As per the second characteristic laid out above, it must be the
case that one of the relata belongs to the category to which the second relatum
belongs. But this leads us to one of two absurd conclusions:
1. If we take this relation as leading from the object to the cognition, this
means that the object of the cognition belongs to the category of cognitions. Essentially, whatever can be cognized is nothing more than a
cognition itself. This position flies so completely in the fact of Nyāya’s
defense of an external world and rejection of representationalism that it
must count as entirely unacceptable to a Naiyāyika.
2. Even if we take the viṣayatā relation as leading from the cognition to the
object, we would face the problematic idea that each cognition belongs
to the category of its object. This would result in all sorts of absurdities
within the Naiyāyika system, given that cognitions are supposed to be
mental tropes residing in selves: by this token, a cognition of a tree would
be a tree, which is certainly no mental trope.
Neither possibility is acceptable to the Naiyāyika, which means either that
viṣayatā is not in fact a self-linking relation but something else entirely (the
position that Raghunātha defends) or that our account of self-linking relations
is itself incoherent and needs to be totally revised.
Now, while this critique was made specifically with viṣayatā in mind, similar
critiques may be leveled at a number of relations postulated by the Standard
Model’s Navya Naiyāyika defenders to be self-linking relations. The most general of these would target the fundamental components of a relation outlined
31. Matilal (1968, §7.2) provides a much fuller account of the problems with this particular example.
See also Matilal (ibid., §6.4) for a similarly detailed account of the problems with absential pratiyogitā.
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earlier: pratiyogitā and anuyogitā (sometimes described as self-linking relations,
sometimes treated as explanatory primitives), nirūpakatā, and avacchedakatā.
These critiques can largely proceed along the same lines presented above for
viṣayatā, though I will refrain from exploring them too deeply at this point.32

A third problem with the reductionist approach is that generalization
across self-linking relations becomes challenging, if not downright impossible.
Suppose, for instance, that we have two separate cognitions c1 , c2 of two different objects o1 , o2 . The relation here is said to be viṣayatā, which is a self-linking
relation. But on the reductionist account, the relations have to be reduced
either to the individual cognitions c1 , c2 or to the cognized objects o1 , o2 or to
the cognition–object pairs (c1 , o1 ) , (c1 , o1 ). Furthermore, there can be nothing
specifically relational that is common to the individual cognitions or the objects or the pairs—if there were, then the reduction of the self-linking relation
to one of the relata could not have happened at all. Instead, if at all there is
something common to the cognitions c1 , c2 or the objects, it would have to be
something that was common to them even outside of the context of these particular cognitions. These conditions are so onerous that it is difficult to imagine
how one could say anything productively generalizable about these relations.
7.7.3.3 The proliferationist approach
In stark contrast to the reductionist approach, (Rel-SLR-Def4) is willing to bite
the bullet and admit self-linking relations as an entirely distinct ontological
category. This immediately leaves this approach vulnerable to the charge of
violating ontological parsimony. However, this is not necessarily a fatal prob32. See Matilal (1968, §4.4) for a series of definitions of relations which converge towards treating anuyogitā and pratiyogitā as primitives, articulated among others by the late Navya Naiyāyika
Gadādhara.

407

lem: if the reductionist approach genuinely falls short of adequately accounting
for the structure of reality, and if the proliferationist approach turns out to be
necessary, then the lack of parsimony is not a bug but a requirement.
Suppose we take it as a given that the reductionist approach does not work,
and that a self-linking relation is genuinely different from its relata. We can
then regard it as a tertium quid separately from its relata.33
But this then gives rise to a whole zodiac-worth of questions, clustered into
a number of constellations.34
One constellation of questions focuses on the nature (and perhaps the graphical representation) of a self-linking relation: Is this tertium quid thing-like in
the way that inherence is regarded in the Standard Model? If so, what kinds
of relations will have to relate it to its relata? If not, and if it is regarded as
being arrow-like, then what might the implications be for inherence and contact (both of which are still treated in the Standard Model as being thing-like)?
A second constellation of questions focuses on how many types and tokens
of self-linking relations there are: Does a single universal self-linking relation
(based on the Standard Model of inherence) suffice, or are there going to have
to be multiple types of self-linking relations? Does a single self-linking relation
of each type suffice to handle all cases of that type of relation, or will each
particular set of relata require its own self-linking relation-token?A third constellation of questions will handle the connection between self-linking relations
and relational properties, although these are best asked and answered once we
33. Is the term “self-linking relation” still a felicitous choice given this shift in reference? I argue that
it is, if it is understood differently from its previous definition in (Rel-SLR-Def2) as an entity that
connects itself to another. Rather—and this pre-empts my argument below—it is an entity that
itself links its two relata, without being dependent on some other entity (as inherence and contact
both are, in the Standard Model).
34. If I were writing this in Sanskrit, I would be tempted to call this the svarūpa-sambandha-vādanakṣatra-mālā, in line with Appayya Dīkṣita’s similar texts on Mīmāṃsā and Vedānta.
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examine relational properties more fully.
What kind of thing is a self-linking relation? All (Navya) Naiyāyikas
accept that inherence and contact are uncontroversial examples of relations.
Both of these are seen as thing-like tertia quae (and hence must be modeled by
spans in our category-theoretical representation of Navya Nyāya). Given this
pre-existing conceptual basis for thinking about relations, and given that as
per (Rel-SLR-Def4) we do want to take self-linking relations to be tertia quae as
well, our initial instinct may be to think of self-linking relations as also being
thing-like entities that can be represented by spans. However, this runs smack
into an infinite regress problem akin to Bradley’s argument against relations.
After all, one of the reasons for proposing self-linking relations in the first place
was in order to block the infinite regress problem from applying to inherence.
One way to therefore choke this infinite regress is by supposing that self-linking
relations are precisely those sorts of ontological connectors that are intrinsically
capable of linking two (or) more entities, other than themselves (which, not
coincidentally, make them precisely representable by arrows in our categorytheoretical picture).35

How many self-linking relations are there? According to (Rel-SLRDef4), self-linking relations are ontologically distinct. However, it remains
unclear how this categorization is to be organized. To address this, we must
answer two distinct questions here: how many types of self-linking relations
are there, and how many tokens of each type are there?
35. “Connectors” is in fact the term that Karl H Potter (1957b) prefers to use to refer to the entities in
Nyāya that I have been describing as relations.
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Two extreme responses

One extreme response to these questions, which

I will call the “indiscrete classification”, would be to assert that there is a single
self-linking relation: a single type of which there is a single token. This is
essentially the Standard Model’s account of inherence as a single object writ
large. The other extreme response, which I will call the “discrete classification”, would be to declare that every instance of a self-linking relation is sui
generis, so that there are as many types of self-linking relations as there are
self-linking relations, each type being instantiated in precisely one token.36
Neither of these classifications is genuinely viable. The indiscrete classification works for the Standard Model’s account of inherence, but it runs into
two different issues here: First, the range of entities and phenomena covered
by the whole universe of self-linking relations is far wider than that of inherence, making it implausible that a single entity could cover all these cases of
relations. Second, the Standard Model’s account of inherence as a single entity
only works because it relies on self-linking relations to connect the inherence
tertium quid with the various inherence-relata. Doing so for self-linking relations would thus run into Bradley’s regress. The discrete classification too has
its own issues. First, it genuinely violates all notions of parsimony to classify
literally every single instance of a self-linking relation in the word as a distinct
ontological category. Second, doing so makes it difficult to meaningfully generalize over particular instances of self-linking relations. It also fails to capture
our intuition that two pairs of entities, each related by a viṣayatā cognitive re36. I take these names from the field of point-set topology, in which it is always possible to define two
(not necessarily distinct) topologies on any set, known as the indiscrete and the discrete topologies.
The indiscrete topology on a set S is defined as the collection {∅, S} consisting of just the empty
set and the whole set S itself. In contrast, the discrete topology on S is defined as the powerset
P(S) of S, that is, as the collection of all possible subsets of S. These are, respectively, the
coarsest and finest possible topologies that can be defined on S: any other topology will have
more subsets of S than the indiscrete topology and fewer subsets than the discrete topology. In
the same manner, any possible classification of self-linking relations will have more types than the
indiscrete classification and fewer types than the discrete classification.
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lation, resemble each other more closely than they do, say, a pair of entities
related by a kāryatā causal relation.
Middle ways

Between the two philosophically untenable extremes of the

indiscrete and the discrete classifications, there are two more plausible proliferationist variants that we can evaluate separately. In order to avoid Bradley’s
regress, the types of self-linking relations recognized in both variants all have
multiple relation-tokens as instances. This also allows us to model these tokens
using category-theoretical arrows.
The “maximally” proliferationist approach splits each type of self-linking
relation into a distinct ontological category. Each type then has for its tokens
all of the self-linking relations of that type. Thus, there is a distinct type of
viṣayatā relations, whose tokens correspond to each concrete viṣayatā relation
between a cognition and its content; similarly, there is a distinct type of kāryatā
relations, whose tokens correspond to each concrete causality relation between
cause and effect.
The “minimally” proliferationist approach lumps all self-linking relations
together into a single ontological category, with a number of subcategories
corresponding to each type of self-linking relations. This essentially unifies the
distinct categories of the maximally proliferationist approach under a single
head. It is also distinct from the indiscrete classification because even though
there is a single type in both classifications, the minimally proliferationist approach recognizes the existence of multiple tokens of this type.
Other middle ways may also exist, in which certain types of relations (such
as the completion relation, for instance) might be recognized as distinct ontological categories of their own, while others (such as viṣayatā and kāryatā)
might be lumped together. However, the maximally proliferationist and the
minimally proliferationist approaches are philosophically interesting precisely
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because they capture the difference between Raghunātha’s and Veṇīdatta’s approaches to the question of self-linking relations. Both are willing to recognize
a number of (though perhaps not all) self-linking relations as genuine ontologically meaningful entities, including such things as viṣayatā and kāryatā. But
whereas Raghunātha classifies them as distinct ontological categories, Veṇīdatta prefers to lump them all together into a single category.
Implications for inherence and contact On the Standard Model’s account, inherence is captured by an indiscrete classification (a single inherence
object that connects all inherence-relata), whereas contact is captured by a
minimally proliferationist classification (each instance of contact is distinct, although all happen to share the universal P [contact]). This account is conceptually coherent, as it recognizes the structural differences between inherence and
contact. However it was clearly perceived as being incomplete by the Navya
Naiyāyikas—if not, they would have felt no need to bring self-linking relations
into the picture. But as the preceding section shows, neither the discrete classification nor the indiscrete classification provides a philosophically tenable
account of self-linking relations. Instead, the arrow-like account of self-linking
relations coupled with a proliferationist classification appears to capture the
behavior of self-linking relations consistently and completely.
What is interesting then is the potential effect that the development of this
account of self-linking relations may have had on the perceived adequacy of the
indiscrete classification of inherence. That is, given that we can think of selflinking relations as arrow-like entities that can intrinsically connect two relata,
there may well have been a conceptual shift in thinking about inherence as well
in similar terms. By treating inherence more like contact, or like self-linking
relations, the system gains consistency and completeness (arguably) without
abandoning conceptual coherence.
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Of course, I do not intend to claim that this was the very reason why Raghunātha was motivated to make his arguments. Rather, I think it plausible, though
almost certainly impossible to prove, that the development of self-linking relations provided a model for rethinking inherence as well. Other factors too
may have been responsible for this, including the fact that the Prābhākara
Mīmāṃsakas also regarded inherence relations as being distinct for each pair
of relata.37
At the very least, the development of self-linking relations provided pressure from within the system which led at least Raghunātha to revise the traditional account of inherence.
The revolutionary impact of self-linking relations is captured evocatively,
if somewhat apocalyptically, by Matilal when he claims that
the introduction of svarūpa relation into the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika system is a little like the proverbial camel’s head under the tent (one
might call it, facetiously, a Vedāntin’s head): carried to its logical
conclusion, the doctrine destroys the traditional system of categories.38
At the risk of being even more facetious than Matilal, I would prefer to call it
a pracchanna category theorist’s head rather than a Vedāntin’s.39
Nevertheless, Matilal’s point stands on the whole: self-linking relations do
37. The general influence of the Prābhākaras on Navya Nyāya ontology, and even on Raghunātha
himself in particular, has been largely glossed over in the histories of these intellectual traditions.
The Prābhākaras’ ontological schema included such entities as śakti causal potency and saṅkhyā number
that are both postulated as independent categories by Raghunātha. See, for instance, the second
half of the Mānameyodaya of Nārāyaṇa (1975) for more details on Prābhākara ontology.
38. Matilal (1968, p. 44)
39. This is a play on the fact that idealist Advaita Vedāntins were described as pracchanna-bauddhas
(“crypto-Buddhists”) by their realist opponents.
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end up radically transforming the entire ontological system. But whether this
transformation is destructive or liberating is a matter of philosophical taste. At
least for Raghunātha and his followers, the use of self-linking relations allowed
for a streamlining of the system and for an expansion of the ontological schema
to account for an ever-wider range of phenomena.

7.8 Temporal relations
Temporal relations (kālika-sambandhas) come in two flavors:
1. occurrence-exacting: the relation by which every entity is located in timeas-a-whole
2. non-occurrence-exacting: the relation by which any pair of entities are
mutually related through their relative temporal presences.
Because time-as-a-whole is admitted as a substance in the Standard Model
and in Veṇīdatta’s attempted synthesis, the occurrence-exacting temporal relation is a meaningful entity in these systems. But because Raghunātha has
eliminated time from his schema, there would be no scope for admitting an
occurrence-exacting temporal relation to time-as-a-whole in his schema. Instead, entities would have to relate to particular moments of time (kṣaṇas).
These temporal relations could also be regarded as being occurrence-exacting,
for we do perceive events and objects as occurring “in” specific moments of
time.
It is also worth noting that Nyāya adheres to a pre-relativistic notion of
absolute time, which is generally in keeping with the pre-modern human experience of time as common and shared among all.
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7.8.1 Temporal relations and preorders
We can model time-as-a-whole as being a category Time which is a preorder
category. The objects of Time can represent the smallest segments of time,
kṣaṇas. Given two distinct instants of time t1 , t2 , it must necessarily be the
case that either t1 ≼ t2 or t2 ≼ t1 . Furthermore, given three objects t1 , t2 , t3 ,
if it is true that t1 ≼ t2 and t2 ≼ t3 , then it must necessarily be the case that
t1 ≼ t3 . This allows us to represent the category as a linear chain of objects.40
≼

· · · t0

≼

t1

≼

≼

t2

≼

t3 · · ·

≼

Figure 7.10: A part of the preorder category Time
Every entity that exists at time t will thus have a temporal arrow to Time,
ensuring that it is located in t.
Non-occurrence-exacting temporal relations The non-occurrence-exacting
temporal relation is more interesting, because it is between entities that are
not themselves objects of Time. It would seem that such temporal relations
between entities include such relations as “is simultaneous with”, “is before”,
“is after”, and so on. However, I have not seen any discussions of this issue in
any Navya Nyāya text.
These relations are non-occurrence-exacting because they do not entail a
locus-locatee relation between the two entities. That is, it is false that an entity
40. Strictly speaking, Time can be a preorder only if the relation ≼ is also reflexive, so that for all timeobjects, t1 ≼ t1 . Thus, instead of thinking of ≼ as “temporally precedes”, we should strictly think
of it as “does not temporally succeed”. However that is a level of complexity which is unnecessary
to this introductory discussion.
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e1 which is simultaneous with another entity e2 is somehow located in e2 . The
most that can be said is that e1 and e2 are both collocated in the same segment
of time.
X
· · · t0

≼

t1

simultaneous

occ
u

rs-a
t

≼

t2

Ym
oc

t
s-a
cur
≼

t3 · · ·

Figure 7.11: Simultaneity
In the case of relations of temporal priority like “is before” or “is after”, it
is even more apparent that there can be no coherent way for such relations
to exact a locus-locatee relationship. However, such relations can beautifully
take advantage of the preorder structure of Time to show that the original relation is in fact an indirect relation (which is typically not occurrence-exacting).
Temporal priority gives rise to a commuting square.
precedes

X

· · · t0

≼

t1

occurs-at

occurs-at

prece

Y

des

≼

t2

≼

t3 · · ·

≼

Figure 7.12: Temporal priority
The fact that the square commutes means that the compound statement “X
occurs at time t0 , which temporally precedes time t3 ” can be restated as “X
occurs before time t3 ”, which is also a coherent restatement of the compound
statement “X occurs before Y , which occurs at time t3 .” Indeed, we can chain
the statements into the following sequence:
1. X occurs at time t0 .
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2. Time t0 temporally precedes time t3 .
3. X occurs before time t3 . (Arrow composition of (1) and (2))
4. Y occurs at time t3 .
5. X is before Y . (Determination of (3) and (4))

7.9 Completion
Raghunātha argues (though not in the Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa) that a new relation, completion, is necessary in order to handle collectively distributed
(vyāsajya-vṛtti) properties. When a locatable P occurs in multiple loci X1 . . . Xn ,
then completion is what relates P to all its loci X1 . . . Xn collectively and simultaneously. Completion is a relation between a locatable and an entirety (and
not just an entity).
Many different properties require completion, including:
• natural numbers (greater than 1), which necessarily apply collectively
• class-properties, in relation to all of their loci simultaneously
• the property P [delimitor], when applied to a range of properties that
delimit a property41

7.9.1 Completion according to the Lamp
Maheśacandra offers an elegant account of the completion relation, which is
worth quoting in full:
The New Logicians admit a distinct relation by the name of “completion” in order to distinguish between the distinct meanings of
41. This opens up the possibility that a wide range of things may in fact be collectively distributed,
and that completion is actually quite deeply necessary to describe the world.
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the words “two” and “twoness” in a cognition of the sort “This one
thing is not two, but it has twoness.” Completion is fullness, a relation with an entirety. That is, it is a relation of an entity to precisely
all of its loci taken collectively.
A number P [2] occurs collectively in its two loci via completion,
and not in either or even both of them separately. This is why
numbers are said to be collective properties (occurring in multiple
loci).
[When we see a single entity] we have the cognition “this is not
two”. This is because the word “two” generates the cognition of
the entity being a locus of P [2] via completion, but the singular
entity cannot itself be the locus of P [2] via completion. But because the number P [2] occurs in each of its loci via inherence, this
entity is a locus of P [2]. We can hence assert “[this] has P [2]”
Consequently, the statement “this one thing is not two, but it has
P [2]” really means “this one thing has P [2] not by completion, but
by inherence.”
Just as with numbers, the completion relation is also accepted
with delimitors which will be explained later [in the Lamp].

42

The Sanskrit formulation of the passage is a bit unusual in English, and may
42. U. Jha (2004, pp. 57-60): (§19) «ayaṃ na dvau, kiṃtu dvitvavān» iti pratīter «dvau», «dvitvavān»
iti padayor artha-viśeṣâ-’vadhāraṇāya navīnaiḥ kaścit paryāpti-nāmakaḥ sambandhaḥ svīkriyate.
paryāptiḥ paryavasānam, sākalyena sambandhaḥ. arthād yasya yāvanta āśrayāḥ santi tāvatsv evâ
’’śrayeṣu militeṣv eva sambandhaḥ. paryāpti-sambandhena dvitva-saṅkhyā militayor eva dvayor vartate, na tv ekasmin dvayor vā. ata eva dvitvâ-’’dayaḥ saṅkhyāḥ vyāsajya-vṛttayaḥ (vyāsajya sarvam
evâ ’’dhāram adhikṛtya vartante) ity ucyante. «dvi»-śabdasya paryāpti-sambandhena dvitvâ-’’dhāratāpratīter ekasya ca paryāpti-sambandhena dvitvâ-’’dhāratvâ-’bhāvād «ayaṃ na dvau» iti pratītir bhavati.
samavāya-sambandhena punar dvitva-saṅkhyā dvayor ekasminn api tiṣṭhatî ’ti samavāya-sambandhena
dvitvâ-’’śraya ity artham abhipretya «dvitvavān» iti prayogaḥ. tataś ca «ayaṃ na dvau kiṃtu dvitvavān»
iti vākyasya «ayaṃ na paryāpti-sambandhena dvitvavān kiṃtu samavāya-sambandhena dvitvavān» ity
arthaḥ. (§20) saṅkhyā-̂ ’’dīnām iva vakṣyamāṇāyā avacchedakatāyā api paryāpti-sambandho ’ṅgīkriyate.
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be recast in the following mode: When we see two entities together, according
to the Naiyāyikas we first perceive the objects as singulars. It is only subsequently that we link them together mentally. It is this mental act of linking
them together that gives rise to a number P [2].43
But how is this number P [2] linked to the two paired entities? All Naiyāyikas agree that this P [2] occurs in each of the two paired entities by the relation
of inherence. The Radical Revisionists, following Raghunātha, further argue
that the P [2] also occurs in both of its loci simultaneously and collectively
by the relation of completion. It is the relation of completion that allows the
later thinkers to distinguish between distributively-occurring and collectivelyoccurring properties.
What happens when we then focus our attention on just one of these two
entities? We have not yet forgotten that this entity is one of a pair, but we
are paying attention to it alone, separately from its partner-in-twoness. As
a result, we recognize the entity as being a single, singular entity (and not
itself as two entities), but we also remember that it is part of a pair of entities.
The completion relation is introduced by the Radical Revisionists in order to
capture precisely this difference in our intuitions: it is the relation that allows
us to assert the twoness of the pair of entities, while distinguishing it from the
two individual entities taken separately.
43. Note that on this account, numbers higher than one are mentally constructed entities for the
Naiyāyikas, suggesting that they are in fact anti-realists when it comes to numbers.
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Figure 7.13: Numbers, inherence (in blue), and completion (in red)
From the Nyāya perspective, a single entity, P [2], is located in a locus
(whether e1 or e2 ) by more than one relation. As a result, when we cognize e1
as an entity qualified by P [2], our cognition further depends on the relation
through which e1 is qualified by P [2]. When that relation is completion, then
we are recognizing e1 (necessarily along with e2 ) as part of a pair. But when
that relation is inherence (as in the example presented by Maheśacandra), then
we recognize e1 alone, although we recognize it as being part of a pair.

7.10 Self-linking relations and relational properties
Class-properties reside in multiple loci, but each class-property is a single entity.44
In contrast, a number of other properties of philosophical interest are intrinsically relational (sâpekṣa-dharmas), in that one property (resident in one
entity) is intrinsically linked to another property (usually resident in another
entity). Some of these include such properties as P [child], which is always
and necessarily linked to the property P [parent]: every child necessarily has
a parent by virtue of its being a child, and every parent is a parent insofar as
44. A good analogy would be to a four-legged table: it is technically a single (composite) entity, but
it rests on four different points.
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they are parents of some child.
7.10.1 The ontological status of relational properties
While the Navya Nyāya language freely reformulates relations into intertwined
relational properties, it is not clear whether this step is taken simply to make the
problem of relations analytically tractable, or because (at least some) Navya
Naiyāyikas regarded these relational properties as genuinely having ontological heft. This question is related to, though properly distinct from, the question of whether relations themselves are real.
Let us first address the question of relations. All Naiyāyikas agree that inherence is a genuine relation, ontologically necessary in order to glue together
a number of different types of entities together. Whether inherence is a single
relation (as claimed by the Standard Model) or a number of different relations
(as claimed by Raghunātha), it is admitted by all to be real, as real as a relation can be. The same holds for contact, when it is understood to be a relation.
There appears to be no such consensus on the issue of self-linking relations,
however. It appears to be a majority position that all self-linking relations can
be reduced to one of their two relata. The Standard Model, at least, appears to
hold to an anti-realism about relations other than inherence (and potentially
contact, if a relation can be manifested as a trope).
Given these positions on relations, the ontological status of relational properties seems to vary for thinkers depending on their position on the particular relation in question. For the relations that are admitted to exist (chiefly
inherence and contact), their corresponding relational properties (samavetatā
and samavāyitā for inherence; saṃyuktatā for contact) can be treated simply
like other upādhis: they are convenient analytical tools that help us grasp the
particular role played by some entity when functioning as a relatum for one
of these relations, but they do not have ontological priority over the relation
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itself. That is, when the relation itself is admitted to be real, then the relational properties were likely thought of as explanatory devices. However, in
the case of self-linking relations, the ontological status of the relational properties varies. After all, if a self-linking relation can be reduced to one of the two
relata, then what is it about that relatum that allows it to relate to the second
relatum? Such cases may provide the impetus to regard at least some relational properties as genuinely existing, and hence inducing a relation between
their substrates. This tendency is perhaps most clearly visible in Raghunātha’s
arguments for including the relational properties of being a cause and being
an effect, as well as being the content of a cognition, as distinct, irreducible
members of his ontological schema. Doing so allows Raghunātha to explain
cause-effect relations as well as the relation between a cognition and its content as being induced by these ontologically prior relational properties.
7.10.2 Causal properties: kāraṇatā and kāryatā
Raghunātha argues that kāraṇatā and kāryatā should both be regarded as distinct padârthas in his schema. That is, each instance of some entity being a
cause and of some entity being an effect is a separate individual. These individual instances of cause and effect share, respectively, the class-properties
kāraṇatātva and kāryatātva.
7.10.2.1 The Standard Model of causation
Under the Standard Model, causes and effects do not form a category. This is
because all sorts of entities may be causes or effects.
To put it differently, for some individual to be a cause (of something else)
is for it to play a certain kind of role in the processes of transformation that
take place in the world. The Standard Model’s schema, however, has no place
for such role-based categories. Its categories are based around notions of the
422

essential nature of individuals in the world.
This is not, however, to say that the Standard Model lacks the notion of
causation altogether. According to this, there are three types of causes present
in every such transformation:
1. inhered-in cause (samavāyi-kāraṇa)
2. non-inhered-in cause (asamavāyi-kāraṇa)
3. occasional cause (nimitta-kāraṇa)
We can understand this by looking at a single situation, as laid out by Annambhaṭṭa in his Tarkasaṅgraha: the weaving together of colored threads to
form a colored cloth.45
Suppose a number of threads t1 , t2 , …, tn , each possessing the same color
ct , are woven together on a loom l by a weaver w to produce a piece of cloth
p which has the color cp (belonging to the same color-class as ct ). There are
thus two effects produced here: p, which is a whole, and cp , its color. These
two effects must thus have their causes, which can then be organized into the
threefold causation schema of the Standard Model.
inhered-in cause Since p is a whole, it must inhere in its parts t1 . . . tn .
Thus, each thread, being the locus of inherence of the effect, is an inhered-in
cause of p. By the same argument, since cp must inhere in p (since colors, as
tropes, must inhere in substances), p in turn is the inhered-in cause of cp .
45. Sastri (1951, pp. 12-14, §29(d)-(g)) TarSaṅ 40: kāraṇaṃ tri-vidhaṃ samavāyy-asamavāyi-nimittabhedāt. yat-samavetaṃ kāryam utpadyate tat samavāyi-kāraṇam; yathā tantavaḥ paṭasya, paṭaś ca
sva-gata-rūpâ-’’deḥ. kāryeṇa kāraṇena vā sahaî ’kasminn arthe samavetaṃ sat kāraṇaṃ asamavāyikāraṇam; yathā tantu-saṃyogaḥ paṭasya, tantu-rūpaṃ paṭa-rūpasya. tad-ubhaya-bhinnaṃ kāraṇaṃ
nimitta-kāraṇam; yathā turīvemādikaṃ paṭasya.
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non-inhered-in cause Now, we also understand that p emerges due to
the association of each thread ti with its neighboring threads. Thus, the contact
tropes kij , each of which inheres in exactly two adjacent threads ti and tj , all
co-inhere in each ti along with p. Because p does not directly inhere in any kij ,
the contact tropes kij are non-inhered-in causes of p. Similarly, the color-tropes
ct , co-inhering in each ti , are non-inhering causes of cp .
occasional cause

The above two causes are necessary in every situation

in which colored threads combine to give rise to a colored cloth. However other
factors such as the weaver w and his loom l are also occasional causes for p
(and therefore for cp ), because without them p could not have been produced.
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Figure 7.14: A simplified picture of the three causes
This simplified picture glosses over some substantial complexities. Firstly, it
ignores the specific details of the various relational properties occurring in the
different objects which are the basis for their being considered causes or effects.
This is not a serious defect, as it can be addressed simply by incorporating the
necessary additional details.46
What is significantly more problematic is that, since kāraṇatā and kāryatā
46. Thus, we will have to note the relational properties of P [samavāyi] and P [samaveta] occurring respectively in a thread t and in p, and the relational properties of P [kāraṇa] and P [kārya] occurring
respectively in t and p.
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are mutually dependent relational properties, this diagram conceals the fact
that this naïve representation of the causal structure gives rise to several kāryatās resident in p. While it is important to note that we can certainly cognize p
as an effect from different aspects (such as being the effect of the threads and
of the contact between the threads), it is also misleading to imagine that each
of these causes functions independently in bringing about a separate effect. To
phrase it differently, this account of causality is missing the key fact that p is
an effect brought about by an entire causal complex (kāraṇa-sāmagrī) which
includes the threads, the contact between each adjacent pair, and the loom
operated by the weaver. In such a case, a single kāraṇatā must simultaneously
and collectively occur in all the elements of the causal complex. This is only
possible if we admit the relation of paryāpti.
7.10.2.2 Raghunātha’s arguments for kāraṇatā and kāryatā
Raghunātha’s schema takes a broader view of the world than the Standard
Model. Defending the common-sense realism of Nyāya requires accepting that
such things as causes and effects do exist, and that their existence and distribution follows regular patterns. Raghunātha therefore posits that there ought
to be distinct entities in the world which account for causes and effects. But
these entities cannot themselves be substances or tropes or motions or universals, because all of those sorts of entities can act as causes or effects in different
situations. Raghunātha thus wishes to add two new classes to his schemata,
P [cause] and P [effect].
As with substances and tropes, it is misleading to think of there being a
single P [cause] in every case where there is a cause. Rather, Raghunātha
says that P [cause] varies based on the corresponding P [effect] and on the
appropriate delimitor. In other words, every entity or class of entities that
is a cause has an appropriately delimited P [cause], and to this P [cause] will
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correspond an appropriately-delimited P [effect] that occurs in the entity or
class of entities which are the corresponding effect. But insofar as all P [cause]s
share a common nature of being a certain type of relational property, there is
a yet higher abstraction, P [P [cause]], a non-composite imposed property that
occurs in all—and only in—P [cause]s. The same holds true for the abstraction
P [P [effect]] as well.
Thus, if a person I is a pot-maker who makes pots P1 and P2 , and if he is the
father of a son S, then I has causeness-described-by-P1 insofar as I made P1 ,
and this is distinct from his causeness-described-by-P2 . Furthermore, insofar as
I is the father of S, he has causeness-delimited-by-being-the-father-of-S, which
is different from either of the two previous causenesses described earlier. But
these three causenesses would all share a single P [P [cause]]. At the same time,
P1 , P2 , and S would have each have an effectness-described-by-I, but these
three distinct effectnesses would mutually describe three distinct causenesses
located in I. Furthermore, the two effectnesses in P1 and P2 would both be
delimited by P [pot]: P1 and P2 are effects of I only insofar as they are pots.
However, all of these effectnesses would have a common P [P [effect]].
Raghunātha makes a few more important assertions regarding kāraṇatā and
kāryatā: They can be perceived in certain cases, inferred in others, and may
be described by scripture in the remaining cases—which means they really
do exist. Furthermore, he argues, it is the existence of kāraṇatā and kāryatā
in entities that allows us to describe these entities as being causes or effects
respectively. And finally, he argues that both kāraṇatā and kāryatā must be
accepted as full and equal categories in their own right, for neither is more
fundamental than the other. Any attempt to define one of them in terms of the
other will be an arbitrary, groundless priorization of one over the other.
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P [father]

P [cause]

I

P [potter]

S

P [effect]

P [son]

P [effect]

P [P [effect]]

Figure 7.15: Multiple causes and effects

P [cause]

P [cause]

P [P [cause]]

P1

P [pot]
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P [effect]

7.10.3 viṣayatā
After presenting relatively comprehensive arguments for kāraṇatā and kāryatā,
Raghunātha briefly notes that viṣayatā too should be added to the schema as
a distinct kind of individual. According to the Nyāya view, every cognition is
always of some entity as something (that is, in a certain mode). To be the
content of a cognition is to be a viṣaya, or equivalently, to have viṣayatā. The
cognition in turn is the container, the viṣayin, and has viṣayitā. (Interestingly,
Raghunātha does not appear to think that viṣayitā is a distinct ontological category of its own. It may well be that he regards viṣayatā as fundamental and is
willing to derive viṣayitā as the mutually interlinked relational property. This
would then differ from his choice to treat both kāraṇatā and kāryatā as full
ontological categories.)
Thus, when Jack and Jill both see a pail of water p, their respective cognitions cJack and cJill are containers whose content is p. More accurately, cJack
and cJill both possess distinct viṣayitās (delimited by P [cJack ] and P [cJill ] respectively) which correspond to distinct viṣayatās (both delimited by P [p]). Finally,
we may further suppose that there are two non-composite imposed properties,
P [P [content]] and P [P [container]], occurring in all and only in instances of
viṣayatā and viṣayitā respectively.
7.10.3.1 viṣayatā and viṣayitā in the Lamp
Maheśacandra also presents a brief account of viṣayatā and viṣayitā in his text,
where he treats them both as relations:
viṣayatā and viṣayitā are two other non-occurrence-exacting relations. Of these, objects, such as pots and cloths, construe with [intentional entities], such as cognitions and desires, via the viṣayitā
relation. In turn, intentional entities, like cognitions and desires,
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construe with the contents, like pots and cloths, through the viṣayatā relation.47
Thus, when somebody has a cognition c of a pot p:
viṣayatā

viṣayitā

p

d

Figure 7.16: Content (viṣaya) and container (viṣayin)
47. U. Jha (2004, p. 61, §21): viṣayatā viṣayitā cê ’ty aparau dvau vṛtty-aniyāmakau sambandhau
staḥ. tatra viṣayāḥ ghaṭa-paṭâ-’’dayo jñānê-’cchā-̂ ’’dau viṣayitā-sambandhena vartante. viṣayatāsambandhena ca jñānê-’cchā-̂ ’’dayo ghaṭa-paṭâ-’’dau viṣaye tiṣṭhantî ’ti.
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P [container]

Figure 7.17: Content of cognitions
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7.10.4 Personal property
Raghunātha’s introduction of personal property (svatva) as an entirely new category within the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika schema is an even more radical reworking of
the schema than his introduction of P [cause], P [effect], and P [content]. That
there are causes and effects is part of our common-sense view of physics; that
our cognitions are intended towards objects, and so can be said to have content,
is part of the phenomenology of everyday life. Whether or not we agree that
there are real entities like P [cause], P [effect], and P [content] in the world,
we can at least see that Raghunātha posits them to make sense of real features
of the human experience of the world.
But personal property appears to belong to an entirely different order. It
does not seem to be unambiguously natural the way causes and effects seem to
be: after all, it is conceivable that there are human societies without the notion
of personal property.48
And even if there were something natural about the notion of personal property, it is still clear that socially constructed rules can determine the distribution of personal property over time.49
The addition of personal property to the Navya Nyāya schema, therefore,
changes the entire nature of the schema. No longer is the schema limited to addressing features of the natural world alone; as far as Raghunātha is concerned,
socially constructed features of the world too must be accommodated within
the schema.50
48. An interesting counter-example from nature is the fact that many creatures, including apex predators like tigers, do have territories in which they will not tolerate the presence of any rival. It would
be instructive to compare such behavior with examples of human personal property, including the
acquiring of lands by pre-modern kings.
49. For instance, two legal traditions governing inheritance emerged in pre-modern India, coalescing
around two texts, the Mitākṣarā of Vijñāneśvara and the Dāyabhāga of Jīmūtavāhana.
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Raghunātha introduces personal property as a way to explain cognitions of
the sort “This money is Caitra’s.” Personal property is a relation located in the
owned object and intrinsically related to the owner (in Raghunātha’s words,
Caitra-nirūpita-dhana-vṛtti-sambandhaḥ).
svatva

money

owns
owned-by

Caitra

Figure 7.18: “This money is Caitra’s”
Although Raghunātha does not make this extension, we can match a svatva
with a corresponding svāmitva to indicate the owner. Doing so shows us that
svatva is also a relational property: something cannot be personal property
unless there is a person who owns it. In Sanskrit, this would be written as a
Caitra-niṣṭha-svāmitva-nirūpita-dhana-vṛtti-sambandha.
P [owned]
money

P [owner]
owned-by
owns

Caitra

Figure 7.19: “This money is Caitra’s”
Each instance of personal property is delimited by the kind of entity which
is owned and described by the owner. This is analogous to the various instances of P [cause] which Raghunātha described earlier. It stands to reason,
then, that there must be a higher abstraction P [property personal] (svatvatva),
a non-composite imposed property that occurs in all, and only in, instances of
personal property. Just as svatva is the ontological basis for linguistic asser50. One contemporary example would be citizenship, which is inextricably linked with the idea of the
modern state: every human is supposed to be the citizen of some state, and this can be acquired
or renounced in various ways as defined by the legal frameworks of every state.
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tions like “this is Caitra’s”, svatvatva too must be the basis for assertions like
“this wealth is the personal property of Caitra.”

7.11 A coda on absences
It is an undeniable fact about the world that we have cognitions of the sort
“my keys are not here!”, particularly when we are in a tearing rush. These
cognitions are structurally fascinating, for they seem to be cognitions, not of
a concrete entity, but of the absence of an entity. But whereas most other
Indian philosophers tried to explain, perhaps even explain away, such cognitions through means like inference, the Naiyāyikas instead bit the bullet and
argued that there really are such things as absences: Indeed, they held that
abhāvas absences are an entirely distinct ontological class, distinguished from all
others (which are bhāvas presences ).51
The set of all padârthas entia in the world is partitioned into these two nonoverlapping classes of things. Furthermore, the Naiyāyikas held that these
absences could be directly cognized by perception (pratyakṣa) itself.52
Most interestingly for us, and most pertinent to the placement of absences
in this chapter on relations, is the fact that the structure of absences, as understood by the later tradition, very closely resembles the structure of relations.53
51. Perhaps the most obvious distinction between bhāvas and abhāvas may be that bhāvas, but not
abhāvas, obey an “exclusion principle”: bhāvas are like fermions, in that there can be at most
one bhāva located in one point of space at one point of time by one relation. On the other hand,
abhāvas, like bosons, can—and do—overlap in time and space.
52. This distinguished them from the Bhāṭṭa Mīmāṃsakas, who posited the existence of an additional
pramāṇa knowledge-source called anupalabdhi which was specifically designed to grasp absences and
not to be reducible to either perception or inference.
53. So much so that it may well be possible to classify absences as a certain kind of relation—although
this position was not actually held by any Naiyāyika, and indeed would likely have been roundly
rejected.

433

The topic of absences within the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema is an
enormous one, deserving of full and detailed study. Due to constraints of space
and time, I will focus on a few major points for now and reserve a fuller analysis
for subsequent work.
7.11.1 Classifying absences
There appear to be two slightly different classifications of absences proposed
by the later Naiyāyikas. The supermajority position appears to be the two-fold
subclassification, according to which absences are of two types, relational and
mutual; of these, relational absences come in three varieties, prior, posterior,
and total. Gaṅgādhara, Jagadīśa, and Maheśacandra all hold this position.54
.
However, Annaṃbhaṭṭa differs from these previous thinkers, in that he classifies absences directly into four categories in his Tarkasaṅgraha: prior, posterior, total, and mutual.55
These two classifications are captured on this tree, where the solid lines represent the classification of the supermajority, while the dashed lines represent
Annaṃbhaṭṭa’s minority position:
54. See, for instance, Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 6): abhāvo dvividhaḥ: saṃsargâbhāvo ’nyônyâbhāvaś cê ’ti.
tatra saṃsargâbhāvas trividhaḥ, prāgabhāva-pradhvaṃsâbhāvâ-’tyantâbhāva-bhedāt.; Jagadı ̄śa (1880,
p. 15): abhāvo dvividhaḥ: saṃsargâbhāvo ’nyônyâbhāvaś ca. ādyas trividhaḥ, prāgabhāvaḥ dhvaṃsaḥ,
atyantâbhāvaś ca.; and U. Jha (2004, p. 105, §36): abhāvaś ca punar dvividhaḥ: anyônyâbhāvaḥ
saṃsargâbhāvaś ca.
55. Sastri (1951, p. 4, §3(g)): abhāvaś caturvidhaḥ prāg-abhāvaḥ pradhvaṃsâ-’bhāvo ’tyantâ-’bhāvo
’nyônyâ-’bhāvaś cê ’ti.
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absences
mutual

relational

absences

absences

prior
absences

posterior
(= destructive)
absences

total
absences

Figure 7.20: Classifying absences
7.11.2 Absences as “missing” arrows
An abhāva is always an absence of a pratiyogin (counter-relatum) in an anuyogin
or āśraya (locus) by a sambandha (a particular relation). Note the similarity of
this to the previous case, where we spoke of the relation of Daśaratha “in”
Rāma by the relation P [son]. We will thus use a modified version of that
diagram to construct an absence. For concreteness, consider the absence of a
lion in the room where I am currently working by the relationship of contact:
P [saṃyoga]

abs
ent

-by

room

absent-in

lion

Because abhāvas are entities (negative though they may be!) in Navya
Nyāya, we can introduce an abhāva as an object in this diagram. We can also
label the lion and the room with the properties of pratiyogitā and anuyogitā
respectively, to indicate their respective positions in the structure of absence.
There will also be a symmetric arrow of description between pratiyogitā and
anuyogitā. This gives us
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describes

P [room]

P [anuyogin]

P [saṃyoga]

P [pratiyogin]

abs

P [lion]

ent

room

-by

abhāva

lion

In most cases, a description of an abhāva leaves the relation unspecified.
This simplified situation can be described by the pair of relational properties
of pratiyogitā and anuyogitā. We can thus define a category Abhāva to handle
this case in precisely the same manner as above.56

7.11.2.1 A fuller treatment of absences
A fuller picture of absences must account for the fact that the P [pratiyogin] can
be delimited not just by a property resident in the absentee entity but also by
the relation through which the absentee is absent in the locus.57

Delimitation by a property To determine what, precisely, can be the
counter-relatum of an absence, a locatable that occurs only in that counterrelatum must be specified as being the delimitor of the counter-relatum.
56. Because Navya Nyāya requires that the pratiyogitā of an abhāva be delimited both by the absentee
entity and by the relation through which it is absent, the construction of the complete abhāva
in categorical terms is somewhat more complex. It can be done by treating the pratiyogitā of an
abhāva as the product of two pratiyogitās, one delimited by the class property of the absentee entity,
and the other delimited by the relation.
57. A selection of texts from U. Jha (2004, pp. 78-86) can illustrate the key features of this fuller
picture: (§27) abhāvasya pratiyogitā kenacit sambandhena kenacid dharmeṇa ca avacchinnā bhavati.
yena sambandhena yena vā dharmeṇa avacchinnā bhavati sa sambandhaḥ sa ca dharmaḥ tasyāḥ pratiyogitāyāḥ avacchedako bhavati … (§28) yena sambandhena yatra yan nâ ’sti, sa eva sambandhas tatra
tad-abhāvasya pratiyogitām avacchinatti (viśeṣayati).
(“The property of being the counter-relatum of an absence is delimited by some relation or the
other and by some locatable or the other. The relation and the locatable by which [the property
of being the counter-relatum] is delimited are the delimitors of that property of being the counterrelatum … When something is absent somewhere by some relation, that very relation delimits
(qualifies) the property of being the counter-relatum of the absence of that thing in that location.”)
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For instance, if there are no pots on the floor, then the pot-absence on the
floor has as its counter-relatum all pots. Because the locatable that occurs in
all pots and only in pots is the property of being a pot, we can use the property
of being a pot as the delimitor of the property of being a counter-relatum of
this pot-absence.58

Delimitation by a relation

The Lamp argues that the counter-relatum of

an absence should also be delimited by the relation via which it is absent. This
is because the absentee may well be present in the locus through some other
relation.
For instance, even if a pot is physically present on the floor, it is still true
that pots do not inhere in the floor, and thus there is a pot-absence located in
the floor delimited by the inherence relation.59
In this understanding, it cannot be the case that it is the particular relation
of inherence between the pot and the floor which is the delimitor of the absence’s counter-relatum, for the simple reason that there is no such relation at
all. Indeed, the absence of this relation is precisely what this complex expression is trying to explain! Rather, what is true here is that there is no relation
whatsoever between pot and floor which has as its type P [inheres-in]. Thus,
to get this particular example to fit within a category-theoretical model, I sug58. U. Jha (2004, p. 88, §29): yaś ca pratiyogi bhavati tatra viśeṣaṇatayā pratīyamāno ’sādhāraṇo
dharmas tad-gata-pratiyogitāyā avacchedako bhavatî ’ti phalitâ-’rthaḥ.
(“Whatever is the counter-relatum [of the absence], the specific locatable cognized as being its
qualifier is the delimitor of the property of being the counter-relatum that occurs in [the entity
which is the counter-relatum].”)
59. U. Jha (ibid., pp. 85-86, §28): bhū-tale samavāya-sambandhena ghaṭo nâ ’stî ’ty atra samavāyasambandhaḥ bhū-tale ghaṭâ-’bhāvasya pratiyogitāṃ viśeṣayatî ’ti ghaṭâ-’bhāvasya pratiyogitā samavāyasambandhâ-’vacchinnā, samavāya-sambandhaś ca tasyāḥ pratiyogitāyā avacchedakaḥ.
(“There is no pot on the floor via the inherence relation. Hence the inherence relation qualifies
the property of being the counter-relatum of the pot-absence on the floor. As a result, the counterrelatum of the pot-absence is delimited by the inherence relation, and the inherence relation is the
delimitor of that property of being the counter-relatum.”)
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gest that we should use P [inheres-in] as a delimitor of the absence’s counterrelatum here.60
There are two equivalent category-theoretical ways of thinking about P [in inheres]:
• In the category Samav, it is the arrow from P [samaveta] to P [samavāyin].
Thus, every time we have a real instance of something inhering in something else in World, we have a natural transformation (as we have seen
many times already) which maps P [in inheres] to the actual inherence
relation in the world.
P [samaveta]

P[inheres-in]

P [samavāyin]

• It can also be a single object in World itself, which has a unique 2-arrow
to every real inherence arrow in World. In this sense, it resembles typical
class properties like P [pot].
P [inheres-in]
in inheres

1
−−−−−−→

···

in inheres

n
−−−−−−→

The first approach is helpful when we wish to include the properties of
P [samaveta] and P [samavāyin] in our analysis; the second, when all we care
about is the type of a relation.
7.11.3 The qualificative relation
Because an absence always occurs in a locus, there must be some relation
through which it relates to the locus of absence. This cannot be inherence,
60. In terms of translation, I wish to think of samavāya-sambandhâ-’vacchinna as meaning not “delimited by a (token of the) inherence relation” but rather “delimited by the inherence relation (as a
type)”.
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however, as that is a relation between presences. To answer this question
Raghunātha postulates the existence of a distinct relation.
7.11.3.1 Raghunātha’s defense of the qualificative relation
Raghunātha’s argument is based on a phenomenological analogy between cognitions of presences and of absences. When we cognize a substance s as being
qualified by a color-trope c, our cognition of it as a qualified entity is built upon
the relation of inherence via which the color-trope is linked to the substance.
c

A [x]

x

qualifies

inheres-in

≈

s

y

Figure 7.21: The qualificative relation
In precisely the same manner, argues Raghunātha, when we cognize some y
as the locus of the absence of some x, A [x], our cognition has to be built upon a
relation that links absences to their loci. It is this relation that Raghunātha calls
the qualificative relation, and for him it is a distinct ontological category.61

Why qualification is not a self-linking relation The position of the
Standard Model is that absences link to their loci via the self-linking relation.62
Keeping in mind that, for the Standard Model, a self-linking relation is nothing more than one of the relata itself, this means that the Standard Model effectively regarded absences as themselves linking to their loci. (Intriguingly,
61. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 87): vaiśiṣṭyam api padârthâ-’ntaram, rūpâ-’’di-pratīti-nimittatayā samavāyasyê ’vâ ’bhāvavattā-pratīti-nimittatayā tasyâ ’pi siddheḥ.
62. Karl H Potter (ibid., p. 87): svarūpa-sambandha-viśeṣa eva tathā-pratīti-nimittam iti cet
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this creates a parallel between the Standard Model’s accounts of inherence and
of absence.) For the proponent of the Standard Model, it is this self-linking
relation itself which acts as the qualifier–qualificandum relation in the cognition.
Raghunātha rejects this position—as he must in order to defend the qualificative relation’s ontological distinctness—by pointing out that the Standard
Model’s own position on inherence is vulnerable to the very same critique.63
A self-linking relation is nothing other than its two relata, and thus cannot
be generalized in any fashion; indeed, it lacks the ontological irreducibility
expected of a foundational category of entities. As a result, says Raghunātha,
it is simply better to take it as a given that presences occur (inherently) in
substances via inherence while absences occur in their loci via qualification.
7.11.3.2 Viśvanātha Tarkapañcānana’s critique of Raghunātha
Neither Jagadīśa nor Gaṅgādhara present a critique of Raghunātha’s argument
for the qualificative relation. Viśvanātha (1906) does do so, however, in his
commentary on the Kārikāv̂ alī. His argument proceeds in three steps:
[After establishing inherence as the eternal relation] Furthermore,
1. Inherence is not proven or regarded as a distinct entity through
a self-linking relation. Because it utterly lacks parsimony to
imagine an unending stream of entities as all being relations, it
is far more parsimonious to accept a single inherence relation.
2. It is false that a single inherence relation would lead to us
cognizing color-tropes in the air, and so on. This is because,
63. Karl H Potter (1957b, p. 87): na, samavāyô-’ccheda-prasaṅgāt. tatrâ ’pi svarūpa-sambandha-viśeṣasya
nimittatāyāḥ suvacatvāt.
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even if the inherence relation may occur in air, there is only
the absence of color there.
3. It is also false that we can establish a distinct qualificative relation for absences in this same manner. If such a qualificative
relation were eternal, then we would cognize the absence of a
pot on the ground even after a pot had been brought to that
locus. This is because pot-absence is eternal, for if it were not,
then we would not be able to perceive pot-absences elsewhere
too [once we eliminate the pot-absence on the floor]. On my
account, when a pot is glowing red due to being baked, its
black color is destroyed and hence there is no cognition of the
pot as being black, even though there is a qualificative relation there (of it as being red). But if the qualificative relation
were non-eternal, then you would have to imagine innumerable qualificative relations on your account, and that lacks all
parsimony.
As a result, the relation of the absence of some thing or the other is
precisely the corresponding locus at that particular time.64
Viśvanātha is thus opposed to Raghunātha’s account of inherence on multiple counts: First, he attacks Raghunātha’s argument paralleling inherence
and qualification. For Viśvanātha, there is simply no way that inherence could
really be an infinite collection of individual self-linking relations; as a result,
64. Viśvanātha (1906, p. 6): na ca svarūpa-sambandhena siddha-sādhanam arthâ-’ntaraṃ vā. anantasvarūpāṇāṃ sambandhatva-kalpane gauravāl lāghavād eka-samavāya-siddhiḥ.
na ca samavāyasyaî ’katve vāyau rūpavattā-buddhi-prasaṅgaḥ, tatra rūpa-samavāya-sattve ’pi rūpâ-’bhāvāt. na ca
« evam abhāvasyâ ’pi vaiśiṣṭyaṃ sambandhâ-’ntaraṃ siddhyed » iti vācyam. tasya nityatve, bhūtale
ghāṭâ-’’nayanâ-’nantaram api ghaṭâ-’bhāva-buddhi-prasaṅgāt, ghaṭâ-’bhāvasya tatra sattvāt, tasya ca
nityatvāt, anyathā deśâ-’ntare ’pi ghaṭâ-’bhāva-pratītir na syāt. vaiśiṣṭyasya tatra sattvāt, mama tu
ghaṭe pāka-raktatā-daśāyāṃ śyāma-rūpasya naṣṭatvān na tadvattā-buddhiḥ. vaiśiṣṭyasyâ ’nityatve tv
ananta-vaiśiṣṭya-kalpane tavaî ’va gauravam. itthaṃ ca tat-kālīnaṃ tat-tad-bhūtalâ-’’dikam eva tat-tadabhāvānāṃ sambandhaḥ.
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he doesn’t think that Raghunātha’s attempt to defend qualification as an independent relation paralleling inherence can really work. Second, Viśvanātha
attacks Raghunātha’s argument against a single inherence relation by pointing
out that the putative problems that Raghunātha claims would arise would not
in fact arise on the Standard Model’s account. Viśvanātha finally offers an elaborate argument for why the qualificative relation cannot in fact have genuine
ontological heft, centered around showing that a qualificative relation can be
neither eternal nor non-eternal: if it is eternal, then an absence would continue
to be related to its locus even after it is destroyed; if it is non-eternal, then an
infinite collection of qualificative relations would have to be supposed, which
lacks parsimony.

7.12 Summary
It should be clear from the foregoing discussion that relations occupy a central place in Navya Nyāya. This emphasis on relations is perhaps the most
significant structural difference between the new Nyāya and the old Nyāya
and Vaiśeṣika systems. While we have looked at many different relations in
this chapter—inherence, contact, completion, temporality, cognitive content,
cause and effect, and so on—we can summarize them best by looking at the
universe of relations along two different axes: First, by examining what sorts of
relations were accepted at different points of time by different thinkers; second,
by looking at changes in the conception of the structure of relations.
7.12.1 Acceptable relations
Let us begin by looking at the sorts of relations that were deemed acceptable by
different groups of thinkers writing in the Naiyāyika and/or Vaiśeṣika frameworks.
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7.12.1.1 Relations as per the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis
For the Old Vaiśeṣikas following Praśastapada and perhaps extending up to and
beyond Udayana’s synthesis of Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika, there appears to be just
one relation that is required to explain the structure of the world: inherence
(samavāya). This is all the ontological glue they use to structure their world—
even such things as contact (regarded later in the tradition as a relation) are
classified as tropes which hence themselves rely on inherence to connect to
their relata. Inherence is uniquely fundamental to this early, but persistent,
ontological account.65

7.12.1.2 The Standard Model
In some ways, very little changes for the most conservative thinkers within
the tradition. Well into the seventeeth century, the Standard Model still recognizes inherence alone as the solitary relation that ultimately links entities
together permanently and necessarily. That said, the notion that other sorts of
linkages, non-permanent and non-necessary, might be required to make sense
of the world had caught on even in the Standard Model itself. In addition,
the inclusion of new entities such as absences undoubtedly generated some
pressure to explain how these entities could relate to existing entities. As a
result, contact (saṃyoga) and self-linking relations (svarūpa-sambandhas) were
also acknowledged as relations in the Standard Model.
But how could this conceptual shift be accommodated without disrupting
the old ontological structure? There is no clear answer to this question, although I do have a potential answer: The notion of “relation” itself was cast in
65. Indeed, because even causality can ultimately be expressed in terms of—some might even say
“reduced to”—contact and inherence, it is proper to admit that the old Vaiśeṣika thinkers and the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis are in fact anti-realist about causality.
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phenomenological terms: a relation was whatever sort of entity it took to connect two things together as qualificand and qualifier in a cognition. Inherence
played this role, of course, but it could also be played by tropes like contact
or by certain other entities by their own nature as qualifiers. By recasting relations as phenomenological or cognitive entities and not ontological entities,
the question of reorganizing the ontological schema no longer arises. However,
this requires people to think of relations functionally: a relation is not an entity; rather, relating is a function that certain entities fulfill in some situations.
It also appears to fall prey to some logical vulnerabilities (as outlined in this
chapter).
7.12.1.3 A more expansive acceptance of relations
For a number of thinkers, including Raghunātha and Veṇīdatta, the Standard Model’s picture of relations was inadequate for describing reality. Such
thinkers argued that the structure of the world, and not merely its appearance
in human cognition, required the presence of a variety of linkages that could
not be explained by inherence alone. The phenomenological view of relations
was therefore ontologically inadequate, and had to give way to a view in which
various new relations were recognized as new ontological categories.
Raghunātha himself argues for adding a number of new relations to his ontological schema: the relation between a cognition and its content, the causeeffect relation, personal property (if understood relationally), and the qualificative relation between an absence and its loci, and the completion relation
that holds between multilocal entities (aneka-vṛtti-dharmas, such as universals,
numbers, and the like) and all of their loci taken collectively.
This approach does not require that every single entity that functions relationally in a cognition be an ontological relation. However, its view of the
world is fundamentally different from the Standard Model’s, in that it recog444

nizes the need to admit a wider variety of ontological glues to account for the
structure of the universe.
7.12.1.4 A relations-based view of the world
Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna’s description of the Navya Nyāya language is structured around dharmas locatables and sambandhas relations as the fundamental
constituents. While Maheśacandra himself was almost certainly a proponent
of the Standard Model, his pedagogically-motivated account of the structure
of the Navya Nyāya language raises the tantalizing prospect of reimagining a
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological system that takes locatables and relations as the
primitives and then accounts for other categories in terms of these two primitives.
7.12.2 Changing accounts of the structure of relations
In parallel with the debates on what sorts of relations have ontological significance proceeded debates on the structure of these relations as well.
7.12.2.1 A relation as a single entity
The simplest model was to take a relation as a single entity, which was able to
relate all of its relata to one another. As I have illustrated in this chapter, such
an account is not implausible in terms of modern mathematics. This was also
the preferred account of the Standard Model for inherence.
7.12.2.2 Relations as concrete particulars
The relation-as-single-entity model may have seemed counterintuitive to many
thinkers—possibly Raghunātha himself—as it differs from the general Nyāya
preference for concrete particulars wherever possible. As a result, a different
model of relations is to take each instance of one relatum related to another
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relatum as being a single relation. This is the model of inherence defended by
Raghunātha (and presumably accepted by Veṇīdatta as well). It is also shared
by the Prābhākaras.66
It has the advantage of resembling the pre-existing account of contact (saṃyoga),
and of according with the general Naiyāyika preference for concrete particulars.
7.12.2.3 Relations as built upon relational properties
In order to harmonize relations with the locus-locatee metaphor of properties
prevalent in Navya Nyāya discourse, thinkers frequently described relations in
terms of relational properties located in the two relata. These two relational
properties were themselves inseparably intertwined with each other through
another relation, the descriptor-descriptee relation (nirūpya-nirūpaka-bhāva).
Furthermore, because these relational properties might sometimes hold of individuals and sometimes of sets of individuals, each relational property was
further related to some sort of delimiting property that occurred in all, and
only in, its loci. This relation was known as the delimitor-delimitee relation
(avacchinnâ-’vacchedaka-bhāva).
The power of this language was such that it came to be used extensively,
not merely throughout Navya Nyāya discourse, but in every early modern Indic
knowledge-system. This undoubtedly made it tempting for late Navya Naiyāyikas, such as Gadādhara Bhaṭṭācārya, to define relations in terms of these relational properties, in combination with the aforementioned two relations. The
benefit of this approach is that it simplifies and systematizes the accounts of
66. This is yet another Prābhākara idea that Raghunātha wants to import into the Naiyāyika ontological schema. Nevertheless there was one further difference between the Prābhākaras and the
Naiyāyikas: the former regarded inherence as anitya, impermanent, whereas for the latter, inherence was precisely the nitya, permanent, necessary ontological glue that held the world together.
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relations throughout the system, while making it possible to discuss specific
properties (such as being-a-cause or being-a-content-of-a-cognition) in the abstract. However this very same uniformity also makes it more challenging to
distinguish between relations that are genuinely ontological-load-bearing and
those that are not.

447

Chapter 8
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8.1 Summing up
We have been immersed deep in the details of particular arguments made by
different thinkers writing within the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika intellectual tradition. But
although diving into the depths is essential in order to ensure that we genuinely
understand the debates and the stakes, the ultimate success of our dive can only
be evaluated once we return to the surface with our findings.
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8.1.1 Why does ontology matter?
The intensity and sophistication of the argumentation in this debate is evidence
for one key point: ontology matters, and matters very much, to these thinkers.
This point is sometimes lost in the study of Navya Nyāya, which is often
regarded as more concerned with epistemology and logic. After all, the single
most widely read and analyzed text of this tradition, the Tattvacintāmaṇi of
Gaṅgeśa, was itself organized around the four means of knowledge (pramāṇas).
Embedded within this epistemological enquiry was a ruthlessly rigorous quest
to define and perfect the idea of vyāpti (pervasion) , upon which was built
the Nyāya edifice of inference. Modern analyses of Navya Nyāya too have thus
tended to focus on these epistemological enquiries, and have paid short shrift to
the ontological tradition. Alternatively, the ontological discussions have been
treated as Vaiśeṣika matters, and excluded from the ambit of Navya Nyāya. But
these detailed arguments that I have analyzed in my dissertation show that well
into the modern period, well after the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika synthesis, the ontology
of the world was still very much a live topic of debate and discussion.
But why did ontology continue to matter for the Navya Naiyāyikas?
An emic answer

The answer given by most authors in the introductions to

their texts is usually the same: salvation depends upon a knowledge of the
essential nature (tattva) of the self and of the world. Whether this knowledge
is directly salvific or indirectly helpful by giving us pragmatic guidance for
salvation is not specified in these texts, and perhaps does not matter as much.
An emic presumption A second, closely related motivation, appears to have
been based on the presumption of a more or less tight connection between
language and reality. This is particularly pronounced for thinkers like Jagadīśa,
for whom there is virtually no slippage between the structure of an utterance
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and the structure of the state of affairs in the world it refers to. If this is
particularly true for the sacred śruti texts, then a proper understanding of the
meaning of these texts depends upon a proper understanding of the kinds of
entities in the world that can be signified. Ontology thus comes to be valued
for its close connection to semantics: understanding the structure of the world
helps us understand the semantic structure of utterances—and vice versa too.
This, however, was evidently not as important a value for Raghunātha, who
is more willing than most (certainly Jagadīśa) to admit the relative autonomy
of the word and of the world. Nevertheless, if thinkers like Raghunātha thought
that ontological discussions were being drawn into unproductive grounds based
on properly semantic (or syntactic, or even morphological) issues, then this
would have been motivation for them to correct these mistakes.1

8.1.2 What is the scope of an ontological schema?
One of the most fascinating features of the Navya Nyāya ontological debate is
the implicit debate that rages over key metaontological questions: What is the
purpose of an ontological schema? What does it mean for some categorization
to be an ontological schema? What sorts of entities and processes and structures can be considered genuinely ontological, in the sense that they must be
accounted for in an ontological schema?
I have not seen any such questions asked explicitly in any Navya Nyāya
text, let alone answered. However, by examining the scope of the differing
ontological schemata of the Standard Model and of the Radical Revision, I
1. As noted earlier, the debate on individuality tropes (pṛthaktva) seems to have taken place largely
on these grounds: The Radical Revision and the Standard Model both agree that human beings
have cognitions of entities’ individuality and difference from other entities, but they disagree over
the ontological status of the entities that give rise to such cognitions. Furthermore, they couch this
disagreement in semantic terms, arguing over the reference of morphemes in utterances expressing
cognitions of individuality.
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believe it is possible to present a reasonable proposal. Furthermore, I believe
it is also possible to understand the reason for the Radical Revision’s shift away
from the Standard Model’s schema.
8.1.2.1 The scope of the Standard Model
The heterogeneity of the classes of tropes in the Standard Model offers a fascinating insight into its explanatory goals. To quickly recap, the Standard Model
accepts twenty four trope-classes, which I classified into four categories: sensorial, quantificational, motional, and actional. These, I submit, are the chief
explanatory goals of the Standard Model as well.
Sensorial

The first goal of the Standard Model is to explain the nature of

human cognitions: what kinds of entities we are able to sense, and how they
must be structured in order for us to in fact sense them. This explains the
presence of such entities as colors and sounds in their ontological schema. In
contemporary terms, we might be tempted to explain away such qualities as
being reducible to such things as light-waves of particular wavelengths or to
compressions and rarefactions of air. But I doubt that such reduction is the goal
of the Standard Model: the mere fact that human perceptions of the color red
correspond to light-waves with wavelengths between (roughly) 640 and 720
nanometers does not explain anything about the phenomenological experience
of redness.
Similarly, the association of particular sensory tropes with substances can
help explain why an ontology based on the four elements persisted for so long:
the Standard Model was driven from the inside out, so to speak, with its focus
on the human person’s cognition of the universe, whereas modern physics are
drive entirely from the outside, concerned largely (if not solely) with objective
external measurements without a phenomenological account of the process.2
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Quantificational The second goal of the Standard Model is to account for
the numerical and quantificational aspects of reality. This sounds like it would
be closer to a contemporary account of reality, but the truth is that even here
the Standard Model is resolutely human-centric. Its classification of tropes like
measure (parimāṇa) are highly qualititative and imprecise, unconcerned with
very close measurement. In measuring distance and time using proximality
and distality tropes (paratva and aparatva), it recognizes the relative dependence of spatial measurements on an arbitrary point of origin (avadhi) but treats
temporal measurements as absolute. Again the distinction here is fairly qualitative.
Most intriguing, however, is the Standard Model’s account of numbers:
Aside from instances of singularity (present in every substance individually),
every higher number is seen as a mind-dependent (apekṣā-buddhi-janya), perishable (vināśin) concrete particular. Thus, every time we see a pair of pots
and think “two”, we have constructed a new instance of two-ness that collectively resides ini the two pots. Numbers are thus not mind-independent objects
for the Standard Model—although they are objective, in the sense that any
human with properly functioning senses will think “two” when shown two
pots. If one thinks that a realist ontological schema must rely on exclusively
mind-independent objects, then the Standard Model must be assessed as being
anti-realist about numbers.
Motional

The third goal of the Standard Model is closer to the world of

physics, at least to a qualitative Aristotelian physics. The Standard Model seeks
to explain, through its motional tropes, how objects are set into motion, how
2. In this regard, Macauley’s Elemental philosophy: Earth, air, fire, and water as environmental ideas
offers a fascinating exploration of the four elements—earth, fire, water, and air—as they relate to,
and inter-relate, “early cosmology, Presocratic thought, classical Greek philosophy, nature writing,
phenomenology, Continental theory, and, to a lesser extent, literature and art” (Macauley 2010,
pp. 5-6).
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they remain in motion, and how they come to rest. It is also interested in fluid
dynamics and in elasticity, but again in purely qualitative terms. What sets this
category aside from the other three is that it appears to be the one category
that is largely independent of human cognition.
Actional The fourth goal of the Standard Model is perhaps the closest to
actually fulfilling its soteriological claims: it is interested in action theory, in
explaining how and why human persons are motivated to act, and what the consequences of these actions might be. Notably, by defining dharma and adharma
to be actual tropes that reside in selves, the Standard Model seeks to construct
a model of ethics that resembles nothing else quite so much as its own account
of moving objects kept in motion by their own vega (momentum).
On the whole, the Standard Model’s ontological goals are clearly centered
around human beings’ experience of, and engagement with, the world. Human
actions and artifacts are deemed to be full parts of the world, and human cognition is seen to be an essential component in the construction of mind-dependent
but objective elements of reality (such as numbers).3
Missing, however, are some important aspects of reality as we experience
it. Causes and effects are not incorporated into the ontological framework
directly; instead, certain ontological patterns of inherence are labeled as being
causes or effects in certain ways. In this sense, the Standard Model could be
seen as reductionist when it comes to causality. Human language too is left
out of the picture—surprisingly, given that proponents of the Standard Model
like Jagadīśa are often supportive of a rigid coupling between semantics and
ontology. Similarly, and somewhat surprisingly, there is no account of what it
3. As I noted earlier, there is no difference between natural kinds (like cowness) and artificial kinds
(like potness) in the system.
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means for a cognition to be about something. Whether or not one thinks the
question of aboutness has an ontological explanation, nothing is explicitly said
about it in the Standard Model at all.
8.1.2.2 The scope of the Radical Revision
Raghunātha’s Radical Revision is known for eliminating a number of categories
from the Standard Model and for introducing many new ones. But what do
these changes tell us about the Radical Revisionist understanding of the key
metaontological questions outlined above? Again, although there is no single,
objective answer to this question, I believe we can come to defensible and
reasonable conclusions about the Radical Revision.
Commonalities between the Standard Model and the Radical Revision To understand what is radically new about the Radical Revision’s explanatory models, we must of course look at what it shares with the Standard
Model. By looking at the entities common to both, it becomes transparently
clear that the sensorial, motional, and actional goals are all preserved almost
without change. In comparison to these three, the quantificational goal appears to be severely undervalued. However, a closer examination shows that
this is not in fact the case. Numbers are, if anything, even more important in
the Radical Revision, having been promoted from being a mere subvariety of
tropes to a whole new ontological category. Proximality, distality, and individuality tropes do not fare quite as well, being reduced to various kinds of
absences and contacts and spatiotemporal arrangements. However, their function in cognition is still fully respected in the Radical Revision: it is “merely”
their ontological structure that is altered. As we have seen before, Raghunātha
is willing to decouple ontology and semantics and phenomenology to a greater
extent than the Standard Model, allowing him to reduce these particular tropes
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to other entities. Still, the existence of such features of human cognition is not
denied in the least.
Distinguishing features of the Radical Revision But if the Radical Revision shares all this with the Standard Model, what sets it apart? Arguably,
the Radical Revision takes the role of human cognition even more seriously
than the Standard Model. Whatever it is that humans cognize (or so it seems)
must be accounted for in some way or the other in the ontological structure of
the world. The Standard Model does so by adding the objects of human perception and cognition to its schema; the Radical Revision takes this further still
by adding certain social facts to the schema as well. Foremost among these is
personal property (svatva), which now becomes a distinct category in Raghunātha’s ontological schema. This is certainly a feature of human cognitions of
the world, and certainly plays a causal role in determining our actions and in
ordering our desires and revulsions.
Personal property as an ontological feature

It is fair to say that

the incorporation of what is clearly a human social artifact into an ontological
schema would strike most observers—our contemporaries as well as Raghunātha’s own—as stretching the purpose of an ontological schema beyond a reasonable limit. Personal property is not just mind-dependent but also societydependent, with intricate dependencies on particular legal and even ethical
frameworks. As a result, most philosophers would (I think) be very reluctant
to accord full ontological status to personal property. Raghunātha’s willingness
to do so suggests that, for him, the purpose of an ontological schema was to
account for the structure of the world not as it is (whatever that might mean
in the abstract), but rather to account for the structure of the world as humans
experience it. This, of course, is the same motivation underlying the Standard
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Model’s willingness to incorporate even artificial kinds like potness into its ontological schema. The Radical Revision isn’t in fact being radically new; it is
merely pushing the underlying goals of the Standard Model even further.
Other extensions to the ontological schema

Raghunātha also adds

the content of cognition as well as causes and effects to the ontological schema.
This is perhaps less controversial than his addition of personal property. But
even so, these additions help account for additional aspects of reality as cognized by humans. They are also in keeping with Raghunātha’s evident empiricist bias; without them, it would be impossible to really explain the structure
of cognition or even of purely mechanical processes that do not involve human
beings.
The consequences of Raghunātha’s extensions The consequence
of the Radical Revision’s expansion of the ontological schema is to open it
up to include even more entities in the future. New structural entities like
avacchedakatā (being-a-delimitor) and vyāpakatā (being-a-pervader), which were
extensively used for explanatory purposes in the Standard Model but which did
not find an ontological home there, could all be incorporated into further expansions of the Radical Revision’s ontological schema. This open-endedness
of course brings a level of indefiniteness to the Radical Revision’s schema, but
this may well be counted as one of its strengths.
8.1.2.3 Veṇīdatta’s Attempted Synthesis
Veṇīdatta’s vision of what an ontological schema should do is a curious hybrid
of the Standard Model and the Radical Revision. Veṇīdatta’s Attempted Synthesis accepts all of the substances accepted by the Standard Model, although
often ultimately for scriptural reasons. It, however, tends to follow the Rad456

ical Revisionist track on the classification of tropes, motions, and universals,
as well as on the addition of new categories of entities. Thus, for instance, the
Attempted Synthesis includes both time as a substance (the Standard Model’s
position) as well as moments as an independent category (the Radical Revision’s position)—though it does not in fact argue for a synthesis of these two
positions.
The effect of this is that Veṇīdatta’s Attempted Synthesis accommodates
far more categories than either the Standard Model or the Radical Revision.
However, whereas Raghunātha is content to let his schema sprawl, Veṇīdatta
imposes some high-level order on his system to make it seem more tractable. As
a result, his Attempted Synthesis recognizes the following categories of entities
(which I have enumerated at the beginning of this study):
1. substances (the nine acknowledged in the Standard Model)
2. tropes (19 in total; dharma merit and adharma collapsed into a single
“unseen”)
(a) sensorial: color, taste, smell, touch, sound; plus cognitions
(b) quantificational: measures
(c) motional: inertia, viscosity, oiliness, momentum; plus contact and
separation
(d) actional: pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, exertion, the unseen
3. motion (only 1)
4. dharmas locatables
(a) numbers
(b) universals
(c) particularizers
457

(d) qualificative relation
(e) P [content]
(f) P [cause]
(g) P [effect]
(h) causal potency [presumably]
(i) personal property [presumably]
5. absences
Veṇīdatta’s Attempted Synthesis sweeps under the dharma locatable -carpet
all of the messiness that Raghunātha’s Radical Revision is willing to tolerate.
But is there any genuine ontological commonality that is shared exclusively
by the members of this category, or is it a mere housekeeping device? I would
argue that there is nothing that uniquely distinguishes tropes and motions from
many of the other entities Veṇīdatta classifies as locatables: after all, tropes and
motions too must necessarily be located in some substance or the other, making
them locatables as well. But even if we think of dharmas not as locatables
but as properties, it is still difficult to decipher what distinguishes tropes and
motions from all the other entities that Veṇīdatta regards as dharmas. In the
end, I would regard this particular device as being a housekeeping device that
lacks genuine ontological meaning. However, as I will outline in a following
section, I do think that Veṇīdatta’s move—incomplete in its own right—reflects
a possible vector of development for the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological system.
8.1.3 Pedagogical challenges: Jagadīśa, Gaṅgādhara, and Maheśacandra
The impetus to write texts of a pedagogical nature, to introduce the ideas of the
Standard Model to young learners, does not seem to start until after Raghunātha’s Radical Revision of the system.4
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Why then? And why so much later than Raghunātha’s own intervention?
In this study, I have examined three different texts with a pedagogical bent
in order to get a glimpse into the underlying forces that may have motivated
the pedagogical turn.
8.1.3.1 Jagadīśa’s defense of the Standard Model
As I have hoped to make clear in my dissertation, the mere fact that Jagadīśa repeats positions that were originally articulated by Udayana or even by Praśastapada (who lived perhaps a millennium before Jagadīśa) does not automatically
mean that Jagadīśa’s positions themselves are actually the same as Udayana’s
or Praśastapada’s. Because of changing conceptions of ontology, because of the
fading away of certain philosophical alternatives (such as Udayana’s Buddhist
opponents, whose positions were no longer operative in Jagadīśa’s era), and
because of the flowering of new philosophical ideas (such as those of Raghunātha Śiromaṇi), Jagadīśa’s reassertions of old positions are in fact themselves
new articulations.5
Given this caveat, it is interesting to examine Jagadīśa’s text and its motivations closely. As he argues at the beginning of the text, his chief motivation is
soteriological: because liberation only comes with a proper understanding of
self, an ontological investigation of self and other is entirely warranted. (Incidentally, this argument may help explain why the Standard Model is so humancentric: if its underlying goal is to help humans understand the world in order
4. Given that Raghunātha is dated to the beginning of the sixteenth century, the chief pedagogical
texts with an ontological orientation all seem to have been written roughly a century or so later.
5. An alternative example may make this clear: a Christian who argues for monotheism within the
context of Roman polytheism and a Christian who argues for monotheism in the context of a
contemporary debate with the New Atheists might both hold the same creedal positions, but their
understandings of their positions and their articulations of the consequences of these positions will
necessarily be different due to the varying contexts.
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to achieve liberation, then this is entirely understandable.)
Following this introductory section, Jagadīśa’s text can be conveniently divided into three sections, covering ontology, epistemology, and śābdabodha
(semantics). Its organization and coverage of topics is arguably more thorough
than the two most popular pedagogical Nyāya texts, the Tarka-saṅgraha and
the Bhāṣā-pariccheda.6
While we have focused our analyses on the first part of the text, the pedagogical effects of the text emerge from the three parts operating in concert:
the first part teaching students how to analyze the structure of the world, the
second part showing them how to reliably acquire knowledge about the world
and to communicate that rigorously to others while being aware of the ways in
which epistemic processes can fail, and the third part analyzing for them the
structure of the Sanskrit language that they were already likely comfortable in
and demonstrating the (perhaps unique) ways in which its linguistic structure
could communicate the structure of the world.7
Jagadīśa presents many ontological claims of the Standard Model without
argument, even when he is undoubtedly aware that they have been called into
question by other thinkers and other disciplines. Some of these claims may
have been treated like axioms, while others, we might imagine, may have been
6. It should be acknowledged, though, that both of these texts attracted a series of commentaries and
supercommentaries that are far more exhaustive than Jagadīśa’s Tarkâmṛta.
7. It is worth remembering that the putative connection between Sanskrit and reality was long taken
for granted by poets and philosophers working within the Vedic, Brāhmanic frame. As Bronkhorst
(1996, p. 109) describes this attitude:
Sanskrit is more than just the original language. It is also the language which
is closest to reality. The words and sentences of the Sanskrit language are believed
to have some kind of inherent connection with the world we live in. This belief
is no doubt linked to the belief in the efficacy of mantras, which, when correctly
pronounced at appropriate occasions, are supposed to have various effects, from
securing the success of a particular ritual act to curing a disease.
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orally taught to students studying the text with a master in a traditional ṭol.
Knowing these positions (almost certainly by rote) may have served as an “inoculation” for the students against the “incorrect” positions of other thinkers.
In other cases, though, Jagadīśa presents arguments against a pūrvapakṣin—
often, though not always, Raghunātha’s Radical Revision. This makes it clear
that Jagadīśa does have these other schemata in mind as undesirable alternative paths for students of Nyāya to follow. Some of these arguments are easy
enough to follow, and thus comprehensible to students; others (in particular,
Jagadīśa’s defense of individuality tropes) are closely integrated with the semantics part of Jagadīśa’s text, showing students the intricate interconnections
that underlie the study of tarka.
8.1.3.2 Gaṅgādhara’s “sedimentary” model of Nyāya
Gaṅgādhara’s Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā also frames itself as an introduction to
the Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika ontological system, designed for students. In its flow
of topics, it resembles the Tarka-saṅgraha more than it does the Tarkâmṛta, as
it sticks to the seven-category ontological schema, embedding its discussions
of epistemology and semantics into its account of cognition-tropes. However,
Gaṅgādhara’s coverage of topics is rather more exhaustive than Jagadīśa’s, as
he describes and characterizes every single element of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological system. Unsurprisingly, the full text is perhaps four times the length
of Jagadīśa’s.
What is most distinctive, however, about Gaṅgādhara’s introduction to the
Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological system is that it is explicitly structured so as to
reveal to students the existence of multiple opinions on a variety of ontological positions. I call it a “sedimentary” model as the text generally labels
these positions using chronologically-based terms like “Ancients” (prāñcas) and
“Moderns” (navīnas). However, it is not in fact a chronological account of the
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development of this system at all.8
Rather, these names seem to refer to the relative antiquity of different positions, all of which were held by various people during Gaṅgādhara’s own time.
It would be incorrect, then, to think that the positions labeled as “ancient” by
Gaṅgādhara were somehow philosophically untenable at the time that Gaṅgādhara was writing. This is why I prefer the term “sedimentary” to describe the
nature of Gaṅgādhara’s text.
Because of its willingness to articulate multiple Naiyāyika and Vaiśeṣika
positions on different topics (assisted in part perhaps by the author’s being
an Advaitin himself), the Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā is an excellent introduction not merely to the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema—if anything, the
text shows that there isn’t in fact one such schema—but rather to the NyāyaVaiśeṣika ontological debate. Not all of the positions are necessarily closely
debated or defended, but the alternatives are at least clearly articulated and
ascribed to particular schools or to sediments or even to individuals (such as
Raghunātha). In his willingness to lay out this debate, though, Gaṅgādhara
demonstrates a very different mindset from Jagadīśa’s defensive mindset.
8.1.3.3 Maheśacandra’s introduction to the language
Maheśacandra’s Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa is a very different kind of text from
the previous two. It varies from them not just in its content and intended
audience, but also in its temporal and institutional context. While Jagadīśa
and Gaṅgādhara were writing in the pre-colonial era, Mahāmahôpādhyāya Ma8. Gaṅgādhara is not alone in this sort of pseudo-chronological labeling of positions. The famed
literary theorist Jagannātha Paṇḍitarāja, famous as being the antagonist of Gaṅgādhara’s intellectual ancestor Appayya Dīkṣita, also took a similar approach to naming in his magnum opus, the
Rasa-gaṅgādhara. Tubb and Bronner (2008, p. 622) point out that, for Jagannātha, “these terms
do not really refer to people and their dates … He always uses the term in connection with an idea
on one side of a conceptual dividing line. This dividing line is flexible, as it is located at different
chronological points in reference to different issues.”
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heśacandra Nyāyaratna, Companion of the Order of the Indian Empire (since
1881), was the Principal of the British-instituted and Sanskrit College in Calcutta in the Victorian era.9
His text would thus have been intended as an introduction to students, perhaps both Indian and British, who were interested in learning to read Navya
Nyāya-style texts and who needed an introduction to the jargon and to the
concepts that structured this language.
Consequently, the Navya-Nyāya-bhāṣā-pradīpa is not a text on ontology in
the strictest sense. (Indeed, given Maheśacandra’s stray remarks in the text, it
would seem that he himself held to the Standard Model.) The text describes the
typical use of philosophical jargon in Navya Nyāya, as well as the metaphors
on which this jargon is based. One of the remarkable features of the Navya
Nyāya language is the fact that it is only minimally dependent on ontology;
instead, its key components are the notions of properties and relations and
relational properties, of delimitors and delimitation, and of descriptors and
description. This explains why ontology only makes a minimal appearance
in Maheśacandra’s text, and may furthermore explain why the Navya Nyāya
language was able to be used by thinkers in intellectual traditions that rejected
the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontology.10
9. See Lethbridge (1900, pp. 170-1) for a short biography of Maheśacandra Nyāyaratna. The biography shows that he was respected both by the British authorities as well as by the Indian pandits,
and even his incomplete bibliography shows that he had a command over a wide range of texts
across the Indic intellectual tradition.
10. Examples of this phenomenon are widespread, and include Khaṇḍadeva’s writing on Mīmāṃsā
and Madhusūdana Sarasvatī’s defense of Advaita. However, it is important not to overstate the
case: As L. J. McCrea (2002, p. 492) points out, “this [= Navya Nyāya] mode of expression
is for [Khaṇḍadeva] one discursive tool among others—something to be employed on particular
occasions and for particular purposes, rather than a dominating mode of discourse which simply
displaces older forms of argument.”
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The connection between philosophical jargon and ontology What
Maheśacandra’s text suggests in part is that the link between the Sanskrit language and the ontological schema of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika system—which may
well have been one of the inspirations for the initial formulation of the Vaiśeṣika ontological schema—had effectively been severed by the end of the nineteenth century. This is a bold claim, and to prove it exhaustively would require
far more space than I have here. I will therefore restrict myself to noting a few
points about the connection between Sanskrit and the (Nyāya-)Vaiśeṣika ontology:
Early Vaiśeṣika ontology and Sanskrit

The earliest examples we

have of the Vaiśeṣika ontological schema, in the Vaiśeṣika-sūtras attributed to
Kaṇāda and in Praśastapada’s Padârtha-dharma-saṅgraha commentary, seem to
be inspired by the grammatical structure of Sanskrit.11
Just as there are nouns and adjectives in Sanskrit, so too are there substances and tropes in the Vaiśeṣika ontology. Verbs correspond to motions,
although not directly: motions are physical movements of objects and ultimately of atoms, while verbs can sometimes express such things as cognitive
states. (Even so, the Vaiśeṣika model of cognition, with the mind jumping
like a spotlight from one cognition-trope to another and connecting it to the
self, is nevertheless atomistic in structure.) The latter three categories of the
ontology—universals, particularizers, and inherence—may be seen as genuinely ontological features, necessitated by the presence of the first three cat11. This was pointed out by Faddegon (1918) a century ago. Bronkhorst (2011, p. 26) offers a cautionary note in this regard, which for our purposes shows the distinctiveness of the Vaiśeṣika approach
to ontology: “It would be a mistake, however, to conclude that this classification into three categories imposed itself inevitably on Indian thinkers. On the contrary, many did not accept it, including
the Buddhists and the Sāṃkhyas. I am inclined instead to believe that the Vaiśesịkas consciously
accepted the classification, as well as the correspondence between these categories and the three
types of Sanskrit words.”
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egories and the need to tie things together coherently.12

The Standard Model and Sanskrit

Two later developments in the on-

tological schema also seem to be driven by linguistic features. First, the grammatical capacity of the Sanskrit language to add abstraction suffixes (-tva and
-tā) to any nominal stem whatsoever, and occasionally even to verbs as well,
may have encouraged a tendency to think in terms of abstraction: instead of
thinking in terms of cows and pots, it became more and more likely to think in
terms of cowness and pothood.13
This tendency to abstraction could have muddied the waters of the category
of universals in the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontology—not every abstraction is a universal, so how do we ontologically account for the non-universal abstractions?—
and may have led to the jāti/upādhi debate I laid out in the chapter on classproperties. Second, the addition of absences to the ontological schema (one
of the key distinctions between the Standard Model and the older Vaiśeṣika
system) may itself have been motivated by the capacity of language to express
negation. As I argued earlier, the jump from “the pot does not exist” to “the notpot exists” is easy to make in Sanskrit, and this may well have spurred thinkers
to consider the possibility of absences as a genuine ontological category.
The first loosening: Raghunātha’s Radical Revision This intertwining of Sanskrit and ontology was not uniformly accepted by all intellec12. Exploring the connections between the earliest developments of systematic Buddhist ontological
reflection in the Abhidharma traditions and the early Vaiśeṣika, Bronkhorst (2011, p. 25) notes that
“for the Vaiśesịkas, objects of the phenomenal world really do exist, and the presumed parallelism
between words and things allows us to draw conclusions about the external world on the basis of
language.”
13. I am not implying that these abstraction suffixes caused abstract thought. Rather, the potential
capacity of the language to express such ideas may have given thinkers the space to explore them
and eventually to come to rely on them.
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tuals. As I have shown repeatedly in this text, Raghunātha Śiromaṇi’s Radical Revision of the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema frequently relied on
loosening the connection between Sanskrit grammar and the structure of the
world. Whether or not people accepted Raghunātha’s innovations, he offered
a different view of the world in which language and ontology could be investigated without assuming a rigid coupling between the two. Thus we have
thinkers like Veṇīdatta, who accept some of Raghunātha’s innovations and reject others, thus carving out a middle path for themselves and negotiating a
new relationship between language and ontology.
The effective severing of the link With Maheśacandra’s text, I would
argue that the link between the Sanskrit language and the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological schema has largely (though not completely) been severed. Problems
and arguments and statements did not have to be structured in terms of the
ontology of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika; they could instead be formulated in the jargon
of Navya Nyāya. The notions of locatable and relation and delimitor are not
automatically present in the language—indeed, one of the advantages of using
delimitors is precisely because they allow philosophers to escape the inherent
ambiguities of scope quantification in Sanskrit grammar. The split between
language and ontology is of course not complete: the use of abstraction suffixes continues unabated, with two and even three levels of abstraction not
infrequently used; more provocatively, the use of the locative case to describe
intentional objects of cognition (the so-called viṣaya-saptamī) continues the use
of the metaphor of location for properties and cognitions. Nevertheless, it is
clear that a paradigm shift has taken place.
The natural question that emerges from this is the following: If even Nyāya
and Vaiśeṣika statements can be phrased largely without reference to their complex ontological schema, is it not possible that the Navya Nyāya language is in
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fact a better description of the ontological structure of the world? No Naiyāyika
that I have read has made this claim. However, the tremendous descriptive success of the Navya Nyāya language, as well as its relative independence from
other pre-existing elaborate ontological schemata, may suggest that the fundamental building blocks of the Navya Nyāya language might in fact be more
closely linked to the fundamental structure of reality than suspected.14

8.2 Where to next?
This dissertation is but the first step in a rich and promising landscape. There
are many ways forward from this point.
Exploring other early modern Indic ontological schemata

One pos-

sible path dives even deeper into the ontological schemata of early modern
India. Many other thinkers wrote commentaries on Raghunātha Śiromaṇi’s
Padârtha-tattva-nirūpaṇa, which are undoubtedly worth studying. Rāmabhadra
Sārvabhauma’s work, for instance, deserves a much better hearing than it has
received. As a matter of fact, Raghunātha’s own work is sorely in need of a critical edition, given the existence of variants and the sensitivity of philosophical
arguments to scribal errors.15
14. Sider (2013, p. 8) offers a useful way to think about this: To describe the nature of reality correctly,
to “carve at its joints”, the language one uses must be adequate to the task. For Sider, this means
that the language must have not just the correct concepts but also the “correct logical apparatus”
(that is, such things as quantifiers, connectives, operators, and whatever else it takes to do the
job correctly). The Navya Nyāya language enriches the discourse of Indian intellectuals with the
philosophical devices needed to describe reality adequately (at least by the standards set by the
tradition). It is this capacity to describe reality adequately that suggests that the structural elements
of the Navya Nyāya language have genuine ontological status.
15. Some of these variants were already known to the commentators: Witness Raghudeva’s acknowledgement of different readings of Raghunātha’s redefinition of manas, both as asamavetaṃ bhūtam
and as asamavetaṃ mūrtam.
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The pedagogical turn in Indic knowledge-systems

A different approach,

which was in fact one of my initial motivations for this project, would be to
examine the various pedagogical texts for Nyāya written in this period, to uncover their chief agreements and disagreements and to understand the goals
and methods of Naiyāyika pedagogy of the time. Yet another related possibility would expand this approach to non-Naiyāyika texts as well, such as the
Padârtha-dīpikā of the famed philosophical grammarian Kauṇḍa Bhaṭṭa. These
texts are not written by scholars with Naiyāyika affiliations, but they nevertheless borrow heavily from the Vaiśeṣika metaphysical schema anyway. The
pedagogical turn in the Indic knowledge-systems is not restricted to Nyāya, and
consequently a deeper study of similar texts emerging around a similar time
across the range of intellectual life is itself deeply worthy of study.
Comparative ontology

A different path would be to set Sanskritic on-

tological schemata of the medieval and early modern period next to similar
schemata from the Islamicate and Western scholastic intellectual traditions.
For all of their many differences, important strands of these three intellectual
traditions shared the belief that reason can construct accurate schemata for
describing the world as it is. While comparative work in logic and intellectual history among these traditions has attracted some attention (though still
nowhere near the level needed to achieve a real understanding), nothing substantial has been achieved in ontology—indeed, the very phrase “comparative
ontology” sounds nonsensical to some. Nevertheless, there are real points of
contact among these schemata, and features of one of them may help illuminate
or even resolve problems in another.
Category theory and Indian philosophy Yet another path would further
elaborate on the category-theoretical foundation for Indian philosophy I have
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attempted to develop here. My development of the topic has been relatively
informal, but it is certainly possible to formalize this account of Navya Nyāya.
The effect of this would be to transform Navya Nyāya arguments and structures
into computationally tractable objects, using the sorts of tools that already exist for working on category-theoretical problems with computers these days.
And furthermore, to the extent that the Navya Nyāya language is adequate
for describing the problems not just of Nyāya but also of other Indian philosophical systems (witness, for instance, the use of Navya Nyāya techniques in
Advaita Vedânta works like the Advaita-siddhi of Madhusūdana Sarasvatī), such
a category-theoretical formulation may be applicable to them as well. It may in
fact prove possible to develop formal models for multiple Sanskrit knowledgesystems.
Type theory and programming Closely related to category theory is type
theory, which additionally bridges the boundary between mathematics and
computer science and which is used actively to build programming languages
and applications. Navya Nyāya’s rich and nuanced understanding of the immense variety of properties and relations that are necessary to model reality
can be of great value in these disciplines. Even more broadly, the capacity
of the Navya Nyāya language to express the complex ideas of śābdabodha (linguistic cognitions)—and multiple variant theories at that—make it a prominent
candidate for assisting in the formal representation of knowledge.16
16. One of the early attempts to make this explicit was done by Briggs (1985), although that particular
effort did not seem to go too far. Houben (2002) offers further insights into this issue as well.
Diaconescu (2012a) is an extremely detailed study of the various ways in which the different early
modern Indian intellectual traditions conceived of śābdabodha.
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8.3 Conclusion
The debates on ontology that took place in India within the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika
framework are part of the great flowering of intellectual activity that took place
in the last few centuries before the disruptive impact of colonialism. The passion with which the interlocutors participated in this debate tells us just how
significant this was for them. Understanding what was at stake for them by
diving into the details of the debate is thus the least that we can do as we
continue our own explorations of the nature of reality.
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A.1 Benediction
brahmâ-’’dyā nikhilâ-’rcitās tridaśa-sandohāḥ sadâ-’bhî-’ṣṭadā
ajñāna-praśamāya yatra manaso vṛttiṃ samastāṃ dadhuḥ |

śrī-viṣṇoś caraṇâ-’mbujaṃ bhava-bhaya-dhvaṃsaî-’ka-bījaṃ paraṃ
hṛt-padme vinidhāya tan nirupamaṃ Tarkâ-’mṛtaṃ tanyate ∥
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The multitudes of the Thirty Gods, with Brahmā at their head,
worshipped by all, granting all wishes,
focus the wanderings of their minds
in order to destroy ignorance
entirely upon
Lord Viṣṇu’s lotus-feet,
supreme, sole seed for the destruction of the terror of existence;
having established which in my heart-lotus,
incomparable!1
I spread out this Nectar of Reasoning.

A.2 Purpose of text
atha śrutiḥ śrūyate — «ātmā vā are draṣṭavyaḥ śrotavyo mantavyo nididhyāsitavaḥ»
iti. asyâ ’rthaḥ mumukṣuṇā ātmā draṣṭavyaḥ, mumukṣor ātma-darśanam iṣṭasādhanam iti yāvat.
Now, it is heard in the Oral Revelation, “The Self should be seen, heard,
thought, and meditated upon.”2
The meaning of this is the following: The Self should be seen by the seekerof-liberation; to be precise, the seeing of the Self is an instrument for achieving
the desired end for the seeker-of-liberation.
A.2.1 How the Self can be seen
ātma-darśanô-’pāyaḥ kaḥ — ity atrâ ’’ha «śrotavya» ity-ādi. tena ārtha-krameṇa
śabda-kramas tyakto bhavati, «agnihotraṃ juhoti», «yavāgūṃ pacati» ity-ādivat.
tathā ca śravaṇa-manana-nididhyāsanāni tattva-jñāna-janakānî ’ty uktaṃ bhavati.
You may then ask: what is the means of seeing the Self? To which the
response is, “[it should be] heard” and so on. In this case, the sequence of words
is overriden by the sequence of meanings, just as in the case of the injunctions
1. This word may construe with the Nectar as well.
2. Bṛhadāraṇyaka Upaniṣad II · 4 ·5, said by the sage Yājñavalkya to his wife Maitreyī.
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“One makes the Agnihotra oblation” and “One cooks the rice-gruel.”3
Thus, it should be noted that hearing, thinking, and meditating all give rise
to knowledge of reality.
A.2.2 Relating this to knowledge of all entities
atra śrutitaḥ kṛtâ-’’tma-śravaṇasya manane ’dhikāraḥ. mananaṃ ca ātmana itarabhinnatvenâ ’numānam, tac ca bheda-pratiyogî-’tara-jñāna-sādhyaṃ. tathā cê «’tarad
eva kiyad» ity etad-arthaṃ padârtha-nirūpaṇam.
Here, a person who has heard the Self (through the Oral Revelation) has the
authority to think about it. Thinking means inferring the Self to be different
from everything else.4
And this is to be accomplished by the cognition of things as being other
than the counter-positive of difference.5
So what are all these other things? Answering this question is what motivates the delineation of all entities.
3. These two injunctions are found in the aforementioned order in the texts, but their order of mention
must be overriden by the semantics: After all, the rice-gruel is cooked in order to be offered as
an oblation, so it would make no sense to make the oblation (with what?!) and then cook the
rice-gruel. Similarly, here too, the argument holds that the Self can only be seen if it is first heard.
4. The editor lays out this inference for us:
The Self differs from all other things
because of its P [H [P [Self]]]:
that which does not differ from other things is not H [P [self]]
like pots and so on; and that is not the case here.

5. In a difference-from-x, the counter-positive of the difference is x. Here that role is played by the
Self.
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A.3 The categories in brief
saṅkṣepataḥ padârtho dvividhaḥ — bhāvo ’bhāvaś ca.
In brief, an entity can be one of two types: presence and absence.
A.3.1 Presences
bhāvaḥ ṣaḍ-vidhaḥ — dravya-guṇa-karma-sāmānya-viśeṣa-samavāya-bhedāt. tatra
dravyatva-guṇatva-karmatvāni jātayaḥ, sāmānyatvâ-’’dīni upādhayaḥ.
A presence comes in six flavors: substance, trope, motion, class-property,
particularizer, and the inherence relation. Here, P [substance], P [trope], and
P [motion] are class-properties, while P [class-property], P [particularizer], and
P [inherence] are imposed properties.

A.4 Substances
dravyāṇi nava — prthivy-ap-tejo-vāyv-ākāśa-kāla-dig-ātma-manāṃsi. ākāśatvakālatva-diktvāni upādhayaḥ, anyāni jātayaḥ.
Substances are nine (in type): earth, water, fire, air, ether, time, space,
self, and mind. Of these P [ether], P [time], and P [space] are non-composite
adjuncts, while the rest6
are universals.
A.4.1 Tropes in substances
tatra7
6. That is, the remaining class-properties corresponding to the six remaining substances: P [earth],
P [water], P [fire], P [air], P [self], and P [mind].
7. A tabular representation makes this translation clearer. The various subtypes of tropes have been
taken from their respective sections of the Tarkâmṛta.
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rūpa-rasa-gandha-sparśa-saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktva-saṃyoga-vibhāga-paratvâ’paratva-gurutva-dravatva-saṃskārāś caturdaśa guṇāḥ prthivyām. tatraî ’va gandhaṃ vihāya snehaṃ viniyojya caturdaśa guṇāḥ jalasya. rūpa-sparśa-saṅkhyā-parimāṇapṛthaktva-saṃyoga-vibhāga-paratvâ-’paratva-dravatva-saṃskārā ekādaśa tejasaḥ. sparśasaṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktva-saṃyoga-vibhāga-paratvâ-’paratva-saṃskārā nava guṇāḥ
vāyoḥ. śabda-saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktva-saṃyoga-vibhāgāḥ ṣaḍ guṇā ākāśasya.
saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktva-saṃyoga-vibhāgāḥ kāla-diśoḥ. saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktvasaṃyoga-vibhāga-buddhi-sukha-duḥkhê-’cchā-dveṣa-prayatna-dharmâ-’dharma-saṃskārāś
caturdaśa guṇā ātmanaḥ. saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktva-saṃyoga-vibhāga-paratvâ’paratva-saṃskārā aṣṭau guṇā manasaḥ. jñānê-’cchā-kṛti-saṇkhyâ-’’di-pañcakam
aṣṭau Īśvarasya.
Among these substances, in earth occur fourteen types of tropes: color,
taste, smell, touch, number, measure, individuality, contact, separation, proximality, distality, inertia, viscosity, and saṃskāras. The fourteen tropes occurring in water are these very fourteen, excluding smell and including oiliness.
The nine tropes of air are touch, number, measure, individuality, contact, separation, proximality, distality, and saṃskāras. Ether takes six tropes: touch,
number, measure, individuality, contact, and separation. Time and space both
take five: number, measure, individuality, contact, and separation. Fourteen
tropes occur in selves: touch, number, measure, individuality, contact, separation, thought, pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, and effort, dharma, adharma,
and saṃskāras. Eight tropes occur in minds: number, measure, individuality,
contact, separation, proximality, distality, and saṃskāras. Thought, desire, effort, and the quintet starting with number occur in Īśvara.
tathā ca —
8. I have not separately indicated the tropes that occur in Īśvara alone. Instead, I have marked the
six tropes in the ‘self’ column that do not apply to Īśvara with asterisks.
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trope8
color:
various
non-shiny white
shiny white
taste:
all 6 types
sweet
smell (2 types)
touch:
hot
cold
neither
number
measure
individuality
contact
separation
proximality
distality
thought
pleasure
pain
desire
revulsion
effort
inertia
viscosity:
occasioned
natural
oiliness
saṃskāra:
vega
bhāvanā
sthiti-sthāpaka
dharma
adharma
sound (2 types)

earth
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y

water
Y

fire

air

substance
ether time

space

self

mind
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Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y

Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
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Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y*
Y*
Y
Y*
Y

Y
Y
Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y*

Y

Figure A.1: Occurrences of tropes in substances
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Y*
Y*

Y

vāyor navaî ’kādaśa tejaso guṇāḥ
jala-kṣiti-prāṇabhṛtāṃ caturdaśa |
dik-kālayoḥ pañca ṣaḍ eva câ ’mbare
mahêśvare ’ṣṭau manasas tathaî ’va ca ||
iti.
This is according to the verse:
Nine for air; eleven for fire; fourteen each for earth, water, and self;
Five for space and time; six for ether; eight for the Lord and for the
mind too.
A.4.2 Spatial and temporal extension of substances
A.4.2.1 Spatial extension
tatra pṛthivī-jala-tejo-vāyavo dvividhāḥ — paramâṇavaḥ sâvayavāś ca. ākāśa-kālâ’’tma-diśo vibhu-rūpāḥ. manaḥ paramâṇu-rūpam.
Among them, earth, water, fire, and air are of two types: atomic and composite. Ether, time, space, and selves are all-pervading. Minds are atomic.
substance
earth
water
fire
air
ether
time
space
mind
self:
individual selves
Īśvara

Atomic
Y
Y
Y
Y

Composite
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y

Y

Y

*

All-pervading

Y
Y
Y

Y

Figure A.2: Spatial extension of substances

A.4.2.2 Temporal extension
tatra sâvayavā anityāḥ, itarāṇi nityāni.
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Composite entities are non-eternal, while atomic and all-pervading substances are eternal.
substance
earth:
atoms
composites
water:
atoms
composites
fire:
atoms
composites
air:
atoms
composites
ether
time
space
mind
self:
individual selves
Īśvara

Eternal
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Non-eternal
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y

Figure A.3: Temporal extension of substances

A.4.2.3 Composite entities
sâvayavā api trividhāḥ śarīrê-’ndriya-viṣaya-bhedāt.
Now, composite entities are themselves of three types: bodies, sense-organs,
and sense-objects.
Bodies

mānuṣaṃ śarīraṃ pārthivam, jalīyaṃ śarīraṃ varuṇa-loke prasiddhaṃ, taijasaṃ

śarīram āditya-loke, vāyavīyaṃ śarīraṃ vāyu-loke.
Earthly bodies are those of humans and the like;9
9. On a tangential note, a connection between the earth and the human body appears to be present
all the way into Proto-Indo-European reconstructions. Witness, for instance, the relation between

479

aquatic bodies occur in the oceanic realm; fiery bodies occur in the solar
realm; and airy bodies occur in the aeolian realm.
Sense-organs

ghrāṇê-’ndriyaṃ pārthivaṃ, rasanê-’ndriyaṃ jalīyaṃ, cakṣur-indriyaṃ

taijasaṃ, tvag-indriyaṃ vāyavīyaṃ, śrotrê-’ndriyaṃ karṇa-śaṣkuly-avacchinna-nabhaḥpradeśaḥ — etāni pañca bahir-indriyāṇi. mano ’ntar-indriyaṃ. tena ṣaḍ-indriyāṇi.
The organ of smell is made of earth; the organ of taste, of water; the organ
of sight, of fire; the organ of touch, of air. The organ of hearing is the region
of ether delimited by the ear canal. These are the five external sense-organs.
The mind is the internal sense-organ, so altogether there are six sense-organs.
Sense-objects

viṣayāś ca śabdâ-’’di-rūpeṇa prasiddhāḥ.

Corresponding to each of these are the well-known sense-objects, like sounds.10

A.4.2.4 Self
ātmā dvividhaḥ jīvâtmā paramâtmā ca. tatra jīvâtmānaḥ pratiśarīraṃ bhinnāḥ,
bandha-mokṣa-yogyāḥ. paramâtmā Īśvaraḥ.
Selves come in two types: individual selves and the Supreme Self. Individual selves are distinguished by the bodies in which they occur, and are capable of bondage (to the body) and liberation (from the body). The Supreme
Self is Īśvara.
A.4.3 Perception of substances
atha pratyakṣâ-’pratyakṣa-dravyāṇi.
the reconstructed nominals *dh éǵh om- “earth” (> Latin humus “earth”) and *dh ǵh m̥ -on- (> *ǵh mṓ
> Latin homō “man”). See Mallory and Adams (2006, p. 206) for further details on this correspondence, and for the sound-laws that explain these reconstructions.
10. Jagadīśa touches upon this extremely sparsely, while other introductory texts like the Tarkasaṅgraha treat this topic rather more fully.
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And now, on perceptible and imperceptible substances.
A.4.3.1 Perceptible and imperceptible substances
paramâṇu-dvyaṇuke apratyakṣe. mahad-udbhūta-rūpavattvaṃ11
yatra, tāni pṛthivī-jala-tejāṃsi pratyakṣāṇi. ātmā ca pratyakṣaḥ. vāyv-ākāśakāla-diṅ-manāṃsi tv apratyakṣāṇi.
Atoms and dyads cannot be perceived. As for those entities—earth, water,
and fire—in which occurs the triple property of (1) having extension and (2)
being expansive and (3) having color tropes, they are perceptible.12
The self is perceptible.13
Air, ether, time, space, and the mind cannot be perceived.
A.4.3.2 What enables external perception
bahir-dravya-pratyakṣaṃ prati mahattve saty udbhūta-rūpavattvaṃ prayojayakam.
In regards to the perception of an external (non-mental) substance, it is the
property of being expansive and bearing color tropes while possessing extension which is probative.
A.4.4 How substances arise
atha dravyô-’tpatti-prakriyā. tatrô ’tpattiḥ kāraṇavataḥ.
11. The editor explains why these properties are listed: mahattvaṃ paramâṇu-dvyaṇuka-vāraṇāya; udbhūtatvaṃ ghrāṇâ-’’di-vāraṇāya; rūpavattvaṃ vāyu-vāraṇāya. = “The property of having extension
is mentioned in order to rule out atoms and dyads. .”
12. The editor adds: pratyakṣāṇi bahir-indriya-janya-laukika-pratyakṣa-viṣayāṇi = “they are perceptible,
that is, they are the contents of ordinary perception produced by the external sense-organs.”
13. The editor adds: pratyakṣaḥ mānasa-pratyakṣaḥ, mānasa-pratyakṣa-nirūpita-laukika-viṣayatâ-̂ ’’śraya
ity arthaḥ = “it is perceptible, that is, it is mentally perceptible. The sense is that (the self) is
the locus of the property of being an ordinary content-of-cognition which is delimited by mental
perception.”
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Now let’s look at the sequence of origination of a substance. Here the origination is of something that has a cause.
A.4.4.1 A digression into causation
ananyathā-siddha-niyata-pūrvavarti kāraṇam, tattvaṃ kāraṇatvam.
A cause is something that invariably exists prior to something that could
not be realized otherwise. The property of being thus is P [cause].
trividhāni ca kāraṇāni — samavāyi-kāraṇâ-’samavāyi-kāraṇa-nimitta-kāraṇāni.
Causes are of three types: inhered-in causes, non-inhered-in causes, and
occasional causes.
cause

inhered-in14

non-inhered-in

occasional

samavāyi-kāraṇas, inhered-in causes yat samavetaṃ kāryam utpadyate, tat
samavāyi-kāraṇam, yathā paramâṇuḥ dvyaṇukasya, kapālaṃ ghaṭasya.
That C which gives rise to an effect which inheres in C is an inhered-in
cause. For example, an atom is an inhered-in cause for a dyad, and a pot-half
is an inhered-in cause for its pot.
asamavāyi-kāraṇas, non-inhered-in causes samavāyi-kāraṇe sambaddhaṃ
kāraṇam asamavāyi-kāraṇam, yathā paramâṇu-dvaya-saṃyogo dvyaṇukasya, kapāla14. The language here can be confusing: Suppose a patch of color inheres in a composite entity made
of earth. Then, in Sanskrit, the patch of color is samaveta and the earth-composite is samavāyin.
This looks backwards initially: after all, isn’t the color-patch what inheres and the earth-composite
what is inhered in? Although this is true, what matters is that in Nyāya relations have to reside
in something, and in this case the inherence-of-color relation resides in the earth-composite. Thus
the earth-composite is an “inherence-possessor”, while the color-patch is “related-by-inherence”.
A different, somewhat more playful, way to think about the terminology is thus: the color-patch
samaveta is grounded in the earth-composite; the earth-composite samavāyin is thus grounded-in by
the color-patch.
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rūpaṃ ghaṭa-rūpasya.
A cause which is related to the inhered-in cause is a non-inhered-in cause.
For example, the contact-trope between two atoms is a non-inhered-in cause
for that dyad, and the color-trope of a pot-half is a non-inhered-in cause for
the color-trope of its pot.
nimitta-kāraṇas, occasional causes

etad-ubhaya-bhinnaṃ yat kāraṇam, tan

nimitta-kāraṇam, yathā dvyaṇuke Īśvaraḥ, ghaṭe daṇḍaḥ.
That cause which is distinct from either of the aforementioned causes is an
occasional cause. For instance, Īśvara is an occasional cause for dyads, while
the potter’s stick is an occasional cause for the pot.
Inhered-in cause
atom
pot-half

Non-inhered-in cause
contact between two atoms
color of pot-half

Occasional cause
God
potter’s stick

Effect
dyad
pot

Figure A.4: The causal triplet: two examples
etat-kāraṇa-trayaṃ bhāva-kārya-mātrasya. tatra samavāyi-kāraṇaṃ dravyam eva.
asamavāyi-karaṇaṃ dravye guṇaḥ, guṇe guṇaḥ karma ca.
These three causes all apply only to existent effects. Furthermore, an inheredin cause can only be a substance. The non-inhered-in cause in the case of a
substance is a trope, and in a trope either another trope or a motion.
kārya-mātraṃ prati sādhāraṇa-kāraṇāni Īśvaraḥ, taj-jñānê-’cchā-kṛtayaḥ, prāg-abhāvakāla-dig-adṛṣṭāni.
Causes common to any effect are Īśvara; His knowledge, desire, and effort;
prior absence, time, space, and unseen causal factors.
A.4.4.2 Understanding the origination of substances
tatra paramâṇu-dvaya-saṃyogād dvyaṇukam utpadyate, saṃyukta-dvyaṇuka-trayāt
trasa-reṇuḥ. evaṃ catur-aṇukâ-’’di kapālâ-’ntaṃ. kapāla-dvaya-saṃyogena ghaṭo
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jāyate; ghaṭas tv antyâvayavī.
Now a dyad is produced by the contact of two atoms. Three dyads in contact
give rise to a mobile mote.15
The same principle applies from quadruplets of atoms all the way up to
pot-halves. By the contact of two pot-halves, a pot is created. But a pot is a
terminal whole.16

A.4.5 Means of knowing substances
atha dravye pramāṇaṃ kathyate. pratyakṣa-dravye pratyakṣam eva pramāṇam;
atîndriye ’numānam. tat paḳsa-hetu-sādhya-dṛṣṭânta-jñāna-sādhyam. viśeṣo vakṣyate.
Now the authoritative means of knowing substances will be described. For
perceivable substances, perception itself is the means of knowing. As for nonsensory substances, they can be known by inference. Such an inference is
realizable through the cognition of its components (site P , reason-property H,
target-property S, and example D). The particulars will be described later.
A.4.5.1 Inferring atoms and dyads
paramâṇu-dvyaṇukâ-’numānaṃ yathā — trasa-reṇuḥ sâvayava-dravyâ-’’rabdhaḥ,
bahir-indriya-vedya-dravyatvāt; bahir-indriya-vedya-dravyaṃ yat, tat sâvayava-dravyâ’’rabdhaṃ, yathā ghaṭaḥ. atra trasa-reṇuḥ pakṣaḥ, sâvayava-dravyâ-’’rabdhatvaṃ
sādhyaṃ, «bahir-indriya-vedya-dravyatvād» iti hetuḥ, ghaṭo dṛṣṭântaḥ. anena dvyaṇukaṃ paramâṇuś ca sidhyati.
The inference of atoms and dyads is thus:
15. This is the smallest visible particle, according to Vyomaśiva and Udayana.
16. That is, you cannot bring two pots into contact to create a new whole.
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P : A mobile mote
S : is generated from composite substances
H : because of its being a substance knowable through external senses
D : such as a pot.
Here the mobile mote is the site (Pakṣa) of the inference; the property
P [substance composite by generated] is the target-property (Sādhya); the property P [senses external through knowable substance] is the reason-property (Hetu);
and the pot is the pertinent exemplar of concomitance fo reason and target
(Dṛṣṭânta).
And thus are established the atom and dyad as components of the mobile
mote.
A.4.5.2 Inferring ether and air
ākāśa-vāyū śabdena sparśena câ ’numīyete—
Ether and air can be inferred from sound and from touch (respectively)
thus:
[ākāśa, ether]

śabdo dravyâ-’’śrito guṇatvāt, yathā ghaṭa-rūpam. anena dravyâ-

’ntara-bādhāt śabdâ-’’śrayatvenâ ’’¯kāśaṃ sidhyati.
P : Sound
S : has a substance as its locus
H : as it is a trope
D : just like the color of a pot.
Hence, because all other substances can be ruled out, ether is established as
the substance which is the locus of sound.
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[vāyu, air] «pṛthivy-ādi-trayâ-’vṛttir ayaṃ sparśo dravyâ-’’śrito guṇatvād» ity anumānena dravyâ-’ntara-bādhāt sparśâ-’’śrayatvena vāyuḥ sidhyati.
By means of the following inference:
P : A particular touch-trope which does not occur in the first three types of
substance (earth, water, fire)

S : has some substance as its locus
H : as touch is a trope.
and because all other possible substances can be ruled out, air is established as
a substance which is also a locus of touch (in addition to earth and the like).
A.4.5.3 Inferring time
kāle pramāṇaṃ yathā—
The inference of time is as follows:
paratvâ-’paratve dvividhe, kālike daiśike ca. paratvô-’tpattiś ca bahutara-ravi-kriyāviśiṣṭa-śarīra-jñānāt; aparatvô-’tpattiś ca svalpatara-ravi-kriyā-viśiṣṭa-śarīra-jñānāt.
tat paratvaṃ jyeṣṭhatvaṃ, aparatvaṃ kaniṣṭhatvaṃ. tad-anumānaṃ yathā:
Proximality and distality both come in two varieties: temporal and spatial.
(Temporal) distality arises from the cognition of a body as qualified by greater
motion of the sun, while (temporal) proximality comes from the cognition of a
body as qualified by lesser motion of the sun. Thus we can think of temporal
proximality as being-younger and temporal distality as being-farther.
Time can be inferred as follows:
paratva-janakaṃ bahutara-ravi-kriyā-viśiṣṭa-śarīra-jñānam idam paramparā-sambandhaghaṭaka-sâpekṣaṃ sākṣāt-sambandhâ-’bhāve sati viśiṣṭa-jñānatvāt, «lohitaḥ sphaṭika»
iti pratyayavat. paramparā-sambandhaś ca sva-samavāyi-saṃyukta-saṃyogaḥ, tena
sambandha-ghaṭakaḥ kālaḥ sidhyati.
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P : A particular cognition of a body as qualified by greater motion of the sun,
which gives rise to a trope of temporal proximality

S : is dependent on an effector of an indirect relation
H : because of its being a qualified cognition in the absence of a direct relation

D : as in the cognition “the crystal is red”.17
The indirect relation is contact-with-what-is-in-contact-with-that-in-which-somethinginheres, and by this the effector of the indirect relation, time, is established.18

Objection: nanu kālasya bhūta-bhaviṣyad-vartamāna-bhedena bahutvāt
kuta ekatvam iti cet

Time is manifold, being divided into past, present, and future. How
can it be just one?

na. upādhi-bhedena bheda-pratyayāt kālô-’pādhayo ravi-kriyâ-̂ ’’di-rūpā bhinnā eva.
Incorrect. The cognition of differences in time arises from the differences
in imposed properties. These imposed properties of time, like the motion of
the sun, are different from each other (but time is one).
A.4.5.4 Inferring space
evaṃ daiśika-paratvâ-’paratvābhyāṃ diśaḥ siddhiḥ, te ca dūratva-samīpatve.
Similarly, we can establish space through spatial distality and proximality,
which are just nearness and farness.
17. The red color-trope is not in fact present directly in the crystal, but in some red object next to the
crystal, so that our perception of the crystal as being red happens indirectly.
18. The editor usefully notes: svā ravi-kriyā, tat-samavāyī raviḥ, tat-saṃyuktaḥ kālaḥ, tat-saṃyogo ’smadādau = “that-which-inheres is the motion of the sun, that-in-which-motion-inheres is the sun, thatwhich-is-in-contact-with-the-sun-in-which-motion-inheres is time, and contact-with-time-which-isin-contact-with-the-sun-in-which-motion-inheres occurs in us [cognizers].”
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avadhi-sâpekṣa-bahutara-saṃyoga-viśiṣṭa-śarīra-jñānam idaṃ paratva-janakaṃ paramparāsambandha-ghaṭaka-sâpekṣam ity-ādi pūrvavat; tena ca diśaḥ siddhiḥ.
A particular cognition [P ] of a body as qualified by greater contact dependent on a reference-point, which gives rise to spatial distality, is dependent on
an effector of an indirect relation, just as in the previous inference (of time).
By this, space can be established.
na ca «
Objection: ākāśam eva sambandha-ghaṭakam āstām.
Let ether itself be the effector of such a relation.

» iti vācyam, tasya śabdâ-’’śrayatvenaî ’va dharmi-grāhaka-pramāṇa-siddhatvāt na
ravi-kriyâ-̂ ’’dy-upanāyakatva-sambhavaḥ.
No, we cannot say so. Because ether is established by a means of knowing
a property-bearer through its being the bearer of sound, it is not possible for
ether to bring about such things as the motion of the sun.
A.4.5.5 Inferring self, God, and mind
[Individual selves] «ahaṃ sukhī» ity-ādi-pratyakṣam ātmani pramāṇam.
Perceptions of the sort “I am pleased” are means of knowing the (individual)
self.
[Īśvara]

īśvare câ ’numānam yathā: kṣitiḥ kartṛkā kāryatvād ghaṭavat. tenê ’śvarasya

tad-vṛtti-nitya-jñānê-’cchā-kṛtīnāṃ tat-sārvajñasya siddhiḥ.
Īśvara can also be known through an inference of the following sort:
P : The world
S : has a maker
H : because it is an effect
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D : just like a pot.
By this are established Īśvara, the eternal knowledge, desire, and effort located
in Īśvara, and Īśvara’s omniscience as well.
[manas, mind] manasi pramāṇaṃ yathā: sukhâ-’’di-pratyakṣam indriya-janyaṃ
janya-pratyakṣatvāt ghaṭa-pratyakṣavat. tathā cê ’ndriyâ-’ntara-bādhe manasaḥ
siddhiḥ.
Mind can be inferred thus:
P : The perception of such things as pleasure
S : is generated by a sense-organ
H : because it is a generated perception
D : like the perception of a pot.
Thus, in the absence of any other sense-organ, mind is established (as the senseorgan for perceiving mental tropes).
A.4.6 How substances are destroyed
atha dravya-nāśa-prakriyā. dravya-nāśo dvividhaḥ — kvacid asamavāyi-kāraṇanāśāt, kvacit samavāyi-kāraṇa-nāśāc ca. tatrâ ’’dyo yathā paramâṇu-dvaya-saṃyoganāśād dvyaṇuka-nāśaḥ. dvitīyo yathā kapāla-nāśād ghaṭa-nāśaḥ. ghaṭa-nāśa ubhayataḥ
sambhavati.
And now, the sequence of destruction of substances. This can happen in
two ways:
1. sometimes by the destruction of the non-inhered-in cause, and
2. sometimes by the destruction of the inhered-in cause.
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The first happens, for instance, when the contact between two atoms is destroyed, resulting in the destruction of the dyad. The second happens, for instance, when a pot-half is broken, resulting in the destruction of the pot.
A pot can be destroyed in both manners [i.e., also by destroying the contact
between the two pot-halves].
A.4.7 Odds and ends on substances
ākāśa-kāla-dig-ātma-paramâṇavo ’vṛttayaḥ, samavāyaś ca.
The atoms of ether, time, space, and self do not have loci. This is also true
for the inherence relation.
pṛthivy-ādi-pañcānāṃ bhūtatvam. pṛthivī-jala-tejo-vāyu-manasāṃ kriyāvattva-mūrtatve.
pṛthivy-ap-tejo-vāyavo dravya-samavāyi-kāraṇāni.
Earth, water, fire, air, and ether all have bhūtatva (the property of being
graspable by the external sense-organs). Earth, water, fire, air, and mind all
have kriyāvattva (the property of possessing action) and *mūrtatva*. Earth,
water, fire, and air are samavāyi-kāraṇas for substances.
kālasya kālika-sambandhena sarvâ-’dhikaraṇatvam. diśo daiśika-sambandhena sarvâ’dhikaraṇatvam.
Time is the locus of all things through the temporal relation. Space is the
locus of all things through the spatial relation.
iti dravya-nirūpaṇam.
Thus concludes the outline of substances.

A.5 Tropes
atha guṇāḥ kathyante: rūpa-rasa-gandha-sparśa-saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktva-saṃyogavibhāga-paratvâ-’paratva-buddhi-sukha-duḥkhê-’cchā-dveṣa-prayatna-gurutva-dravatvasneha-saṃskāra-dharmâ-’dharma-śabdāś caturviṃśatir guṇāḥ. atra rūpatvâ-’’dīni
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sarvāṇy eva jātayaḥ.
And now are described the tropes. They are twenty-four: color, taste, smell,
touch, number, measure, individuality, contact, separation, proximality and
distality, cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, effort, inertia, viscosity, oiliness, saṃskāras, dharma and adharma, and sound. The class-properties
P [color] and the like are all universals.
A.5.1 Occurrences of tropes and their subtypes
A.5.1.1 Color
rūpaṃ pṛthivī-jala-tejo-vṛtti. tac ca śukla-kṛṣṇa-rakta-pīta-citrâ-’’di-bhedena bahuvidhaṃ pṛthivī-vṛtti. abhāsvara-śukla-rūpaṃ jala-vṛtti. śukla-bhāsvaraṃ tejo-vṛtti.
Colors occur in earth, water, and fire. Of these, the color tropes that occur
in earth are manifold, such as white, black, red, yellow, and variegated. Nonradiant white color tropes occur in water, while radiant white color tropes
occur in fire.
A.5.1.2 Taste
rasaḥ pṛthivī-jala-vṛttiḥ, tatra madhura-lavaṇa-kaṭu-tiktâ-’mla-kaṣāya-bhedāt ṣaḍvidhaḥ rasaḥ pṛthivyām. jale madhura eva rasaḥ.
Taste occurs in earth and water. Six flavors of taste occur in earth: sweet,
salty, *astringent,* sour, bitter. Only sweet taste tropes occur in water.
A.5.1.3 Smell
gandho dvividhaḥ surabhir asurabhiś ca, pṛthivī-mātra-vṛttiḥ.
Smells are of two types, fragrant and non-fragrant, and occur only in earth.
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A.5.1.4 Touch
sparśaḥ pṛthivy-ādi-catuṣṭaya-vṛttiḥ. sa ca trividhaḥ—śītaḥ, uṣṇaś ca, anuṣṇâśītaś
ca. anuṣṇâśīta-śparśo vāyu-pṛthivyoḥ, jale śītaḥ, tejasi uṣṇaḥ.
Touch tropes occur in all four substances beginning with earth. They come
in four types: cold, hot, and neither-hot-not-cold. Neither-hot-nor-cold touch
tropes occur in air and earth; cold, in water; hot, in fire.
A.5.1.5 Other tropes
saṃkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktva-saṃyoga-vibhāgā nava-dravya-vṛttayaḥ.
paratvâparatve pṛthivī-jala-tejo-vāyu-mano-vṛttinī.
buddhi-sukha-duḥkhê-’cchā-dveṣa-prayatna-bhāvanā-dharmâ-’dharmā ātma-vṛttayaḥ.
gurutvaṃ pṛthivī-jala-vṛtti.
Number, measure, individuality, contact, and separation occur in all nine
substances. Proximality and distality occur in earth, water, fire, air, and mind.
Cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, effort, bhāvanā, dharma, and adharma
occur in selves. Inertia occurs in earth and water.
dravatvaṃ pṛthivī-jala-tejo-vṛtti. tad dvividham—naimittikaṃ sāṃsargikaṃ ca. ādyaṃ
pṛthivī-tejasoḥ, dvitīyaṃ jale.
Viscosity occurs in earth, water, and fire. It is of two types: occasioned and
natural. The first is what occurs in earth and fire; the second, in water.
sneho jala-mātra-vṛttiḥ.
Oiliness occurs in water alone.
saṃskāraḥ pṛthivī-jala-tejo-vāyv-ātma-mano-vṛttiḥ. sa trividhaḥ—vego, bhāvanā, sthitisthāpakaś ca. tatra vegaḥ pṛthivy-ādi-catuṣṭaya-mano-vṛttiḥ. dvitīya ātma-vṛttiḥ,
tṛtīyaḥ pṛthivy-ādi-catuṣṭaya-vṛttiḥ.
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Trace tropes occur in earth, water, fire, air, selves, and minds. They are of
three types: vega, bhāvanā,19
and sthiti-sthāpakas. The first of these occurs in the four substances beginning with earth, and in minds. The second occurs only in selves. The third
occurs in the four substances beginning with earth.
śabdo dvividhaḥ dhvany-ātmako varṇâ-’’tmakaś ca, ākāśa-mātra-vṛttiḥ.
Sound, which is of two types, noise and phoneme, occurs only in ether.
A.5.2 Characteristic and generic tropes
rūpa-rasa-gandha-sparśa-sneha-sāṃsiddhikadravatva-śabda-buddhi-sukha-duḥkhê-’cchādveṣa-prayatna-dharmâ-’dharma-bhāvanā viśeṣa-guṇāḥ. saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktvasaṃyoga-vibhāga-gurutva-naimittikadravatva-vega-sthitisthāpakāḥ sāmānya-guṇāḥ.
The characteristic tropes are: color, taste, smell, touch, oiliness, natural viscosity, sound, thought, pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, effort, dharma, adharma,
and the subtype of saṃskāra known as bhāvanā. The generic tropes are number,
measure, individuality, contact, separation, inertia, occasioned viscosity, and
[the two subtypes of saṃskāra known as] vega and sthiti-sthāpaka.
A.5.3 Eternal tropes
atha nitya-guṇāḥ — jala-tejo-vāyu-paramāṇūnāṃ viśeṣa-guṇāḥ, paramāṇu-vṛtti-sthitisthāpakāś ca, vibhūnāṃ paramāṇūnāṃ ca ekatva-parimāṇa-pṛthaktvāni, īśvarê’cchā-jñāna-kṛtayaś ca nitya-guṇāḥ.
Now the eternal tropes. Eternal tropes are the following:
19. The Nyāya-kośa [pp. 624–5] refers to the Tarka-saṅgraha and Bhāṣā-pariccheda when it defines
bhāvanā thus: «anubhava-janyaḥ smṛti-hetur guṇa-viśeṣaḥ. sa tu saṃskāra-prabhedaḥ, jīva-mātravṛttiḥ, atîndriyaś cê ’ti bodhyam.» (“a particular trope, produced by experiential cognition, which
is the cause for memory. It should be understood to be a type of saṃskāra, which occurs only in
individual selves, and which is trans-sensory.”)
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• characteristic tropes occurring in water, fire, and air atoms
• sthiti-sthāpakas occurring in atoms
• the tropes of P [1], measure, and individuality that occur in atomic and
all-pervading substances
• the desire, knowledge, and effort located in Īśvara
A.5.4 Perception of tropes
A.5.4.1 Imperceptible tropes
athâ ’pratyakṣa-guṇāḥ — gurutva-dharmâ-’dharma-bhāvanā-sthiti-sthāpakāḥ, paramāṇudvyaṇuka-vṛtti-guṇāḥ, atîndriya-vṛtti-sāmānyaguṇāḥ, trasareṇoḥ rūpaṃ vihāya anye
guṇāḥ atîndriyāḥ.
Now imperceptible tropes. The following tropes cannot be perceived:
• inertia, dharma, adharma, bhāvanā, sthiti-sthāpaka
• any tropes occurring in atoms or dyads
• generic properties occurring in trans-sensorial substances
• all tropes occurring in mobile motes except for color
A.5.4.2 How tropes are perceived
rūpa-rasa-gandha-sparśa-sneha-pratyakṣe mahad-vṛttitve sati udbhūtatvaṃ prayojakam.
sāmānya-guṇa-pratyakṣe tu āśraya-pratyakṣṃ, buddhi-pratyakṣe sva-vṛtti-viśiṣṭajñānatvaṃ, sukhâ-’’di-pratyakṣe sva-vṛtti-sukhatvâ-’’dikam eva. antyâ-’’dya-śabdau
vihāya sarvaḥ śabdaḥ pratyakṣaḥ.
In the case of perception of color, taste, smell, touch, or oiliness, what is
probative is the property of being graspable by an external sense-organ, given
that the tropes occur in a spatially extended substance. In the case of general
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tropes, the perception of their locus causes their perception. In the cognition
of a thought, it is the property of being a qualified cognition which occurs in
itself.20
In the case of pleasure (and the like), it is the the abstract property P [pleasure],
which occurs in itself. Except for the first and last sounds, all others are perceptible.
A.5.5 How tropes arise
atha guṇô-’tpatti-prakriyā — avayava-vṛtti-viśeṣa-guṇāḥ avayavini sva-samāna-jātīyaguṇān ārabhante.
Now the procedure by which tropes arise: Characteristic tropes tcp1 , tcp2 , . . .
occurring in parts p1 , p2 , . . . give rise to tropes tcw of the same classes in the
whole w.
A.5.5.1 Earth and color
pṛthivī-viśeṣa-guṇāḥ pākajāḥ, te dvividhāḥ — pāka-prayojyāḥ, pāka-janyāś ca. kāraṇaguṇa-prakrama-janyāḥ pāka-prayojyāḥ, agni-saṃyoga-janyāḥ dvitīyāḥ.
The specific tropes occurring in earth are produced by pāka (baking?), and
are of two types:
impelled by baking produced by a sequence of causally generated tropes21
produced by baking produced by contact with fire
20. That is, its being apperceived.
21. Starting in the atoms, each trope in a part causes a trope in its immediate whole, which in turn
causes a trope in its immediate whole, and so on until the terminal whole—the pot—gets its own
trope.
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Nyāya versus Vaiśeṣika

śyāma-ghaṭe agni-saṃyogena śyāma-rūpa-nāśâ-’nantaraṃ

ghaṭe raktaṃ varṇam utpadyate» iti naiyāyika-matam.
«agni-saṃyogena paramāṇau pāke sati paramāṇuṣu rakta-rūpam utpadyate, punar
ghaṭô-’tpattau satyāṃ kāraṇa-guṇa-prakrameṇa ghaṭe rakta-rūpam utpadyate» iti
vaiśeṣika-matam.
The Naiyāyika position “By the contact of fire with a black pot, immediately
after the destruction of the black color trope, a red color trope is produced
in the pot.”
The Vaiśeṣika position “When an atom is baked by contact with fire, red
color tropes are produced in the atoms. Subsequently, when the pot is
originated, a red color trope is produced in the pot as well through a
sequence of causally generated tropes.”
A.5.5.2 Variegation
kapālaṃ nīlam ekam, ekaṃ ca pītaṃ yadi tadā ghaṭe citra-rūpam utpadyate. rasâ’’dāv evaṃ sati avayavini raso na jāyate, citra-rasâ-’’dy-asvīkārāt.
If there is one blue pot-half and one yellow pot-half, then a variegated color
trope is produced in the pot. However, since we do not accept variegated taste
tropes (and the like), no taste trope whatsoever is produced in the whole when
multiple taste tropes (and the like) are present (in the parts).
A.5.5.3 Tropes of motion
gurutva-sthitisthāpakayoś ca kāraṇa-guṇa-prakrama-janyatā.
Inertia and sthiti-sthāpaka tropes are produced by a sequence of causally
generated tropes.
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A.5.5.4 Numbers
dvitvâ-’’dayo ’pekṣā-buddhi-janyāḥ.
Numbers starting from P [2] are produced by dependent cognitions.22

A.5.5.5 Measure
parimāṇaṃ caturvidham — aṇu, mahat, hrasvaṃ, dīrghaṃ ca. kāraṇa-guṇa-prakramajanyaṃ svâ-’vayava-bahutvaṃ mahattva-janakaṃ, yathā trasa-reṇūnām. avayavānāṃ
śithilaḥ saṃyogaḥ pracayo ’pi taj-janakaḥ, yathā tūlasya parimāṇam.
Measures are of four types: small, big, short, and long. A multiplicity of
one’s parts produced by a sequence of causally generated tropes gives rise to
bigness, as in the case of mobile motes (being produced by triplets of dyads).
A loose contact between multitudes of parts can also give rise to bigness, as in
the measure of cotton.23

A.5.5.6 Individuality
pṛthaktvaṃ kāraṇa-guṇa-prakrama-janyam.
Individuality is produced by a sequence of causally generated tropes.

Objection: nanu tatra kiṃ pramāṇam. «ghaṭāt paṭaḥ pṛthag» iti pratyakṣam,
tasyâ ’nyônyâbhāva-viṣayakatvam iti cet …

What proof exists for this? “The cloth is different from the pot” is
a perception which has as its content a mutual absence.

22. The editor notes: «nāna!ı-’katvâ-’vagāhinī buddhir apekṣā-buddhiḥ», “a dependent cognition is a cognition which encompasses multiple instances of P [1].”
23. Here too the note of the editor is particularly interesting in the context of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika mereology: «kiñcid-avayavâ-’navacchinnatvaṃ śithilatvam. vastutaḥ śithilataṃ jāti-viśeṣaḥ.», “To be loose
is to be undelimited by certain parts. As a matter of fact, looseness is a distinct universal.”
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na. anyônyâbhāva-pratyaye pratiyogy-anuyoginoḥ samāna-vibhaktikatva-niyamāt,
yathā «ghaṭo na paṭa» iti. anyônyâbhāvasya pṛthaktva-rūpatve «ghaṭāt paṭo nê» ’ty
api prayogâ-’’patteḥ. na ca «…
This is incorrect, because when you cognize a mutual absence, the two relata use the same case-affix as a rule, as in “the cloth is not a pot.” If a mutual
absence had the form of an individuality trope, you would end up getting usages like “the cloth is not [different] from the pot.”

Objection: evaṃ «ghaṭād anyaḥ paṭa» ity atra katham anyônyâbhāvapratītiḥ
If this is the case, then how is there a cognition of mutual absence
in the case of “the cloth is other than the pot”?
…» iti vācyam, anyatvasyâ ’pi pṛthaktva-rūpatvāt.
This is incorrect, because to-be-other also has the form of individuality.
A.5.5.7 Contact
saṃyogas trividhaḥ — anyatara-karmajaḥ, ubhaya-karmajaḥ, saṃyogajaś ca. ādyo
yathā manaḥ-karmaṇā ātma-manasoḥ saṃyogaḥ. dvitīyo yathā meṣayoḥ karmaṇā
tayoḥ saṃyogaḥ. tṛtīyo yathā kāraṇâ-’kāraṇa-saṃyogāt kāryâ-’kārya-saṃyogaḥ,
yathā hasta-taru-saṃyogāt kāya-taru-saṃyogaḥ.
Contact is produced in three ways:
1. by the motion of one of the two: when, for instance, contact occurs
between self and mind due to the motion of the mind.
2. by the motion of both of the two: when, for instance, contact occurs
between two rams colliding with each other.
3. by another contact: when, for instance, contact between a cause and a
non-cause leads to contact between an effect and a non-effect, as in the
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case when contact between your hand and a tree leads to contact between
your body and the tree.
A.5.5.8 Separation
vibhāgo ’pi trividhaḥ — anyatara-karmajaḥ, ubhaya-karmajaḥ, vibhāgajaś ca. ādyo
yathā manaḥ-karmaṇā ātma-manasoḥ vibhāgaḥ. dvitīyo yathā meṣayoḥ karmaṇā
tayoḥ vibhāgaḥ.
vibhāgaja-vibhāgo dvividhaḥ — kāraṇa-mātra-vibhāgajaḥ, kāraṇâ-’kāraṇa-vibhāgajaś
ca. ādyo yathā kapāla-karmaṇā kapāla-dvaya-vibhāgaḥ, tataḥ kapāla-dvaya-saṃyoganāśaḥ, tato ghaṭa-nāśaḥ, tataḥ kapālasyâ ’’kāśâ-’’di-deśād vibhāgajo vibhāgaḥ. na
ca «…
Separation is also produced in three ways:
1. by the motion of one of the two: when, for instance, separation occurs
between self and mind due to the motion of the mind.
2. by the motion of both of the two: when, for instance, separation occurs
between two rams withdrawing from each other.
3. by another separation, which in turn has two types:
(a) by the separation of just causes: when, for instance, the motion of
one pot-half leads to the separation of the two pot-halves, which in
turn destroys the contact between the two pot-halves, which in turn
destroys the pot, and thus the separation of the pot-half is produced
by separation from *space like ether*.
(b) (by the separation of a cause and a non-cause, leading to separation
of an effect and a non-effect, as in the case when the separation of
your hand from a tree leads to the separation of your body from the
tree.)24
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Objection:
janayatv

vibhāgaḥ svô-’tpatty-anantaram eva vibhāgaja-vibhāgaṃ

Why not have a separation S1 give rise to a separation-caused-separation
S2 immediately upon its own origination?
…» iti vācyam, dravya-nāśa-sahakṛtasyaî ’va tasya taj-janakatvāt, tatra dravyasya
pratibandhakatvena sati dravye tad-asambhavāt.
na ca «…
No, because S1 gives rise to S2 only when S1 is co-occurring with the destruction of a substance.25
So long as the substance exists, it acts as an obstacle to the production of
S2 .
Objection: karmaî ’va ekadā kapāla-dvaya-vibhāgam ākāśa-kapālavibhāgaṃ ca janayatv

Why not just have the motion itself simultaneously give rise to the
separation Sp1 p2 of the two pot-halves and to the separation Spe of
the pot-half and the ether?

…» iti vācyam. yad dravyâ-’nārambhaka-saṃyoga-virodhinaṃ vibhāgam ārabhate,
na tad dravyâ-’’rambhaka-saṃyoga-virodhinaṃ; anyathā vikasat-kamala-kuṭṭaladala-karmaṇy ativyāptiḥ.
na ca «…
No. That which gives rise to a separation-opposing-a-contact-which-doesnot-give-rise-to-a-substance does not [give rise to a separation-]opposing-acontact-giving-rise-to-a-substance. Otherwise this would over-extend to the
motion of the petals of a blossoming lotus-bud26
24. This is defined just below in the Sanskrit text, after addressing a few objections to the first type of
separation-caused-separation.
25. Why?
26. I read kuṭṭala as kuṭmala, an alternative form of kuḍmala, “bud”.
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.27

Objection:

Let this apply to contact as well, since there is no objection there.

*[Something seems to be missing here. Either a counter-argument or something
else is going on.]*
dvitīyas tu kāraṇâ-’kāraṇa-vibhāgāt kāryâ-’kārya-vibhāgaḥ, yathā kara-taru-vibhāgāt
kāya-taru-vibhāgaḥ.
The second [subtype of separation-caused-separation] is the separation between
effect and non-effect produced by the separation between cause and non-cause:
for instance, when the separation of your hand from a tree leads to the separation of your body from the tree.
A.5.5.9 Thought
buddhir jñānam, tad dvividham — smaraṇam anubhavaś ca. smaraṇam api dvividham — yathârtham ayathârthaṃ ca.
A thought is a cognition, and it is of two types: recollection and experience.
Recollection too is of two types, veridical and non-veridical.
[Veridicality] tadvati tat-prakārakatvaṃ yathârthatvaṃ, tad-abhāvavati tat-prakārakatvam
ayathârthatvam.
Veridicality is to cognize an X-modality in a H [X]. Non-veridicality is to
cognize an X-modality in a H [-absenceX].
27. As a lotus-bud blossoms, its petals separate, but this does not lead to the destruction of the lotus.
This is because the contact between the petals in the bud-state was not constitutive of the bud as
a whole.
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[Recollections]

pūrvâ-’nubhavaḥ saṃskāra-dvārā smaraṇaṃ janayati. tatra pūrvâ-

’nubhavasya yathârthatvâ-’yathârthatvābhyāṃ smaraṇam api ubhaya-rūpaṃ bhavati.
A prior experience gives rise to a recollection through a saṃskāra. The
veridicality or non-veridicality of the recollection thus arises from the veridicality or non-veridicality (respectively) of the prior experience.
[Experiences] anubhavo dvividhaḥ — pramā ayathârthaś ca. tatra pramā caturvidhā, sā vakṣyate. ayathârtha-jñānaṃ caturvidham — saṃśayo viparyayaḥ svapno
’nadhyavasāyaś cê ’ti.
Experiences are of two types: knowledge-episodes and non-veridical experiential cognitions. Knowledge-episodes are of four types, and will be described
later. Non-veridical experiential cognitions are of four types: doubt, error,
dream, and indeterminate.
[Non-veridical experiential cognitions] saṃśayo yathā samāna-*dharmavada*dharmi-jñāna-viśeṣâ-’darśana-koṭi-dvaya-smaraṇair «ayaṃ sthāṇur vā puruṣo vê»
’ti jñānaṃ janyate, sa eva saṃśayaḥ. viparyayas tu samāna-*dharmavadadharmi*jñāna-viśeṣâ-’darśanaî-’ka-koṭi-smaraṇaiḥ śuktāv «idaṃ rajatam» iti jñānaṃ janyate.
A doubt is a cognition of the sort “is that a pillar or a man?” which is produced by recollections of *both horns of the dilemma* … An error, though, is
a cognition of the sort “this is silver” in regards to nacre, produced by recollections of *a single horn* …
[Prābhākara position on cognitive errors]

tatra guru-mate «idaṃ» ity

anubhavâ-’’tmakaṃ jñānaṃ, «rajatam» iti smaraṇâ-’’tmakaṃ, tena grahaṇa-smaraṇâ’’tmakaṃ jñāna-dvayaṃ, na tu rajatatva-viśiṣṭa-jñānam idam, anyasyâ ’nyathābhāna-sāmagry-abhāvāt.
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On the account of the Teacher [= the Prābhākaras], the cognition “this” is
an experiential cognition, while the cognition “silver” is a recollection. Consequently, the cognition “this is silver” is really a pair of cognitions, one an
experience and the other a recollection; it is not a single cognition of something as being qualified by the property of being silver, because of the absence
of a causal complex for making something appear like something else.
*[Hard to read text]*
[Naiyāyika position] naiyāyika-mate pravartakaṃ viśiṣṭa-jñānaṃ, tena bhramaḥ
sidhyati.
On the Naiyāyika account, what impels [us to action] is a qualified cognition. Consequently, cognitive errors can be established.
[Non-veridical experiential cognitions, continued] svapnas tu anubhūtapadârtha-smaraṇair adṛṣṭena dhātu-doṣeṇa ca janyate. anadhyavasāyaś ca «kiṃ
cid» iti jñānaṃ viśeṣâ-’darśanād bhavati. atra, «yadi ayaṃ nirvahniḥ syāt, tadā
nirdhūmaḥ syāt» iti tarko viparyaya-madhye bodhyaḥ.
A dream is produced by recollections of previously experienced entities, by
the unseen, and by *unbalanced humors*. An indeterminate cognition, of the
sort “it’s something”, is due to not seeing any particular (characteristics). Here
[in the Vaiśeṣika system], counterfactual reasoning of the sort “if this were
fire-free, then it would be smoke-free” are to be understood as errors.
[Naiyāyika classifications] tatra naiyāyika-mate svapnâ-’nadhyavasāyau viparyayamadhye praviṣṭau. tena tan-mate ayathârtha-jñānaṃ dvividham — saṃśayo viparyayaś cê ’ti.
On the Naiyāyika account, dreams and indeterminate cognitions are included within the category of errors. Thus, according to them, non-veridical
cognitions are of two types: doubts and errors.
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A.5.5.10 Other tropes
[Actional tropes]

sukhaṃ dharma-janyam, duḥkham adharma-janyam. icchā

iṣṭa-sādhanatā-jñāna-janyā. dveṣo ’niṣṭa-sādhanatva-jñāna-janyaḥ. kṛtis trividhā
— jīvana-yoni-yatna-rūpā, pravṛttiḥ, nivṛttiś ca. ādyā jīvanâ-’dṛṣṭa-janyā. dvitīyā
icchā-janyā. tṛtīyā dveṣa-janyā. dharmaḥ śruti-vihita-karma-janyaḥ. adharmaḥ
śruti-viruddhâ-’’cāraṇa-janyaḥ.
Pleasure is produced from dharma; pain from adharma. Desire is produced
by a cognition of something’s being an instrument for obtaining a desired end;
revulsion by a cognition of something’s being an instrument for obtaining an
undesired end. Effort is of three types:
*life-generating* produced by the unseen in life28
engagement produced by desire
disengagement produced by revulsion
Dharma is produced by actions enjoined in the Oral Revelation; adharma, by
behavior forbidden by the Oral Revelation.
[Types of saṃskāra] vegâ-’’khyaḥ saṃskāraḥ ādya-kriyā-janyo dvitīyâ-’’di-kriyājanakaḥ, yathā «vegena bāṇaś calati» iti. bhāvanâ-̂ ’’khyaḥ saṃskāro viśiṣṭa-jñānajanyaḥ. sthitisthāpakâ-’’khyaḥ saṃskāraḥ kāraṇa-guṇa-prakrama-janyaḥ.
• The saṃskāra known as vega is produced by the first motion and gives
rise to subsequent motions, as in “the arrow flies with vega.”
• The saṃskāra known as bhāvanā is produced by qualified cognitions.
• The saṃskāra known as sthiti-sthāpaka is produced by a sequence of causally generated tropes.
28. Unclear
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gurutvaṃ kāraṇa-guṇa-prakrama-janyaḥ. naimittikaṃ dravatvaṃ jatu-ghṛta-drutasuvarṇâ-’’dīnām agni-saṃyoga-janyam. snehaḥ kāraṇa-guṇa-prakrama-janyaḥ.
Inertia is produced by a sequence of causally generated tropes. Occasioned
viscosity is produced by the contact of fire with substances like lac, ghee, and
liquified gold. Oiliness is produced by a sequence of causally generated tropes.
[Sound] śabdas trividhaḥ — saṃyogajaḥ, vibhāgajaḥ, śabdajaś ca. ādyo bherīdaṇḍa-saṃyoga-janyaḥ; dvitīyo vaṃśâ-’’di-dala-dvaya-vibhāga-janyaḥ; tṛtīyas tu
saṃyogena vibhāgena ca ādye śabde janite tena śabdena nimitta-vāyu-sahakṛtena
vīci-taraṅga-nyāyena kadamba-golaka-nyāyena vā janyate iti guṇa-nirūpaṇam.
Sound is of three types:
contact-generated produced by the contact betwen a drum and a stick, and
the like
separation-generated produced by the separation of *pairs of petals of bamboo and the like*
sound-generated produced by the first sound, once it is produced by contact
and separation, through the occasioned assistance of the air by the maxim
of the rows of waves29
or the maxim of the kadamba buds30
.
Thus concludes the outline of tropes.
29. This refers to a set of events happening in sequence.
30. Monier-Williams lists kadamba-koraka-nyāya in reference to the simultaneous appearance of the
buds of the kadamba tree. The dictionary also lists kadamba-gola to mean “kadamba blossom”,
which could explain the construction kadamba-golaka-nyāya.
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A.6 Motions
utkṣepaṇâ-’vakṣepaṇâ-’’kuñcana-prasāraṇa-gamanāni pañca karmāṇi. utkṣepaṇatvâ’’dīni jātayaḥ. pṛthivī-jala-tejo-vāyu-mano-vṛttīni karmāṇi, sarvāṇy anityāni. atîndriyavṛttīny atîndriyāṇi, pratyakṣa-vṛttīni pratyakṣāṇi.
Motions are of five types: rising, falling, contraction, expansion, and movement. These are all instances of classes. Motions occur in earth, water, fire,
air, and mind, and are always non-eternal. Those motions that occur in nonsensorial substances are non-sensorial; those occurring in perceivable substances
are perceivable.
A.6.1 On the origination and destruction of motions
atha karma-prakriyā — saṃyogena nodanâ-’’khyenâ ’’dyaṃ karma janyate, dvitīyâ’’di vega-janyam. kriyāto vibhāgaḥ, vibhāgāt pūrva-saṃyoga-nāśaḥ, tataḥ uttaradeśa-saṃyogô-’tpattiḥ, tataḥ karma-vibhāgayor nāśaḥ iti karma-nirūpaṇam.
The first motion (in a sequence) is generated by a contact known as nodana31
, while the remaining are generated by vega (which is produced by the
first motion). From motion arises separation, and from this separation the
destruction of the prior contact, and subsequently the production of contact
with the space in front, and then the destruction of the separation and motion.
Thus concludes the outline of motions.

A.7 Classes
sāmānyaṃ trividham — vyāpakaṃ, vyāpyaṃ, vyāpya-vyāpakaṃ ca. vyāpakaṃ
sattā, vyāpyaṃ ghaṭatvâ-’’di, dravyatvâ-’’di vyāpya-vyāpakam.
Classes are of three types:
31. “pushing”? “impulse”?
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pervaded classes like P [pot]
pervaded-pervading classes like P [substance]
pervading the class Being

vyakter abhedas tulyatvaṃ saṅkaro ’thâ ’navasthitiḥ
rūpa-hānir asambandho jāti-bādhaka-saṅgrahaḥ
As the verse holds,32

Non-distinction from the individual; equality; partial overlap; nonestablishment;
Lack of form; lack of relation—these are the six obstacles to classes.
nityatve saty aneka-samavetatvam iti sāmānya-lakṣaṇam. sāmānyāni nityāny eva,
atîndriya-vṛttīny atîndriyāṇi, pratyakṣa-vṛttīni pratyakṣāṇi.
To be a class is to inhere in multiple loci eternally. Classes are always
eternal. Those that occur in non-sensorial loci are non-sensorial; those that
occur in perceivable loci are perceivable.

A.8 Particularizers
nitya-dravya-vṛttayo ’ntyāḥ viśeṣāḥ. te ca bahavo nityā atîndriyāś ca. pralaye
paramâṇūnāṃ bhedāya te svīkriyante, teṣāṃ vaidharmya-vyāpyatvād iti.
Particularizers are terminal entities that occur in eternal substances. They
are many, eternal, and non-sensorial. They are included in the system in order
to maintain the distinction among atoms at the Big Crunch, because of their
being pervaded by dissimilarity.
32. See Udayana (1980, p. 321).
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A.9 Inherence
sva-sambandhi-bhinno nityaḥ sambandhaḥ samavāyaḥ, tena svarūpa-sambandhasya
saṃyogasya ca nirāsaḥ. «iha ghaṭe ghaṭatvam» iti pratītis tatra pramāṇam. naiyāyikamate samavāyaḥ pratyakṣaḥ, sa ca eko nityaś ca.
Inherence is an eternal relation that is different from its own relata. This
sets it apart from contact and from self-linking relations. The warrant for its
existence is provided by cognitions of the sort “there is potness in this pot.”
According to the Naiyāyikas, inherence is perceivable, eternal, and a single
relation.

A.10 On the completeness of this schema
Objection: nanv anyāny apy andhakāra-suvarṇâ-’’dīni dravyāṇi santi,
ālasyâ-’’dayo guṇā api santi, kathaṃ «navaî ’vê» ’ty-ādi?

There are other substances too, like darkness and lustre, and other
trope classes, like torpor. So how can you claim there are only nine?

maî ’vam. andhakāro na dravyaṃ kintu tejo-’bhāvaḥ. suvarṇaṃ teja eva. ālasyaṃ
kṛty-abhāva eva. evam anyad api bodhyam.
This is false. Darkness is not a substance but the absence of fire. Lustre is
just fire itself. Torpor is the absence of effort. Similarly, all others can be taken
care of.

A.11 Absence
abhāvo dvividhaḥ — saṃsargâ-’bhāvo ’nyônyâ-’bhāvaś ca. ādyas trividhaḥ — prāgabhāvaḥ, dhvaṃsaḥ, atyantâ-’bhāvaś ca. prāg-abhāvo vināśy ajanyaḥ. dhvaṃso
janyo ’vināśī ca. atyantâbhāvâ-’nyônyâbhāvau tv ajanyāv avināśinau. yogyânupalabdhyā abhāvaḥ pratyakṣaḥ, anyatra tv atîndriyaḥ.
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Absence is of two types: relational and mutual. Relational absence itself is
of three kinds: prior, destructive, and total.
Prior absences are unoriginated but terminating. Destructive absences are
originated but non-terminating. Total absences and mutual absences are both
unoriginated and non-terminating.
Through the non-perception of perceptibles, absences are perceivable; others are non-sensorial.33

A.12 Knowledge-generating experiential cognitive episodes
atha pramā kathyate. sā catur-vidhā, pratyakṣâ-’numity-upamiti-śābda-bhedāt. tatkaraṇāni pramāṇāni catvāri, pratyakṣâ-’numānô-’pamāna-śabda-bhedāt.
A pramā (knowledge-generating experiential cognitive episode) can be of
four types: perceptual, inferential, analogical. Their respective instruments
are the sources of knowledge, and are four in number as well: perception,
inference, analogy, and language.

A.13 Perception
tatra pratyakṣaṃ dvividham, nirvikalpakaṃ savikalpakaṃ ca. pratyakṣa-karaṇāni
ṣaḍ-indriyāṇi — ghrāṇa-rasana-cakṣus-tvak-śrotra-manāṃsi. etāni sannikarṣa-sahitāni
pratyakṣaṃ janayanti.
Perception is of two types: non-conceptual and conceptual. It has six instruments (the six sense-organs): the organ of smell, of taste, of sight, of touch,
33. That is, an absence of a perceivable thing is a perceivable absence. For instance, lions are perceivable creatures, but the fact that I cannot perceive any lion in the room in which I am writing this
sentence means that I am perceiving the absence of any lion here.
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of hearing, and the mind. These six, when combined with a connection, give
rise to a perceptual knowledge-episode.
A.13.1 Connections
sannikarṣaś ca laukiko ’laukikaś ca. alaukikas trividhaḥ—jñāna-lakṣaṇā, sāmānyalakṣaṇā, yogajaś ca.
Connections (between a perceptual instrument and its object) are of two
broad types: worldly and non-worldly. Non-worldly connections are further
threefold:
1. those characterized by knowledge
2. those characterized by a universal
3. those produced by yoga
laukikaḥ ṣaḍ-vidhaḥ—saṃyogaḥ, saṃyukta-samavāyaḥ, saṃyukta-samaveta-samavāyaḥ,
samavāyaḥ, samaveta-samavāyaḥ, viśeṣaṇatā cê ’ti.
Worldly connections are six-fold:
1. contact
2. inherence in the contacted object
3. inherence in the quality which itself inheres in the contacted object
4. inherence
5. inherence in the inhering quality
6. qualifier relation
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A.13.2 Worldly perception
saṃyogena dravya-grahaḥ. saṃyukta-samavāyena śabdâ-’nya-guṇa-karma-dravyavṛtti-jātīnāṃ pratyakṣam. saṃyukta-samaveta-samavāyena śabda-mātra-vṛtti-jātî’tara-guṇa-vṛtti-karma-vṛtti-jātīnāṃ pratyakṣam. samavāyena śabdasya, samavetasamavāyena śabda-vṛtti-jātīnāṃ, viśeṣaṇatayā abhāvasya samavāyasya ca pratyakṣam.
Through contact substances are grasped. By inherence in the contacted object are perceived tropes (except sound), motions, and universals occurring in
a substance. Through inherence in the trope which itself inheres in the contacted object are perceived the universals that occur in tropes and motions (other
than the universal which occurs in sound alone). Sound-tropes are perceived by
inherence; universals occurring in sounds by inherence in the inhering trope;
and absences and inherence itself by the qualifier relation.
A.13.3 Non-worldly perception
alaukikaḥ sa yathā — jñāna-lakṣaṇayā «surabhi candanam» iti cākṣuṣaṃ jñānaṃ,
sāmānya-lakṣaṇayā ghaṭatvena rūpeṇa yāvad ghaṭa-jñānaṃ, yogaja-dharmeṇa yogināṃ sarva-jñānam.
As for non-worldly perception: Cognitions of the type “sandalwood is fragrant” produced by the organ of sight are characterized by knowledge. Cognitions of, for instance, a pot just by cognizing its form as being that of a pot are
characterized by universals. Finally, the omniscient cognitions of yogins are
produced by yoga.
A.13.4 Conceptual content and modality
Non-conceptual cognitions tatra nirvikalpakaṃ viśeṣya-prakārâ-’’di-rahitaṃ
vastu-svarūpa-mātra-jñānam. savikalpakaṃ sa-prakārakam. bhāsamāna-vaiśiṣṭyapratiyogitvaṃ prakāratvam. yathā «ayaṃ ghaṭaḥ» ity atra ayaṃ viśeṣyaḥ, ghaṭatvaṃ
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prakāraḥ, bhāsamāna-vaiśiṣṭyaṃ tayoḥ samavāyaḥ, tasya pratiyogi ghaṭatvam.
A non-conceptual perception is a cognition only of the inherent nature of
an object, bereft of any modality of the qualificand. A conceptual perception is
a cognition that has a modality. To be a mode is to be the counter-positive of a
qualifiedness that is apparent. For instance, in the cognition “this is a pot”: The
qualificand is [the entity ostensively indicated as] this. The mode is P [pot].
The apparent qualifiedness is the inherence between the aforementioned two
entities. The counter-positive of the apparent qualifiedness is P [pot].
Conceptual cognitions savikalpakam eva viśiṣṭa-vaiśiṣṭya-jñānam. yathā «ayaṃ
daṇḍī» ity atra daṇḍatva-viśiṣṭasya vaiśiṣṭyaṃ puruṣe bhāsate. atha prakriyā—
ādau indriya-sannikarṣāt «ghaṭa-ghaṭatve» iti nirvikalpakam, tataḥ «ayaṃ ghaṭaḥ»
iti viśiṣṭa-jñānam.
A cognition of a qualified qualifiedness is always conceptual. For instance,
in the cognition “this is a stick-wielder”, a qualifiedness of something qualified
by P [stick] is apparent in the person.
The procedure by which a conceptual cognition occurs is the following:
1. First, due to connection with the sense-organs, a non-conceptual cognition of the sort “pot and P [pot]” occurs.
2. Subsequently, a cognition of a qualified entity, of the sort “this is a pot”,
occurs.
A.13.5 Intrinsic versus extrinsic validity of perception
Extrinsic validity of cognition tatra «parataḥ prāmāṇya-grahaḥ» iti naiyāyikāḥ,
yathā—ādau «ghaṭaḥ» iti vyavasāyaḥ, tataḥ «ghaṭam ahaṃ jānāmi» ity anuvyavasāyaḥ, tataḥ «prāmāṇyâ-’prāmāṇye» iti koṭi-dvaya-smaraṇam, atha caturthe «idaṃ
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jñānaṃ pramā na vā» iti prāmāṇya-saṃśayaḥ, tato viśeṣa-darśanâ-’nantaraṃ prāmāṇyagrahaḥ «idaṃ jñānaṃ pramā samartha-pravṛtti-janakatvāj jñānâ-’ntaravat».
The Naiyāyikas hold that validity of perception is grasped extrinsically, in
the following sequence:
1. A determination of the sort “pot”
2. An apperception of the sort “I’m cognizing the pot”
3. A recollection of the two possibilities “validity and invalidity”
4. A doubting of validity of the sort “is this a valid cognitive episode or not?”
5. A grasping of validity follows after a specific examination of the sort
P : This cognition
S : is valid
H : because it generates successful activity
D : like other [valid] cognitions.
Intrinsic validity of cognition «svataḥ prāmāṇya-grahaḥ» iti trayo mīmāṃsakāḥ. tatra guru-mate «ayaṃ ghaṭaḥ» iti jñānaṃ viṣayaṃ ātmānaṃ jñāna-prāmāṇyaṃ
ca gṛhṇāti. murāri-miśra-mate «ayaṃ ghaṭaḥ» iti jñānâ-’nantaraṃ «ghaṭam ahaṃ
jānāmi» ity anuvyavasāyaḥ, tenaî ’va prāmāṇya-grahaḥ. bhaṭṭa-mate jñānasyâ
’tîndriyatvena jñānam anumeyaṃ yathā, tathā tad-vṛtti prāmāṇyaṃ ca. tathā hi—
«ayaṃ ghaṭaḥ» it jñānâ-’nantaraṃ ghaṭe jñātatā utpadyate, tato «jñāto mayā ghaṭaḥ»
iti jñātatā-pratyakṣam, tato vyāpyâ-’’di-pratyakṣâ-’nantaraṃ jñānâ-’numānaṃ, yathā
“ahaṃ ghaṭatva-prakāraka-jñānavān ghaṭatva-prakāraka-jñātatāvattvāt”. tāvataî
’va tasya dharma-dharmi-viṣayakatvena prāmāṇyâ-’numānam iti pratyakṣa-nirūpaṇam.
All three schools of Mīmāṃsā hold that the validity of perception is intrinsically grasped.
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Intrinsic

According to the Teacher [= Prabhākara], we grasp the cognition “this is a
pot”, its content, the self (who cognizes this), and the validity of the cognition
[simultaneously].
According to Murāri Miśra, immediately after the cognition “this is a pot”
comes the apperception “I am cognizing the pot”, and it is through that that
the validity of the cognition is grasped.
According to [Kumārila] Bhaṭṭa, because a cognition is non-sensorial, it
must be inferred. In the same way, the validity located in it can also be inferred. To elaborate: immediately after the cognition “this is a pot”, the property P [known] is produced in the pot. After that, the P [known] is perceived
via the cognition “the pot is known by me”. Then, immediately after the perception of its being pervaded comes the inference of the cognition in this form:
P: I
S : have a cognition with P [pot] as its mode
H : because of my having P [known] with P [pot] as its mode.
In the same way we can infer the validity of the cognition, because of the
validity being linked to the cognition via the property–property-bearer relation.
Thus is delineated perception.

A.14 Inference
anumiti-karaṇam anumānam. anumititvaṃ jātiḥ.
Inference is the instrument of inferential knowledge. P [inferential-knowledge]
is a universal.
On causes

vyāpāravat kāraṇaṃ karaṇam. vyāpāraś ca taj-janyatve sati taj-janya-

janakaḥ.
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An instrument is a cause that possesses an operation. An operation,
itself being produced by some X, is a producer of a product of X.
The instrument and operation of an inference hetu-jñānâ-’’di karaṇam,
parāmarśo vyāpāraḥ. parāmarśaś ca vyāpti-viśiṣṭa-pakṣa-dharmatā-jñānam, yathā
«vahni-vyāpya-dhūmavān ayam» iti.
In the case of inference, the instrument is a cognition of the reason-property,
while the operation is reflection: a cognition of the locus’s possessing the
reason-property as qualified by pervasion (for instance, “this possesses smokepervaded-by-fire”).
A.14.1 Stages of an inference
ādau mahānasâ-’’dau dhūme vahni-sāmānādhikaraṇya-grahe sati «dhūmo vahnivyāpyaḥ» ity anubhavo jāyate. tataḥ kālâ-’ntare parvate dhūme dṛṣṭe sati vyāptismaraṇaṃ, tataś ca vyāpti-viśiṣṭa-vaiśiṣṭya-jñānaṃ «vahni-vyāpya-dhūmavān ayam»
iti tṛtīya-liṅga-parāmarśaḥ. pakṣatā-sahitena tena «parvato vahnimān» ity anumitir
janyate.
1. First, when we cognize smoke in loci like kitchens as being collocated
with fire, we have an experiential cognition of the sort “smoke is pervaded
by fire.”
2. At some later time, when we see smoke on a mountain, we recall the
pervasion relation.
3. Then follows the cognition of qualifiedness qualified by pervasion, of the
sort “this possesses smoke-pervaded-by-fire”. This is the third [stage of]
reflection on the inferential marker.
4. When combined with the P [locus], we obtain the inferential knowledgeepisode “the mountain has fire.”
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A.14.2 Pervasion
vyāptiś ca hetu-samānâdhikaraṇâ-’tyantâ-’bhāvâ-’pratiyogi-sādhya-sāmānādhikaraṇyam.
na ca «ayaṃ saṃyogavān dravyatvāt» ity atra avyāptiḥ, pratiyogi-vyadhikaraṇahetu-samānādhikaraṇâ-’tyantâ-’bhāvâ-’pratiyogi-sādhya-sāmānādhikaraṇyam ity arthāt.
pakṣatā ca siṣādhayiṣā-viraha-sahakṛta-siddhy-abhāvaḥ.
Pervasion is defined to be collocation of the target-property with a noncounter-positive of a total absence collocated with the reason-property. This
does not fail to cover the inference “this has contact because of its being a
substance”, because it can mean “collocation of the target-property with a noncounter-positive of a total absence collocated with the reason-property and not
collocated with the counter-positive.” Further, P [locus] is the absence of proof
assisted by the absence of a desire to prove.
A.14.3 Self- and other-directed inference
anumānaṃ dvividhaṃ—svârthaṃ parârthaṃ ca. tatra parârthaṃ pañcâ-’vayavasādhyaṃ. avayavāś ca pratijñā-hetû-’dāharaṇô-’panaya-nigamanāni. yathā— ayaṃ
vahnimān (1) dhūmāt (2) yo yo dhūmavān sa vahnimān yathā mahānasam (3),
vahni-vyāypa-dhūmavān ayam (4), tasmād vahnimān (5) iti. svârthaṃ ca svīyavyāpty-ādi-jñāna-sādhyaṃ, na tatra para-pratipatty-artham evam āha śabda-prayogam.
Inference is of two types: self-directed and other-directed. An other-directed
inference is established by five parts—statement, reason, example, application,
conclusion—as in:
statement “this has fire …”
reason “because of smoke;”
example “all that has smoke has fire too, like a kitchen;”
application “this has smoke-pervaded-by-fire …”
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conclusion “therefore it has fire.”
A self-directed inference is established by one’s personal cognition of the
pervasion relation and the like, and has no particular linguistic form designed
to communicate this to others.
A.14.4 Types of inference
tac câ ’numānaṃ trividhaṃ—kevalânvayi-kevalavyatireky-anvayavyatireki-bhedāt.
yatra sādhya-vyatireko na kutrâ ’py asti sa kevalânvayī, yathā «ghaṭo ’bhidheyaḥ
prameyatvāt» ity atra abhidheyatvasya sādhyasya vyatireko na kutrâ ’py asti. yatra
sādhya-prasiddhiḥ pakṣâ-’tirikte nâ ’sti, sa kevalavyatirekī, yathā «pṛthivī itarebhyo
bhidyate pṛthivītvāt»; yatra itara-bhedâ-’bhāvaḥ, tatra pṛthivītvâ-’bhāvaḥ, yathā
jalâ-’’dau. vyatireka-vyāptau tu sādhyâ-’bhāvo vyāpyaḥ hetv-abhāvo vyāpakaḥ.
yatra sādhyaṃ sādhyâ-’bhāvaś câ ’nyatra prasiddhiḥ, sô ’nvayavyatirekī, yathā
«parvato vahnimān dhūmāt» iti.
Such an inference is of three types:
purely positively concomitant where there is no site where the target-property
is negatively concomitant with the reason-property, as in an inference of
the sort “the pot is nameable because it is knowable”, since nameability
(the target-property here) is nowhere absent.
purely negatively concomitant where the target-property occurs nowhere
other than loci of the reason-property, as in the inference “earth is different from other substances because of its P [earth]”, since P [earth] is
absent in all those loci where a difference from other substances is absent
(like water). In a negatively concomitant pervasion, it is the absence of
the target-property which is pervaded and it is the absence of the inferential reason which is the pervader.
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positively and negatively concomitant where both the target-property and
its absence are well-established, as in “the mountain has fire because of
smoke.”
A.14.5 Features of the reason-property
Features of a reason-property that is both positively and negatively
concomitant anvayavyatirekiṇi hetau avaśyaṃ pañca-rūpô-’papannatā apekṣaṇīyā.
pakṣa-vṛttitvaṃ, sapakṣa-sattvaṃ, vipakṣa-vyāvṛttatvaṃ, abādhitvaṃ, asat-pratipakṣitatvaṃ cê ’ti pañca rūpāṇi.
The five features that a reason-property which is both negatively and positively concomitant must necessarily possess should be closely studied. These
are:
pakṣa-vṛttitva occurring in the pakṣa
sapakṣa-sattva the existence of a sapakṣa
vipakṣa-vyāvṛttatva the exclusion of a vipakṣa
abādhitava not being obstructed
asat-pratipakṣitatva not possessing an obstructing inferential mark
Features of a reason-property that is either purely positively or purely
negatively concomitant kevalânvayini vipakṣa-vyāvṛttitva-rahitaṃ, kevalavyatirekiṇi sapakṣa-sattva-rahitaṃ catū-rūpam evâ ’pekṣitam.
The purely positively concomitant reason-property lacks vipakṣa-vyāvṛttatva,
while the purely negatively concomitant reason-property lacks sapakṣa-sattva.
Defining some terms yatra sādhya-sandehaḥ, sa pakṣaḥ. yatra sādhya-niścayaḥ,
sa sapakṣaḥ. yatra sādhyâ-’bhāva-niścayaḥ sa vipakṣaḥ. sādhyâ-’bhāvavān pakṣo
bādhaḥ. sādhya-virodhi-sādhako hetuḥ sat-pratipakṣaḥ.
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pakṣa the site where the target-property is suspected to occur
sapakṣa a (relevantly) similar site where the target-property is determined to
occur
vipakṣa a (relevantly) dissimilar site where the absence of the target-property
is determined to occur
bādha an obstructed locus having an absence of the target-property (in which
case the inference is blocked)
sat-pratipakṣa a reason-property that effects the obstruction of the target-property
A.14.6 Imposed properties
sôpādhau pakṣa-sapakṣa-sattvâ-’’dy-anyatama-bhaṅga āvaśyakaḥ. sôpādhiś ca svavyabhicāritā-sambandhena upādhi-viśiṣṭaḥ. upādhiś ca trividhaḥ—sādhanâ-’vyāpakatve
sati śuddha-sādhya-vyāpakaḥ, sādhanâ-’vyāpakatve sati pakṣa-dharmâ-’vacchinnasādhya-vyāpakaḥ, sādhanâ-’vyāpakatve sati sādhanâvacchinna-sādhya-vyāpakaś
ca. ādyo yathā «ayo-golakaṃ dhūmavad vahneḥ». atra ārdrê-’ndhana-prabhavavahnimattvam upādhiḥ sādhanâ-’vyāpakatve sati śuddha-sādhya-vyāpakaḥ. dvitīyo
yathā «vāyuḥ pratyakṣaḥ pratyakṣa-sparśâ-’’śrayatvāt». atra bahir-dravyatvâ-’vacchinnasya
pratyakṣatvasya sādhyasya vyāpakam udbhūta-rūpavattvam upādhiḥ. tṛtīyo yathā
«dhvaṃso vināśī janyatvāt». atra janyatvâ-’vacchinna-vināśitva-vyāpakaṃ bhāvatvam
upādhiḥ.
If (the reason-property is accompanied) by an imposed property, then it is
necessary that one out of the pakṣa, sapakṣa, and so on be refuted. A (reasonproperty accompanied) by an imposed property is one that is qualified
by an imposed property through the relation of deviating-from-oneself.
Imposed properties themselves are of three types:
1. pervading the pure target-property while not pervading the reason-property
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2. pervading the target-property delimited by a property of the site while
not pervading the reason-property
3. pervading the target-property delimited by the reason-property while not
pervading the reason-property
The first of these arises in [invalid inferences] like “the molten iron ball has
smoke because of fire”. Here the imposed property is the property of bearing
a fire produced by wet fuel.
The second of these arises in [invalid inferences] like “air is perceivable because it is the locus of touch-tropes which are perceivable”. Here the imposed
property of the target-property (which is the property of being perceivable as
delimited by being an external substance) is the property of bearing a manifest
color-trope.
The third of these arises in [invalid inferences] like “a destructive absence is
perishable because it is produced”. Here the imposed property is the property
of being a presence, which pervades the state of being perishable as delimited
by being produced.
A.14.7 Pseudo-inferential markers
atha hetv-ābhāsāḥ kathyante. savyabhicāra-viruddha-satpratipakṣâ-’siddha-bādhitāḥ
pañca hetv-ābhāsāḥ.
There are five types of pseudo-inferential markers: wandering, contradictory, counterposition-established, unproven, and obstructed.
Wandering markers

savyabhicāras trividhaḥ sādhāraṇâ-’sādhāraṇâ-’nupasaṃhāri-

bhedāt. sādhyâbhāvavad-vṛttitvaṃ sādhāraṇatvam, yathā «dhūmavān vahneḥ».
sakala-sapakṣa-vyāvṛttatvam asādhāraṇatvaṃ, yathā «parvato vahnimān parvatatvāt». sarva-pakṣakatvam anupasaṃhāritvaṃ, yathā «sarvaṃ prameyam abhidhey520

atvāt».
Wandering pseudo-inferential markers are of three types: general, nongeneral, and inconclusive. To be a general wandering marker is to occur in
a site where the target-property is absent, as in “it has smoke because of fire”.
To be a non-general wandering marker is to exclude all relevantly similar sites,
as in “the mountain has fire because it’s a mountain”. To be an inconclusive
wandering marker is to occur in all sites, as in “all is knowable because it is
nameable”
Contradictory and counterposition-established markers

sādhyâbhāva-

vyāpto hetur viruddhaḥ, yathā «ghaṭo nityaḥ sâvayavatvāt». satpratipakṣo yathā
«parvato vahnimān dhūmāt, parvato vahny-abhāvavān mahānasâ-’nyatvāt».
A contradictory reason-property is one which is pervaded by the absence
of the target-property, as in “the pot is eternal because it has parts”.
A reason-property with an established counterposition is one as in “the
mountain has fire because of smoke” and “the mountain possesses the absence
of fire, because it is not a kitchen”
Unproven markers

asiddhas trividhaḥ—āśrayâ-’siddhaḥ, svarūpâ-’siddhaḥ, vyāpyatvâ-

’siddhaś ca. yatra pakṣo ’san siddha-sādhanaṃ vā, sa āśrayâ-’siddhaḥ, yathā «śaśaviṣāṇaṃ nityam ajanyatvāt», «śarīraṃ hastâ-’’divat, hastâ-’’dimattayā pratīyamānatvāt». yatra pakṣâ-’vṛttir hetuḥ sa svarūpâ-’siddhaḥ, yathā «parvato vahnimān
mahānasatvāt». sa ca viśeṣaṇâsiddha-viśeṣyâsiddha-bhāgâsiddha-bhedād bahuvidhaḥ. ādyo yathā «śabdo ’nityaḥ cākṣuṣatve sati janyatvāt». dvitīyo yathā «śabdo
’nityaḥ, guṇatve sati paramâṇu-vṛttitvāt». tṛtīyo yathā «etāni dravyāṇi niravayavatvāt».
sôpādhir vyāpyatvâ-’siddhaḥ yathā «dhūmavān vahneḥ».
Unproven markers are themselves of three types: unproven in the substratum, unproven by its own form, and unproven by the pervaded property.
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A marker is unproven in the substratum in which the locus doesn’t exist,
or isn’t an established means of proof, as in “the rabbit’s horn is eternal because it is unproduced” or “the body possesses hands because it is cognized as
possessing hands”.
A marker is unproven by its own form in which the reason-property does
not occur in the locus, as in “the mountain has fire because it’s a kitchen”.
This in turn has many subvarieties, such as unproven-by-qualifier, unprovenby-qualificand, unproven-by-parts, and so on. The first of these is of the form
“sound is non-eternal because it is originated, as it is visible”; the second, as in
“sound is non-eternal because it occurs in atoms, as it is a trope”; the third, as
in “these are all substances because they lack parts”.
A marker is unproven by the pervaded property as in “the mountain has
smoke because of fire”.
Obstructed markers

bādho yathā «jala-hrado vahnimān dravyatvāt».

An obstructed marker is one as in “the lake has fire because it is a substance”.
tena etad-doṣa-rahito hetuḥ saddhetuḥ. ity anumānaṃ vyākhyātam.
A reason-property free from all of these flaws is a valid reason-property.
Thus is inference explained.

A.15 Analogy
upamiti-karaṇam upamānam. «kīdṛśo gavayaḥ?» iti praśne «go-sadṛśo gavayaḥ» ity
uttarite yadā go-sadṛśaṃ prāṇinaṃ paśyati, tadā pūrvôktaṃ vākyâ-’rthaṃ smarati,
anantaraṃ «ayaṃ ‹gavaya›-pada-vācyaḥ» iti śakti-grahaḥ. sê ’yam upamitiḥ. iti
upamānaṃ vyākhyātam.
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An analogy is the instrument for an analogical knowledge-episode. In response to the question “what is a gavaya?”, suppose one receives the answer
“a gavaya resembles a cow.” Then, when one sees a creature resembling a cow,
one will remember this previous answer, and immediately afterwards grasps
the linguistic signification via the cognition “this is directly expressed by the
word gavaya.”
This [grasping of the linguistic signfication] is an analogical knowledgeepisode.
Thus is analogy explained.

A.16 Language
āptôktaḥ śabdaḥ pramāṇam. prakṛta-vākyârtha-gocara-yathârtha-jñānavān āptaḥ.
pada-jñānaṃ karaṇaṃ, padârthô-’pasthitir vyāpāraḥ. ākāṅkṣā-yogyatā-̂ ’’satti-tātparya-jñānāni saha-kārīṇi, phalaṃ śābda-bodhaḥ.
An utterance produced by an āpta is authoritative. An āpta is one who has
a veridical cognition whose content is the meaning of the relevant sentence.The
instrument of a linguistic knowledge-episode is cognition of the worlds, and the
operation is the presence of the meanings of the words. The auxiliary causes
are expectancy, fitness, proximity, and contextual knowledge. The result of all
this is a linguistic knowledge-episode.
A.16.1 Auxiliary causes of linguistic cognitions
svarūpa-yogyatve saty ajanitâ-’nvaya-bodhakatvam ākāṅkṣā. tena «ghaṭaḥ karmatvaṃ ānayanaṃ kṛtiḥ» ity atra nâ ’nvaya-bodhaḥ, svarūpâ-’yogyatvāt. «ayam eti putro rājñaḥ puruṣo ’pasaryatām» ity atra «rājñaḥ puruṣaḥ» iti nâ ’nvaya-bodhaḥ, putreṇa janitâ-’nvaya-bodhakatvāt. bādhaka-pramā-viraho yogyatā. tena «vahninā
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siñcati» ity atra nâ ’nvaya-bodhaḥ, ayogyatvāt. avyavadhānenâ ’nvaya-pratiyogyupasthitir āsattiḥ. tena «girir bhuktaṃ vahnimān devadattena» ity atra nâ ’nvayabodhaḥ. tat-tad-artha-pratītî-’cchayō̂ ’uccaritatvaṃ tātparyam. tena bhojana-prakaraṇâ’’dau «saindhavam ānaya» ity ukte aśvâ-’nvaya-bodho na bhavati.
Expectancy is the signification of an unproduced construal, given that the
utterance has fitness due to its form. Thus “pot patientness bringing effort” does not communicate a meaningful construal, since the utterance
is malformed. In “here comes the son of the king—men should move
aside”, we do not construe “king-men” together because the word “son”
is able to produce a construal.
Fitness is the absence of an obstructing cognition. Thus “he sprinkles with
fire” does not signify a construal, as it lacks fitness.
Proximity is the presence of a counter-positive of a construal through noninterference. Thus a sentence like “the mountain has eaten has fire Devadatta” does not construe.
Context is to be articulated with the desire to cause the cognitions of their
respective meanings. Thus, in the context of eating, the sentence “bring
the saindhava” does not cause us to cognize a horse.
A.16.2 Signification
vṛttyā vinā śabdena nâ ’nvaya-bodho janyate. vṛttir dvividhā—śaktir lakṣaṇā ca.
śaktiḥ ‹ghaṭâ›-’’di-padasya ghaṭâ-’’dau. lakṣaṇā yathā «gaṅgāyāṃ ghoṣaḥ prativasati»
ity atra ‹gaṅgā›-padârthe pravāhe ghoṣâ-’nvayâ-’nupapattyā ‹gaṅgā›-padasya tīre
lakṣaṇā kalpyate. tayā vṛttyā upasthite tīre ghoṣaḥ prativasatî ’ty anvaya-bodho
bhavati. gauṇī vṛttir api lakṣaṇaî ’va, yathā «agnir māṇavakaḥ», «gaur bāhīkaḥ».
atra lakṣaṇayā agny-ādi-sādṛśyaṃ pratīyate.
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Without signification, words cannot generate a cognition of construal. Signification is of two types: denotation and secondary indication.
The denotation of a word like “pot” is to a pot and the like [directly].
Secondary indication works as follows: In a sentence like “the hamlet is
located on the Ganges”, the word “Ganges” cannot refer to the river due to the
non-construal of such a cognition with a hamlet, and so must be imagined to
secondarily indicate the banks of the river. Thus the sentence gives rise to the
cognition of the hamlet being located on the banks of the river brought to mind
by this linguistic signification.
Figurative usage also qualifies as secondary indication, as in sentences like
“the young scholar is fire” and “the Punjabi is a cow”, in which we cognize
resemblance to fire and cows by secondary indication.
Types of denotation

śaktaṃ padaṃ catur-vidham—yaugikam, rūḍham, yoga-

rūḍham, yaugika-rūḍhaṃ ca. ādyaṃ yathā ‹pācakâ›-’’di-padaṃ yogâ-’rthe pākakartari śaktam. dvitīyaṃ yathā ‹viprâ›-’’di-padaṃ rūḍhyā brāhmaṇa-vācakam. tṛtīyaṃ
yathā ‹paṅkajâ›-’’di-padaṃ yoga-rūḍhyā paṅka-janikartṛtvena padmatvena ca padmavācakam. caturthaṃ yathā ‹udbhid›-ādi-padaṃ yaugikaṃ taru-gulmâ-’’deḥ, rūḍhaṃ
yāga-viśeṣasya vācakam.
Now a word can denote a meaning in four ways: compositionally, conventionally, both compositionally and conventionally, and either compositionally
or conventionally.
The first applies to words like pācaka, which refers to an agent of cooking
√
as per its components [ pac · ṇ VUl ].

The second applies to words like vipra [lit. “shivering”], which by long-

standing usage refers to a brahmin.
The third applies to words like paṅkaja, which refers to a lotus both by
usage and by its composition as being something born from mud.
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The fourth applies to words like udbhid, which refer compositionally to a
grove of trees and conventionally to a specific sacrifice.
Types of secondary indication lakṣaṇā dvi-vidhā—jahat-svârthā ̂ ’jahat-svârthā
ca. ādyā yathā «gaṅgāyāṃ ghoṣaḥ» ity-ādau. dvitīyā yathā «sarve chatriṇo yānti»
ity-ādau. atra chatriṇaḥ tad-itarasyâ ’pi gamanâ-’nvayaḥ.
Secondary indication can be of two types: abandoning its own [literal]
meaning and preserving its own [literal] meaning. The first applies in cases like
“the hamlet on the Ganges” [where we abandon the literal meaning “river”].
The second applies in cases like “all the parasols enter”, where we refer to the
motion of the parasols as well as their bearers.
A.16.3 śābdabodha (linguistic cognitions)
atha śābdabodha-prakriyā.
Now let us examine the structures of specific linguistic cognitions.
A.16.3.1 The present indicative
«devadatto grāmaṃ gacchati» ity atra grāma-karmaka-gamana-janaka-vartamānakṛtimān ity anvaya-bodhaḥ. dvitīyāyā arthaḥ karmatvam, dhātor gamanam, janakatvaṃ saṃsarga-maryādā-labhyam, Laṭ o vartamānatvam, ākhyātasya kṛtiḥ, tatsambandhaḥ saṃsarga-maryādā-labhyaḥ.
From the sentence “Devadatta goes to the village”, we obtain an understanding of the construal as being: “[Devadatta] possesses an effort, occurring
at the present time, which gives rise to motion whose patient is the village.”
The meaning of the second case-ending here is P [patient], of the root is motion,
of the Laṭ verbal ending is P [time present], and of the general verbal ending
is effort. The property of giving rise to something and the relation of all these
pieces are obtained from the saṃsarga-maryādā.
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Inanimate agents

yatra kartari kṛter bādhas tatra ākhyātasya vyāpārâ-’’dau lakṣaṇā,

yathā «ratho gacchati» ity atra gamana-janaka-vartamāna-vyāpāravān rathaḥ. «dadhi
paśyati» ity-ādau dvitīyā-lopa-sthale ‹dadhi›-śabda evâ ’jahat-svârtha-lakṣaṇayā dadhikarmatvaṃ bodhayati. eka-vacanâ-’’dy-upasthitam ekatvâ-’’di sarvatra prathamā-̂
’’di-padam upasthāpayati.
In those cases where there is an obstruction to the effort being located in
the agent, the verbal affix may secondarily indicate operation and the like. For
instance, in “the chariot goes”, the chariot possesses an operation, occurring at
the present time, which gives rise to movement.
In cases like «dadhi paśyati» (which could translate either to “one sees the
yoghurt” or to “the yoghurt sees”), where there is a deletion of the second caseending, the word dadhi itself communicates the fact of the yoghurt being the
patient through secondary indication (without giving up its own meaning).
The singularity that is brought to mind by the singular [verbal ending]
causes us to bring to mind a word in the nominative in all such cases.
Passive voice

«devadattena gamyate grāmaḥ» ity asya devadatta-vṛtti-kṛti-janya-

gamana-janya-phala-śālī grāmaḥ ity arthaḥ. vṛttitvaṃ saṃsarga-bala-labhyam, tṛtīyâ’rthaś ca kṛtiḥ, janyatvaṃ saṃsargaḥ, gamanaṃ dhātv-arthaḥ, janyatvaṃ saṃsargaḥ, phalaṃ karmâ-’’tmanepadâ-’rthaḥ, śālitvaṃ saṃsargaḥ.
In “The village is gone to by Devadatta”, we obtain the village as being the
fruit produced by the motion produced by the effort resident in Devadatta. The
occurrence [of the effort in Devadatta] is obtained by force of the saṃsarga. The
meaning of the third case-ending is the effort, and its being produced is through
the saṃsarga. The meaning of the root is motion, and its being produced is
through the saṃsarga. The fruit is the patient, which is the meaning of the
ātmanepada; and the (village’s being so) is through the saṃsarga.
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Mediopassive voice

bhāva-pratyaye tu «devadattena supyate» ity asya devadatta-

vṛtti-kṛti-janyaḥ svāpaḥ ity arthaḥ. bhāva-pratyaya-sthale phalâ-’bhāvāt ātmanepadâ-’rtho na bhāsate.
In the case of the stative affix, “[It] is slept by Devadatta”, we obtain sleep
as being produced by the effort resident in Devadatta. In this case, because
there is no fruit, the ātmanepada’s meaning does not appear.
A.16.3.2 The synthetic future
bhaviṣyattvaṃ Lṛṭ o ’rthaḥ. tac ca vidyamāna-prāgabhāva-pratiyogy-utpattikatvam.
tena «gamiṣyati» ity atra vidyamāna-prāgabhāva-pratiyogy-utpattika-gamanâ-’nukūla-kṛtimān ity arthaḥ.
The Lṛṭ synthetic future affix signifies futureness, which means to be something which gives rise to the counter-positive of a currently-existing prior absence. Thus, “he will go” means he possesses an effort which is conducive to
an act of going which gives rise to the counter-positive of a currently-existing
prior absence.
A.16.3.3 The periphrastic future
Luṭ o ’rthaḥ anadyatanatvam api.
The Luṭ periphrastic future affix additionally signifies the property of not
occurring today.
A.16.3.4 The aorist
Luṅ o ’rthaḥ utpatti-bhūtatvaṃ ca. bhūtatvaṃ atītatvaṃ, tac cô ’tpattāv anveti. tathā
ca vidyamāna-dhvaṃsa-pratiyogy-utpattikatvaṃ labdham.
The Luṅ aorist affix signifies both origination and a pastness (which is to
say elapsedness) which construes with the origination. Thus, we obtain its
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meaning as being something which has given rise to the counter-positive of a
currently-existing destructive absence.
A.16.3.5 The perfect
Liṭ o ’nadyatanatvaṃ, parôkṣatvaṃ, atītatvaṃ câ ’rthaḥ. tad-anvayaḥ pūrvavad
utpattau.
The Liṭ perfect affix signifies the properties of not occurring today, being
beyond the senses, and elapsedness. All these construe with the origination, as
before.
A.16.3.6 The imperfect
Laṅ o ’nadyatanatvam atītatvaṃ câ ’rthaḥ.
The Laṅ imperfect affix signifies the properties of not occurring today and
elapsedness.
A.16.3.7 The optative
vidhi-Liṅ o ’rthaḥ kṛti-sādhyatve sati balavad-aniṣṭâ-’janakê-’ṣṭa-sādhanatvam. «svargakāmo yajeta» ity-ādau kṛti-sādhya-balavad-aniṣṭâ-’janakê-’ṣṭa-sādhana-yāga-kartā
svarga-kāma ity arthaḥ.
The vidhi-Liṅ optative affix signifies the property of being an instrument for
achieving a desired end which will not give rise to a strongly undesired end,
so long as this is realizable by effort. For instance, “one who desires heaven
should sacrifice” means that a heaven-desirer is a performer of a sacrifice which
is an instrument for realizing a desired end (heaven) which does not give rise
to a strongly undesired end, and which (sacrifice) is realizable by the agent’s
effort.
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A.16.3.8 The benedictive and the imperative
āśīr-Liṅ -Loṭ or arthaḥ vaktr-icchā-viṣayatvam. tena «ghaṭam ānaya» ity atra ghaṭakarmaka-mad-icchā-viṣayâ-’’nayanâ-’nukūla-kṛtimāṃs tvam ity anvaya-bodhaḥ.
The āśīr-Liṅ benedictive affix and the Loṭ imperative affix signify the content
of the speaker’s desire. Thus, “Bring the pot!” indicates that you are the locus
of an effort conducive to an act of bringing the content of my desire, whose
patient is a pot.
A.16.3.9 The counterfactual
vyāpya-kriyayā vyāpaka-kriyāyā āpādanaṃ Lṛṅ o ’rthaḥ. tātparya-vaśāt kvacid bhūtatvaṃ,
kvacid bhaviṣyatvaṃ ca Lṛṅ ā bodhyate.
The Lṛṅ counterfactual affix means to bring about a pervading action by
means of a pervaded action. By force of context, this affix can signify pastness
in some cases and futureness in others.
A.16.3.10 The desiderative
san aḥ kartur icchā arthaḥ. sann -uttarâ-’’khyātasyâ ’’śrayatve lakṣaṇā. saviṣayakâ’rthaka-prakṛtikâ-’’khyātasya āśrayatve lakṣaṇāyā «ghaṭaṃ jānāti» ity-ādau kḷptatvāt.
The san desiderative affix signifies the desire of the agent. The verbal ending
following the san secondarily indicates the locus [of the desire]. This is because
we must suppose that a verbal ending whose attached stem has an intentional
object as meaning secondarily indicates the locus [i.e., the intending entity] in
cases like “he cognizes the pot”.
A.16.3.11 The intensive/frequentative
yaṅ o ’rthaḥ paunaḥpunyam. tattvaṃ ca tadānīntana-prakṛty-artha-sajātīya-kriyā-̂
’ntara-dhvaṃsa-kālīnatve sati vartamānâ-’’di-kṛti-viṣayatvam. «pāpacyate» ity ādau
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tādṛśa-kālīnatvam eva yaṅ ā pratyāyyate. ākhyātasya carama-dala-vācakatvān na
viśiṣṭa-vācakaṃ yaṅ aḥ. tadānīntanatvaṃ ca sthūla-kālam ādāya.
The yaṅ intensive/frequentative affix signifies repetition. The state of repetition is, in turn, to be the content of a currently existing effort, which is
contemporaneous with the destructive absence of an action which belongs to
the same class as the meaning of the verbal base which occurred earlier. Thus,
in cases like “he cooks frequently” [expressed by a synthetic verbal form in
Sanskrit], what is conveyed by the yaṅ affix is precisely [the effort’s] temporal
state being so.34
Because the verbal ending communicates only the final stage, the yaṅ affix
does not communicate a qualified whole. Its signification of that time is by
regarding time as a whole.
A.16.3.12 The gerund
pūrva-kālīnatvaṃ kartā ca k tvā-̂ ’rthaḥ. pūrvatvaṃ ca sannihita-kriyā-̂ ’pekṣayā bodhyam. tat-pūrva-kālīnatvaṃ tat-prāgabhāva-kāla-vṛttitvam tad-utpatti-kālīna-dhvaṃsapratiyogi-kāla-vṛttitvaṃ vā. tena «bhuktvā vrajati» ity atra gamana-prāg-abhāvâ’vacchinna-kāla-vṛtti-bhojana-kartr-abhinno vrajatî ’ty arthaḥ. samāna-vibhaktikṛtām abhedena dharmi-vācakatvāt, avyayatvena k tvā-para-vibhakti-lopāt. kālaḥ
tātparya-vaśād vyavahitâ-’vyavahita-sādhāraṇo boddhavyaḥ. tena «pūrvasminn
abde gatvā ̂ ’sminn abde samāgataḥ» ity etādṛśa-prayoga-saṅgatiḥ.
The k tvā gerund signifies both the agent and occurring at an earlier time.
The earlier time is understood to be in reference to the connected action (signified by a different verb). To occur at an earlier time than X is to be located in a
time where there is a prior absence of X, or to located in a time where there is a
34. That is, an action of cooking takes place after another action of cooking that has just been completed.
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counter-positive of a destructive absence that occurs at the time of origination
of X. Thus “having eaten, he wanders” means that a person wanders who is
not different from the agent of an act of eating that occurs at a time delimited
by the prior absence of the wandering.
Primary derivational affixes which share a common case-ending signify the
property-bearer (because they do not differ), and and because it is indeclinable,
any case-endings following the k tvā are elided. The time is to be understood by
force of context as being common to both the connected and the unconnected.
Thus the appropriateness of a usage of the sort “having left last year, he has
returned this year.”
A.16.3.13 The infinitive
icchāvān tumun o35
’rthaḥ. «bhoktuṃ vrajati» ity asya bhojanê-’cchāvān vrajatî ’ty arthaḥ. «bhoktum
icchati» ity atra tu kartari lakṣaṇā, bhojana-kartāram ātmānam icchatî ’ty arthaḥ.
«saviśeṣaṇe hi» iti nyāyāt viśeṣaṇe kṛtāv icchā-̂ ’nvayaḥ.
The meaning of the tumun infinitive is to be the possessor of a desire. Thus
“he wanders to eat” means that he, possessing the desire to eat, wanders. However, in the case of “he wants to eat”, it secondarily indicates the agent, that is,
he wants himself to be an agent of eating. By the rule “in the case of something
with a qualifier”, the desire construes with the effort which is the qualifier.
A.16.3.14 The present participles
prakṛta-dhātv-artha-kartā ś atṛ -ś ānac oḥ, dhātv-artha-janya-phalavān karma-ś ānac o
’rthaḥ. ś atr -ādīnāṃ kartā vācyaḥ, saviṣayâ-’rthaka-prakṛtikānām āśrayatve lakṣaṇā.
35. Corrected from the printed version’s obviously incorrect tumulo.
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The ś atṛ and ś ānac participial suffixes both signify the agent of (the action
which is) the meaning of the verbal base’s root. The passive ś ānac signifies the
possessor of the fruit produced by the (the action which is) the meaning of the
root. These participles directly express the agent, and secondarily indicate that
(the verbal ending attached to) a base signifying a content is the locus.
A.16.3.15 Derivational morphology
evaṃ kartṛ-karma-kṛtām tena tena rūpeṇa kartā karma ca vācyam. bhāva-kṛtāṃ
tu naṅ -gh añ -ādīnām prayoga-sādhutva-mātraṃ, dhātv-arthâ-’tiriktasya bhāva-kṛtā
anupasthāpanād iti.
Similarly, primary derivational agentive and patientive affixes directly express the agent and the patient respectively through their forms. Stative affixes
like naṅ and gh añ express only the wellformedness of usage, because something
other than the meaning of a verbal root is not established by a primary derivational stative affix.
A.16.3.16 Qualified wholes
Objection: nanu « ‹nīlaṃ ghaṭam ānaya› ity-ādau dvitīyā-dvaya-śravaṇāt
karma-dvaya-bodhâ-’’pattiḥ, na tu viśiṣṭasya karmatvam» iti cet …
In statements like “bring the blue pot”, we hear two occurrences
of the second case-ending, which would lead us to imagine two
patients, and not a qualified entity being the patient.

… na, atra viśeṣaṇa-vibhaktiḥ sādhutvāya, athavā viśeṣaṇa-vibhakter abhedo ’rthaḥ.
atrâ ’yaṃ viśeṣaḥ: dvitīya-pakṣe vākya-samāsayoḥ paryāyatā na ghaṭate, vākye
«nīlaṃ ghaṭam» ity-ādau abhedasya padârthatvena prakāratvān na saṃsargatvam,
«nīla-ghaṭam» ity-ādau karmadhāraye lakṣaṇāyā asvīkāreṇâ ’bhedasyâ ’padârthatvena
saṃsargatvāt. tathā ca vākya-samāsayoḥ paryāyâ-’nurodhena ṣaṣṭhī-samāse «rājapuruṣaḥ» ity-ādau ṣaṣṭhy-artha-sambandhe lakṣaṇā na ghaṭate, sambandhasya saṃsarga533

maryādā-labhyatvāt. vastutas tu viruddha-vibhakty-anavaruddhasya abheda-bodhakatvavyutpatteḥ mukhyârtha-rājâ-’bhedasya bādhena ‹rāja›-padasya rāja-sambandhini
lakṣaṇā.
This is incorrect, because (I) the case-ending on the qualifier here is just for
wellformedness, or because (II) the meaning of the case-ending on the qualifier
is just non-difference (from the ending on the qualificand). The distinction
here is the following: In case (II), the synonymity of sentence and compound
would not occur. In a sentence like “the pot is blue”, the non-difference [of the
two case-endings] is not a relation, because it is a modality due to being the
meaning of a morpheme. In a descriptive compound like “blue-pot”, because
secondary indication is unacceptable, the non-difference is not the meaning of
a morpheme, and hence is a relation.
Similarly, in the case that the synonymity of sentence and compound is accepted, then given a sixth-case determinative compound like “kingsman”, there
is no secondary indication of a relation which is the meaning of the sixth case,
because the relation is obtained through saṃsarga-maryādā. In fact, because
of the derivation of a [word-stem] unobstructed by conflicting case-endings
as being a signifier of non-difference, when there is an obstruction to the nondifference of the default denotation of the word “king”, it secondarily indicates
someone related to the king.
Other compounds evaṃ bahuvrīhau carama-padasyâ ’nya-padârthe lakṣaṇā. tathā
ca dvandva-karmadhārâ-’nya-samāse sarvatra tat-tad-arthe lakṣaṇā.
Similarly, in exocentric compounds too, the final member secondarily indicates the meaning of the unstated word. Further, in compounds other than
copulative and descriptive compounds, there is a secondary indication of their
respective meanings.
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A.16.3.17 Negation
evaṃ nañ -artho ’bhāvaḥ. «a-ghaṭaṃ bhū-talam» ity-ādau ghaṭa-bhinne lakṣaṇā.
«na kalañjaṃ bhakṣayet» ity-ādau balavad-aniṣṭa-janake lakṣaṇā.
The meaning of nañ is an absence. In cases like “the floor is pot-free”, the
negation secondarily indicates a difference from a pot. In “one should not eat
kalañja” the negation secondarily indicates a generator of a strongly undesired
end.
A.16.3.18 The eva particle
kriyā-saṅgatasya ‹eva›-kārasyâ ’tyantâyoga-vyavacchedo ’rthaḥ, yathā «nīlaṃ sarojaṃ bhavaty eva». viśeṣaṇa-saṅgatasya ayoga-vyavacchedaḥ, yathā «śaṅkhaḥ pāṇḍura
eva» iti. viśeṣya-saṅgatasya anya-yoga-vyavacchedaḥ, yathā «pārtha eva dhanurdharaḥ» ity ādau.
When connected with the verb, the eva particle signifies an exclusion of a
total non-connection, as in “the lotus is blue” [i.e., it cannot be that the lotus
is not blue].
When connected with the qualifier, the eva particle signifies an exclusion
of a non-connection, as in “the conch is white” [and nothing but white].
When connected with the qualificand, the eva particle signifies an exclusion
of a connection with anything else, as in “Arjuna is an archer” [and nobody
other than Arjuna].
evaṃ diśā sarvatra bodhyam.
In this manner can be understood everything.
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B.1 Benediction

oṃ namaḥ śrīharaye1

parāya paramâ-’’tmane |
govinda-gokulê-’śāya vṛndāvana-vihāriṇe ∥
1. This first quarter of the verse is missing a syllable.
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Oṃ! Salutations
to Śrīhari, the unsurpassed Supreme Soul
to the Lord of Gokula of the cowherds,
who dwells in Vṛndāvana!

mātaraṃ dadhi-vimanthanâ-’’darāṃ
vīkṣya nanda-tanayasya hṛṣyataḥ |
śrīhareḥ sphurad-atîva-cañcalā
dārayantu duritaṃ dṛg-añcalāḥ ∥

May the corners of the eyes
scintillating, extremely playful,
of that Śrīhari, son of Nanda,
who rejoiced when he saw
his mother intently churning curds
trounce over sin!

B.2 The purpose of the text

śruti-smṛti-viruddhaṃ yat-padârtha-khaṇḍanaṃ kṛtam |
kurve teṣāṃ padârthānāṃ maṇḍanaṃ śruti-sammatam ∥

Those categories which were refuted
in a way that violated śruti and smṛti
are here restored by me
in accordance with the śruti.

B.3 Time, space, ether
B.3.1 P: space and time are not different from Īśvara
yat tu:
DIK-KĀLAU NÊ ’ŚVARĀD ATIRICYETE, MĀNĀBHĀVĀT.2
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Consider the position (of Raghunātha Śiromaṇi): “Space and time are not
different from Īśvara, because there is no evidence (for their being different).”
B.3.2 P: Space and time are both pervasive
atra

diktvâ-’’di

pakṣatâ-’vacchedakīkṛtyâ

’tiriktatvâ-’bhāva-

sādhane na siddhy-asiddhi-vyāghātaḥ; «pūrvasyāṃ diśi ghataḥ»,
«idānīṃ ghaṭaḥ» ity-ādi-pratīti-viṣayībhūta-vibhutvasyaî ’va diktvâ’’di-rūpatvāt.3
In this aforementioned inference, no obstacle is raised by the success or
failure in proving the absence-of-being-different-from-Īśvara by treating space
(and time) as being the site of the inference insofar as it is space (or time).4
This is because it is in fact the property of being pervasive, which is the
content of cognitions like “the pot is eastwards” and “now there is a pot”, which
takes the form of being space and of being time.5

B.3.3 P: A redefinition of being pervasive
vibhutvaṃ ca mūrter itara-dravyatvaṃ6
2. Raghunātha (1916, 2–3)
3. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 2)
4. A literal translation of the Navya Nyāya language would read: “by making spaceness and the like
into delimitors of site-ness”. The idea is that we are concerned with space as the site in which
the target-property of absence-of-being-different-from-Īśvara is to be established, and that we are
concerned with space as being such a site precisely insofar as it is space—and not insofar as it is
a substance or something existent or something that is a simple, and so on. It is the spaceness of
space that is relevant here, not any of its other properties. That is, the inference is about proving
that space and time, insofar as they are space and time respectively, are the entities with regards
to which we would need to establish a difference (or not) from Īśvara.
5. That is, it is not in fact space-insofar-as-it-is-space which is the site of the inference, but rather
space-insofar-as-it-is-pervasive. The upshot of framing the argument this way is that anything
which is pervasive will end up getting collapsed into Īśvara according to Raghunātha, because (he
claims) there is no evidence for it being different.
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, na tu parama-mahat-parimāṇa-rūpam;

Īśvarâ-’’tmani tasya

nirākariṣyamāṇatvena vibhutvâ-’bhāvâ-’’patter7
iti.
Furthermore, to be pervasive is to be a non-embodied substance. It is not
to be something which has the maximal possible extension (i.e., the entire
cosmos). This is because, as we will see, this latter property will be disproved
as belonging to Īśvara’s self—and if this property were the definition of being
pervasive, then we would wrongly conclude that Īśvara is not pervasive.
B.3.4 S: Space and time are different from Īśvara
tac cintyam, dik-kālayor atiriktatvâ-’nabhyupagame «pūrvasyāṃ
ghaṭaḥ», «idānīṃ ghaṭaḥ» ity-ādy-anugata-pratyayâ-’nupapatteḥ.8
Now this is worth pondering over, for the following reason: if you don’t accept (even provisionally) space and time as being distinct (from Īśvara), then
consequent cognitions like “the pot is eastwards” and “the pot exists now”
would no longer hold.
B.3.5 S: Space and time are different from each other
na cê ’śvarād eva tathā-pratyaya-nirvāhaḥ, upadarśita-pratītīnāṃ
vailakṣaṇyâ-’nupapatteḥ, Īśvarasyaî ’katvāt.9
And you cannot argue that such cognitions can be enabled by Īśvara, for
then the aforementioned cognitions would cease to be distinguishable, as Īśvara
6. Alternate reading: mūrtê-’tara-dravyatvam
7. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 2)
8. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 2)
9. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 2)
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is singular.10

B.3.6 S: Arguments based on imposed properties are a slippery

slope, part 1: Individual selves would collapse into Īśvara

na ca «…

Objection:
yathā tat-tad-upādhi-bhedāt «prācyāṃ
ghaṭaḥ», «pratīcyāṃ ghaṭaḥ», «idānīṃ ghaṭaḥ»,
«tadānīṃ ghaṭaḥ» ity-ādi-pratīti-vailakṣaṇyam, tathā
man-mate tat-tad-upādhi-bhedād Īśvarād eva pratītivailakṣaṇyam11

Just as spatial cognitions like “the pot is to the east” and “the pot is
to the west” and temporal cognitions like “the pot exists now” and
“the pot existed then” are distinct from one another due to their respective imposed properties, so too in my (Raghunātha’s) position
are these cognitions distinct from Īśvara due to their respective imposed properties.

…» iti vācyam, ‹ahaṃ caitro›, ‹’yaṃ maitro›, ‹’sau devadattaḥ› ity-ādi-pratītīnām
api tat-tad-upādhi-bhedenê ’śvarād eva vailakṣaṇya-sambhave vibhu-jīvâ-’’tmanām
anaṅgīkāra-prasaṅgāt [1]; jīva-bahutvâ-’naṅgīkāra-prasaṅgāc ca [2] tat-tadupādhi-bhedenaî ’kasmād eva jñānavataḥ pratīti-vailakṣaṇya-sambhavāt; ‹imā
diśaḥ›, ‹sa eṣa saṃvatsaraḥ›, ‹idam ākāśam› iti śruteḥ pramāṇatvād dhetv-asiddheś
ca [3]; parasparaṃ dig-ādibhir vinigamanā-virahāc ca [4].
This is untenable, for the following reasons:
1. If your position were true, then even personal cognitions like “I am Fred”,
“this is Ned”, and “that is Ted” too would be different from Īśvara only on
10. That is, we distinguish between spatial cognitions and temporal cognitions, but this would become
impossible if both space and time were collapsed into Īśvara.
11. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 3)
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the basis of imposed properties. As a result, we would face the adverse
consequence of having to reject pervasive individual selves.
2. We would also be forced to reject a multiplicity of individual selves, for
it would be possible to distinguish such cognitions on the basis of their
respective imposed properties from a single cognizing agent.
3. On the basis of the authority of śruti like “these are the directions”, “this
is a year”, “this is ether”, we know that the claimed inferential reason
(hetu) itself is unestablished.
4. Such arguments fail to distinguish space and time and the like from one
another.
kecit tu « ākāśasyaî ’va dig-vyavahāra-janakatvam , «diśaḥ śrotram» iti śruter » ity
āhuḥ.
Some people, though, claim that ether itself gives rise to the conventional
use of space/direction, based on the śruti “the directions are [His] ears”12
.13

B.3.7 S: Arguments based on imposed properties are a slippery

slope, part 2: The five elements would collapse into Īśvara

evaṃ tat-tad-gandha-rasâ-’’dy-upādhi-bhedād Īśvarād eva pṛthivy-ādi-vyavahārasambhave teṣām apî ’śvare ’ntar-bhāva-prasaṅgāt.

Resuming the
previous set of
ablatives with
adverse

12. BhāPu 2.1.29
13. This appears to be a parenthetical remark, pointing out that there is at least some scriptural justification for the collapsing of space into ether. The organ of hearing is regarded by the Standard
Model as being ether as delimited by a person’s auditory canal, which is why this somewhat elliptical formulation can be regarded as collapsing space into ether. Note also that the Naiyāyikas do
not distinguish space from the notion of direction.
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consequences

In the same way (if we accepted that Īśvara can do the job of both space
and time relying solely on imposed properties), the five elements like earth
could also be subsumed into Īśvara, because it would be possible to explain
the conventional use of these terms on the basis of their respective imposed
properties like smells and tastes.
yadi bhāva-kāryasya samavāyi-kāraṇa-janyatva-niyamād14
15

gandhâ-’’di-samavāyitayā ’tirikta-pṛthivy-ādi-siddhis tarhi paratvâ-’paratvâ’’dy-asamavāyi-kāraṇa-saṃyogâ-’’śrayatayā ’tirikta-dig-ādi-siddhiḥ kuto nô ’cyate,
avaiṣamyāt?
If, on the basis of the rule that an effect which is an existent is produced
by an inhering cause, you argue that earth and the like can be established as
being distinct from Īśvara because they are the substrates in which smell and
the like inhere, then why can’t we say that space and time can be proved to be
distinct because they are the locus for contact with a non-inhering cause like
distality/proximality, on the grounds of symmetry?16

B.3.8 S: A proof of the distinction of space and time

manaso mahatī buddhir buddheḥ kālo mahān smṛtaḥ |
14. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 3)
15. Raghudeva uses this precise phrase, not in the context of space and time, but when introducing
the Standard Model’s position on ether.
16. Substances like earth are the substrates for particular tropes (thus smell-tropes inhere only in
earth, and so on). Thus it is possible to argue, based on the Nyāya account of causation, that earth
is the unique substance in which smell-tropes inhere, and so on. However, Veṇīdatta points out
that the Radical Revisionist cannot accept such an argument for the distinctness of earth and then
reject a similar argument for the distinctness of space and time and ether. That would amount to
“asymmetry”, or to special pleading.
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kālāt sa bhagavān viṣṇur yasya sarvam idaṃ jagat ∥
kālo ’yaṃ dvi-parārdhâ-’’khyo nimeṣa upacaryate |
avyākṛtasyâ ’nantasyâ ’nāder jagad-ātmanaḥ ∥
ity-āgamena

«idānīṃ»-«tadānīṃ»-pratīti-viṣaya-dvi-parārdhâ-’’khya-kālasya

Īśvara-bhinna-syô ’kteś ca, «satyam ity avināśi, deśa-kāla-vastu-nimitteṣu vinaśyatsu svayam eva na vinaśati» iti bhedô-’kteś ca.
On the basis of scripture like
Greater than mind is intellect; greater than intellect is time
And greater than time is that Lord Viṣṇu, to whom belongs this
whole world.
This expanse of time, known as a dvi-parārdha, counts but as an
instant
for the Ungraspable, Unending, Unbeginning World-soul.
we see that time, which is the content of cognitions like “now” and “then”
and which is known as a dvi-parārdha, is different from Īśvara. We also see
the difference articulated in scriptural statements like “Truth is imperishable:
while occasioned space, time, and entities perish, it alone does not perish.”
B.3.9 S: To be pervasive is indeed to have maximal extension
parama-mahattva-rūpaṃ vibhutvam, «aṇor aṇīyān mahato mahīyān» ity-ādiśrutyā ātmani parimāṇa-sadbhāva-pratipādanāt.
Furthermore, to be pervasive is indeed to have maximal extension, equal to
the entire cosmos. For scriptural statements like “it is smaller than the smallest
and bigger than the biggest” teach us that measure does occur in the self.17

B.3.10 S: Ether is distinct from Īśvara
śabda-samavāyitayā atiriktâ-’’kāśa-siddhiḥ.18
17. Thus, Veṇīdatta rejects the Radical Revisionist redefinition of pervasiveness as merely meaning
being-a-nonembodied-substance.
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Ether, as distinct from Īśvara, is proved as being that in which sound-tropes
inhere.

B.4 God and individual self
B.4.1 Īśvara is not an inhered-in cause
na cê ’śvarasyaî ’va śabda-samavāyitvaṃ, tasya nimitta-kāraṇatvāt.

nimitta-

kāraṇatva-samavāyi-kāraṇatvayos tarka-mate virodhāt.
It cannot be that Īśvara is the substrate in which sound inheres, because
Īśvara is already an occasional cause of sound. And in the doctrine of the
logicians, being an occasional cause and being an inhering cause are opposed
to each other.
B.4.2 If Īśvara is conceded to be inhered-in, then individual selves
too end up the same way and cannot be distinguished from
Īśvara
anyathā kārya-mātraṃ prati nimitta-kāraṇatvenê ’śvare kārya-samavāyitvasyâ
’pi vaktuṃ śakyatvena tvadīya-prakriyā-mātra-bhaṅgâ-’’patteḥ; «Īśvaraḥ kāraṇaṃ
puruṣa-karmâ-’phalya-darśanāt», «na puruṣa-karmâ-’bhāve phalâ-’niṣpatteḥ» «tatkāritvād ahetuḥ»19
ity-ādi-gautama-sūtraiḥ

kāraṇatva-mātrô-’kteḥ;

caturviṃśati-guṇa-

samavāyitvenê ’śvara-svīkāre vikārâ-’’patteḥ; «ātmana ākaśaḥ sambhūtaḥ» iti
vibhāga-śakta-pañcamy-anupapatteś ca, Īśvarâ-’’tmana evâ ’’kāśatvād aikye
vibhāgâ-’sambhavāt, tasya saṃyogavad dvi-niṣṭhatvāt, sam-pūrvaka-bhū-dhātor
utpattāv eva prayoga-darśanāt. tathā hi, «sambhūtaṃ prathama-mahêśvarasya
18. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 3)
19. NyāSū IV·1·19–21
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saṅgān māyāyāṃ manaḥ» iti, «Kumāra-sambhavaḥ» iti ca vyavahārāḥ.
Otherwise it would be possible to describe Īśvara, who is the occasional
cause for effects-in-general, as also being that in which the effect inheres. And
this would violate your20
own argument as laid out in the Nyāya-sūtras:
Opponent Īśvara is a cause, because human actions are seen to not bear fruit.
Siddhānta No; no fruit is produced in the absence of human effort.
Siddhānta [Human effort] is not [the only] cause because fruits are produced [by
Īśvara].
This text specifies that Īśvara is a cause-in-general.
If you accept Īśvara to be the substrate of inherence for all twenty-four
types of tropes, then this would have the adverse effect of admitting changes
into Īśvara.
Furthermore, given śruti like “ether was born from the Self”, the signification by the fifth case-ending of a separation would not hold. Suppose Īśvara’s
own self was in fact just ether. Then there would be no possibility of a separation, for separation(-trope)s, like contact-tropes, is resident in two loci. We
√
also see the employment of the prefixed root sam bhū only in the sense of
“arising”/“being born”. To wit: We see usages in texts of the sort: “mind was
born from Īśvara’s first union with māyā” and in titles like “The Birth of the
Young Prince”21
.
pratyekaṃ jīvam ādāya vinigamanā-virahāc ca.
20. This suggests Veṇīdatta does not see himself as a Naiyāyika, but nevertheless holds positions akin
to their own on the multiplicity of selves.
21. This is, of course, a reference to Kālidāsa’s famous courtly epic.
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Furthermore, there is a failure to distinguish individual selves as well.
B.4.3 Both individual and Īśvara are causes, through the unseen
yat tu janya-mātraṃ prati Īśvarasya kāraṇatāyāḥ kḷptatvāt
tatra samavāyitva-mātra-kalpanam eva, jīvānāṃ tu dvayos
tayoḥ kalpanam iti gauravam22
iti.
And as for the following claim: “Because the fact of Īśvara’s being a cause
in regards to effects-in-general is already accepted, we are only supposing the
fact of Īśvara being the substrate of inherence. But we would have to suppose
both of them for individual selves, which lacks parsimony.”
tat tuccham, adṛṣṭa-dvārā jīvasyâ ’pi hetutva-siddheḥ samavāyitva-mātra-kalpanāt.
na ca «…
That’s just stupid: because the individual self too is already established as
a cause by way of the unseen (merits and demerits), we would again only have
to suppose its being a substrate of inherence.

Objection:
ADṚṢṬASYA JANAKATVE TAD-ĀŚRAYA-TATHĀTVE
MĀNĀBHĀVAḤ23
Even if merits and demerits can produce (sound) effects, there is no
evidence for their locus (the self) being so.

…» iti vācyam, Īśvarasyâ ’py adṛṣṭa-dvāraî ’va janakatvāt. anyathā vaiṣamyanairghṛṇya-prasaṅgāt.
This is incorrect, because even Īśvara gives rise to effects only through the
unseen. Otherwise we would end up showing Īśvara’s partiality and cruelty.
22. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 3)
23. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 4)
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B.4.4 P: The individual is not an inhering cause—otherwise we

would have cognitions of the sort “I am a sound-possessor”

just as “I am a pleasure-possessor”
na ca «…

Objection: ASMAD-ĀDEŚ CA ŚABDA-SAMAVĀYI-KĀRAṆATVE
«SUKHÂ-’’DIMĀN» ITIVAT «AHAṂ ŚABDAVĀN» ITY-ĀDIPRATĪTY-ĀPATTIR24
If we accepted that we individual selves are the inhering causes
for sound, then just as we have cognitions like “I have happiness”
(since the individual self is the substrate of inherence for pleasure),
we would also have cognitions like “I have sound”.

B.4.5 S: We have no such cognition due to the absence of the
manas’s suitability

…» iti vācyam, tasya manaso ’yogyatvāt. tasya śravaṇê-’ndriya-grāhyatvāt.
No, because the mind is unsuitable for that, sound being graspable only by
the hearing-organ.
na hi sukhâ-’’di itarê-’ndriya-grāhyam iti bhavati mano-yogyam.
For pleasure and pain are suitable for being grasped by the mind, not being
graspable by any other sense.
B.4.6 Īśvara, being inhered in by sound, may be suspected of being
beyond sound
anyathā rūpâ-’’der api mano-yogyatâ-’’patteḥ, śabdasya parokṣatâ-’’pātāc
ca. yadi karṇa-vivarâ-’vacchinnê-’śvara eva śrotram iti tad-gṛhītasya śabdasya
śrāvaṇatvam, tarhi tad-avacchinna-jīva-rūpa-śravaṇê-’ndriya-gṛhītasya na mānasatvam iti sāmyāt.
24. Raghunātha (1916, 4–9)
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Otherwise, we would suspect that colors too would be grasped by the mind,
and that sound would be trans-sensory. This is because of the following: If
Īśvara delimited by the auditory canal is the hearing-organ and the sounds
grasped by it are audible, then the object grasped by the hearing-organ in
the form of the individual self as delimited by the auditory canal cannot be
regarded as mental, on the grounds of symmetry.
ātmano ’tîndriyatvāt. «indriyebhyaḥ paraḥ» ity-ādi-śrutyā indriyatvasyâ ’’tmani
niṣedhāt. lāghavena prāmāṇika-padârthâ-’palāpe iha-lokasyaî ’va siddhau lokâ’ntara-kalpanâ-’nupapatter iti dig-ādi-samarthanam.
[The self cannot be a sense-organ] because the self is trans-sensory. This is
because the property of being a sense-organ does not lie in the self, due to the
śruti “it is other than the sense-organs”. In regards to the concealment of an
authoritative category on the grounds of parsimony, when this world itself is
established, there is no point in fancying a different world. Thus do I defend
the independence of space and time.
B.4.7 A failure to differentiate the individual from Īśvara, if
Īśvara is perceptible due to being heard

B.5 The manas
B.5.1 P: manas is not different from the five elements in being
atomic

yat tu MANO ’PI CÂ ’SAMAVETA-MŪRTAM.25
26

25. Raghunātha (1916, p. 10)
26. Variant: -bhūtam. Raghudeva notes this variant reading, which is what Veṇīdatta is operating on:
kvacid «asamavetaṃ mūrtam» iti pāṭhaḥ. tatra ca «mūrta»-padaṃ mūrta-viśeṣa-paraṃ; tathā ca, mano
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Now consider the thesis (of Raghunātha) that the mind too is a non-inherent
embodied entity.
tac ca paramâṇu-rūpam iti prāñcāḥ, truṭi-rūpam iti navyāḥ.
According to the Ancients, the mind is of atomic dimension; according to
the Modern, it is the size of a mobile mote.
atra manaso ’samaveta-mūrta-paryantâ-’nudhāvanaṃ tasya
sūkṣmatva-siddhânta-rakṣâ-’rtham.27
Here, this chase directed towards the mind’s being a non-inherent embodied
thing is meant to defend the established position of its subtleness.

Objection:
nanu «manasaḥ pārthivâ-’’dy-aṇu-rūpatve
cakṣuḥ-saṃyoga-tvak-saṃyogâ-’’di-sattve ekadā jñānayaugapadyâ-’’pattiḥ.
navīna-mate manasaḥ pārthivâ’’di-trasareṇu-rūpatayā mahattvena tena sahaî ’kadā
cakṣur-ādi-mano-yogatayā28
jñāna-yaugapadyâ-’’pattiś cê» ’ti cet?

If the mind is atomic, like the elements, then given the existence
of contact with the sight- and touch-organs, it would have the undesired consequence of permitting simultaneous cognition. In the
position of the New Logicians, because of the mind having the form
of a mobile earth-mote and hence having physical extension, there
would be the undesired consequence of permitting simultaneous
cognition through the connection of the eye with the mind.
na. atirikta-mano-’ṅgīkartṝṇāṃ yadā manasā saha cakṣuḥ-saṃyogas
tadā tvacā saha saṃyogaḥ kuto nê ’ty atrâ ’dṛṣṭa-viśeṣasyaî ’va
niyāmakatve ’nupapatty-abhāvo yathā, tathā man-mate ’pi tat-tajjñānâ-’’dau tat-tad-adṛṣṭa-viśeṣasyaî ’va niyāmakatva-kalpanenaî
’va jñāna-yaugapadyâ-’’patti-vāraṇa-sambhavād iti.29
’samaveta-mūrta-viśeṣo bhūtâ-’’tmakaṃ mūrtam iti yāvad ity arthaḥ.
27. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 10)
28. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 10)

553

This is incorrect. According to those who accept a distinct mind, if asked
“why is it that, at the time that the eye comes in contact with the mind, there
is no way for it to come in contact with the touch-organ?”, it is because there
is no logical failure in supposing that there are unseen causal factors which act
as regulators. In this very same manner, in my position too, I can ward off the
undesirable possibility of simultaneous cognitions by imagining there to be a
particular unseen factor for each cognition acting as its regulator.
B.5.2 manas is distinct from the atoms of the five elements
tac cintyam, pārthivâ-’’dy-aṇubhir vinigamanā-virahāt manasas trasareṇu-rūpatve
’nityatva-prasaṅgāt, iṣṭâ-’’pattāv apasiddhântāt, adṛṣṭa-viśeṣasya niyāmakatve
cakṣur-ādīnām apy akalpanâ-’’patteś ca.
Now this is worth mulling over, for the following reasons: [1] It fails to
differentiate the mind from earth atoms and the like; [2] if the mind had the
extension of a mobile mote, it would be non-eternal; [3] it upholds a false
premise in order to obtain a desired conclusion; and [4] if particular unseen
factors were regulators of mental functioning, we would not even need to suppose the existence of organs of sight.
ata eva «jñānâ-’yaugapadyād ekaṃ manaḥ», «na yugapad-aneka-kriyô-’palabdheḥ»
«alāta-cakra-darśanavat tad-upalabdhir āśu-sañcārāt», «yathô-’kta-hetutvāc câ
’ṇu»30
ity-ādi-bhiḥ sūtrair gautamo ’py evam asūtrayad artham.
Therefore Gautama himself has outlined the following position in his sūtras:
Siddhānta: The mind is unitary, because of the non-simultaneity of cognitions.
29. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 10)
30. NyāSū III-2-59–62
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Opponent: No, multiple actions can be cognized simultaneously.
Siddhānta: Like seeing a spinning fire-wheel, they are cognized [as being simultaneous] due to their rapid sequence.
Siddhānta: [The mind is] atomic, due to the aforementioned reason.
na ca mamâ ’pi sūtrāṇi sammatāny eva. tathā sati «dig-deśa-kālâ-’’kāśeṣv apy evaṃ
prasaṅgaḥ» iti gautama-sūtreṇa dig-ādi-siddhi-prasaṅgāt.
Nor is it that my sūtras too are in agreement. If that were the case, then
Gautama’s sūtra “the same undesirable consquence holds for directions, space,
time, and ether” would have the adverse effect of establishing space and the
like.
«arthebhyaś ca paraṃ manaḥ»31
ity anena manasaḥ pārthivâ-’’dy-aṇu-rūpatva-niṣedhāc cê ’ti manaso ’tiriktatvasiddhiḥ.
“The mind is other than the objects” rules out the mind’s being atomic like
earth and the like, and thus is proven the distinctness of mind.

B.6 Atoms, dyads, and measure
B.6.1 P: against atoms and dyads
yat tu PARAMÂṆU-DVYAṆUKAYOŚ CA MĀNÂ-’BHĀVAḤ, TRUṬĀV EVA
VIŚRĀMĀT. NA CA «…32
Now consider the thesis of Raghunātha that there is no evidence for atoms
and dyads, as all investigation comes to a rest with motes.

31. Kaṭhôpaniṣad 1.3.10
32. Raghunātha (1916, p. 11)
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Objection:
TRUṬIḤ SAMAVETĀ CĀKṢUṢA-DRAVYATVĀD
GHAṬAVAT.33

cakṣuṣa-dravya-samavāyinaḥ samavetāḥ cakṣuṣa-dravyasamavāyitvāt kapālâ-’’divad ity anumānaṃ pramāṇam34
.

The following inherence proves the existence of atoms and dyads:
1. For dyads:
P:
S:
H:
D:

A mote
inheres
due to its being a visible substance
like a pot.

2. For atoms:

P : The substrates of inherence of visible substances
S : do inhere
H : because of their being the substrates of inherence of visible
substances
D : like the two halves of a pot.

…» iti vācyam, aprayojakatvāt. ANYATHĀ35
paramâṇuḥ

samavetaḥ

cakṣuṣa-dravya-samavāyi-

samavāyitvāt kapālikāvad ity anumānena36
TAT-TAT-SAMAVĀYI-PARAMPARĀ-SIDDHI-PRASAṄGĀT.37
This is not probative, because it could be used to defend an inference that
sets up an infinite regress:
P : An atom
S : does inhere
33. Raghunātha (1916, p. 11)
34. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., 11–12)
35. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 11)
36. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 12)
37. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 15)

556

H : because it is the substrate of the substrate of a visible substance
D : like the shards of a pot-half.
na câ ’ṇu-vyavahārasya sthūla-dravyâ-’valambanatvâ-’bhāvaḥ,38
AṆU-VYAVAHĀRASYÂ39
’pakṛṣṭa-mahattvâ-’’śraya-dravya-viṣayakatvāt;40
MAHATY API MAHATTAMĀD AṆU-VYAVAHĀRĀT.41
tathā ca yad-apekṣayā ye ’pakṛṣṭa-parimāṇavantas tadapekṣayā tatrâ ’ṇu-vyavahāra iti.42
Nor is it the case that the conventional use of the word aṇu depends on a
substance not being a manifest substance [with extension]. This is because the
conventional use of aṇu has as its content a substance whose locus is a small(er)
extension, and hence because even something with extension is conventionally
called aṇu in comparison to something of greater extension. Similarly, those
[substances] s which have diminished extension in comparison to certain other
[substances] S are called conventionally termed aṇu in comparison to S.
B.6.2 S: In defence of atoms and dyads
tac cintyam, cākṣuṣa-dravyasyâ ’nityatvāt.
Now this should be pondered over, due to the non-eternality of visible substances.
38. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 15)
39. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 15)
40. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 15)
41. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 15)
42. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 15)
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trasareṇur anityaḥ cākṣuṣa-dravyatvād ghaṭavat, cākṣuṣatve sati udbhūta-rūpavad
dravyatvāt paṭavat, trasareṇuḥ samaveto ’nityatvāt paṭavat, trasareṇuḥ prāgabhāva-pratiyogī dhvaṃsa-pratiyogitvāt kapālavat, ity-ady-anumānaiḥ trasareṇvavayava-siddhiḥ.
The parts of a mobile mote can be established by the following inferences:
P : A mobile mote
S : is non-eternal
H : because it is a visible substance
D : like a pot.
P : [A mobile mote,]
S : being visible, has manifest color-tropes
H : due to its being a substance
D : like a cloth.
P : A mobile mote
S : inheres
H : because it is non-eternal
D : like a cloth.
P : A mobile mote
S : is the counter-relatum of a prior absence
H : because of its being the counter-relatum of a destructive absence
D : like a pot-half.
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na ca tad-dhārā ’pi sidhyet, meru-sarṣapayoḥ sāmya-prasaṅgāt kvacid atîndriyadravye viśrānti-siddher na kiṃcid etat.
This does not prove a whole stream of such inferences: for fear that Mount
Meru and a mustard seed are equal, at some point the sequence will have to
come to rest in a trans-sensory substance.
iti paramâṇu-dvyaṇukâ-’’di-samarthanam api syāt.
In this way, a defence of atoms and dyads could also be mounted.
B.6.3 P: Īśvara does not have measure
ĪŚVARASYA PARIMĀṆAVATTVE MĀNÂ-’BHĀVAḤ.43
jīvâ-’’tmanāṃ tu mahattvaṃ pratyakṣa-siddham44
iti.
There is no evidence that Īśvara has measure. The physical measure of
individual souls, on the other hand, is established by perception itself.
tad-anabhyupagame tad api tad-gatikam eva45
iti yadi, tarhi ātmanaḥ parimāṇavattve mānâ-’bhāvô-’panyāsa ucita eva.
If instead you don’t even provisionally accept this [difference between individual selves and Īśvara] so that individual selves would be just like Īśvara,
then the argument that there is no evidence for the self having a measure would
indeed be appropriate.46
na câ ’’tmā parimāṇavān dravyatvāt ghaṭavad ity anumānāttasiddhiḥ47
43. Raghunātha (1916, p. 15)
44. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 15)
45. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 15)
46. That is, if you don’t want individual selves to be established by perception, then we can deny they
have measure as well.
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, aprayojakatvāt.
Nor is the inference “the self has measure because it is a substance, like a
pot” capable of establishing this, because it is not probative.
B.6.4 Being a substance is not an effector of measure like being a
mobile mote
DRAVYATVASYA TRUṬITVÂ-’’DER IVA PARIMĀṆÂ-’SĀDHAKATVĀT.48
That is because being a substance, like being a mobile mote, cannot prove
a measure.
anyathā truṭer api parimāṇavattvâ-’’patteḥ.
Otherwise, a mote too would end up having a measure.
TATHĀ CA DRAVYATVASYA APARIMITÂ-’VṚTTITVAM ASIDDHAM49
iti.
And so the non-occurrence of P [substance] in a non-measurable thing is
non-proven.
B.6.5 S: Īśvara does have measure
tac cintyam, «eṣo ’ṇur ātmā cetasā veditavyaḥ», «aṇīyān», «mahīyān» ity-ādi-śruteḥ
pramāṇatvāt.
Now this should be pondered, because of śruti like “This self, atom-sized,
should be meditated upon by the mind” and “more atomic than, more expansive than”.
truṭitvâ-’’dinā parimāṇa-sādhakatve ’niṣṭâ-’bhāvāc ca.
47. Likely a misprint for anumānāt tat-siddhiḥ
48. Raghunātha (1916, p. 19)
49. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 19)

560

And because there is nothing undesirable in motes establishing measure.
B.6.6 S: Even if being a mobile mote cannot establish measure (due
to the absence of an example), being a substance can

truṭiḥ parimāṇavatī truṭitvāt ity anumānasyâ ’nvaya-vyatireka-dṛṣṭântâ-’bhāvād
aprayojakam eva.
The pseudo-inference “a mote has measure because it is a mote” lacks probity, because there are no examples to establish positive or negative concomitance.
truṭiḥ parimāṇavatī dravyatvād ghaṭavad ity anumānaṃ tu syād eva.
However, the following inference would hold:
P : a mote
S : has measure
H : because it is a substance
D : like a pot.
B.6.7 The danger of over-reliance on arguments from parsimony
sarvatra lāghava-pramāṇa-gaveṣaṇe jaḍâ-’bhāva-nibandhanâ-’’tma-vyavahārasambhave lāghavād abhāve eva ātmâ-’ntarbhāva-prasaṅgāt.
In treating parsimony as a source of knowledge everywhere, one would face
the following undesirable consequence: because it is possible to speak of selves
as occasioned by the absence-of-insentience, one could just fold selves into the
category of absences!
na ca jñānâ-’’dimato ’tiriktatvâ-’vaśyakatvaṃ lāghavāt śarīra eva jñānâ-’’dimattvasvīkārāt. na ca mṛte vyabhicāraḥ, tatra prāṇâ-’’dimattvasyaî ’va prayojakatvat.
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Nor would be it necessary for a possessor of cognitions to be distinct: by
parsimony, the body itself could be admitted to be the locus of cognitions. This
would not deviate to including corpses as cognizers, for what is probative here
is being a possessor of life-breath.

B.7 Bodies, substantiality, embodiedness
paramâṇu-dvyaṇukâ-’ṅgīkartṛ-naye ātmano mahattvasyâ ’’vaśyakatvāc ca.
And because, according to the doctrine that accepts atoms and dyads, the
self’s having (extensive) measure is necessary.
B.7.1 An investigation into extension as being the cause of perception
anyathā

paramâṇv-ādi-pratyakṣa-vāraka-mahattva-hetutve

vyabhicārâ-’’patteḥ,

ātmâ-’nya-dravya-pratyakṣatvasya

ātma-mānase

taj-janyatâ-’vaccheda-

katve cākṣuṣa-spārśanatvayor viśiṣya tathātve ca gauravāc ca. na ca «…
Otherwise, there would be the undesirable consequence of mentation of
the self deviating in regards to extension being the cause (which is needed to
ward off the possibility of atoms being perceptible). Furthermore, there would
also be lack of parsimony if the perceptibility of substances other than selves
was the delimitor of being an effect of an atom, and if the visual or tactile
perceptibility in particular were also such.

Objection:
mūrta-pratyakṣatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ praty eva mahattvasya
hetutva-kalpanād ātma-mānase vyabhicārâ-’navakāśa

There is no scope for the mentation of the self deviating in this
manner, if we imagine extension to be the cause of an entity’s being
perceptible due to being embodied.

…» iti vācyam, iṣṭâ-’’patteḥ. tathā ’pi śruti-siddhaṃ parimāṇam ātmani svīkriyate.
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Because this will result in an unwanted consequence for soemthing you
already want. Even so, we must accept extension as established by śruti as
residing in the self.
sarvatra yukti-gaveṣaṇe Īśvare jñānam api na syāt, nitya-prayatnenaî ’va tasya
niṣprayojanatvāt.
And if you seek arguments50
everywhere, then we would end up with there being no cognitions in Īśvara
either: since Īśvara’s efforts would be eternal, He would have no purpose.
evaṃ nityê-’cchâ ’pi na siddhyet, śarīraṃ vinā nitya-jñānenaî ’va kartṛtvam
iva jñānê-’cche api vinā nitya-prayatnenaî ’va kartṛtvaṃ syād iti ātmanaḥ
parimāṇavattva-samarthanam.
Similarly, an eternal desire is also not established. Just as Īśvara’s being an
agent in the absence of a body can be through His eternal knowledge itself, so
too can His agency be effected through eternal exertion even in the absence of
knowledge or desire.51
Thus concludes the argument in favor of the self having a measure.
B.7.2 Rejection of unmanifest color tropes
anudbhūta-rūpa-sattve tu na kim api pramāṇam iti mayâ ’pi na svīkriyate.
I too do not accept any proof whatsoever regarding the existence of unmanifest color tropes.
ata eva RŪPÂ-’’DĪNĀṂ CA NÊ ’NDRIYA-GRAHAṆÂ-’YOGYATVAM, VĀYVĀDAU RŪPÂ-’’DIKAṂ NÂ ’STÎ ’TI SĀRVA-LAUKIKA-PRATYAKṢĀT.52
50. as contrasted with śruti?
51. An automated eternal actor, without any internal states of intentionality.
52. Raghunātha (1916, p. 23)
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motivation

Colors are never incapable of being grasped by the sense-organ (of sight).
As all of our worldly perceptions show us, there are no colors in air.
B.7.3 If they were accepted, then their absences might not be cognized
ANYATHĀ

’TÎNDRIYA-PRATIYOGIKATVENA

PIŚĀCÂ-’TYANTÂ-

’BHĀVASYÊ ’VA TAT-SĀMĀNYÂ-’BHĀVASYÂ ’PRATYAKṢÂ-’’PATTIḤ.53
If you were to accept imperceptible color-tropes, then you would have to
deal with the imperceptibility of generic absences of color trope-classes just
as of total absences of ghouls, for both of these sorts of absences would have
trans-sensory counter-relata.54

B.7.4 Rejection of unmanifest touch-tropes as well

Objection:
nanu janya-dravyatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ prati
sparśavattvena
samavāyi-kāraṇatvāc
cakṣur-ādyavayavānām anudbhūta-sparśa āvaśyakaḥ, tādṛśahetutvâ-’kalpane
gaganâ-’’dīnāṃ
dravyâ-’’rambhâ’’patter iti55
cet …

Because the parts of an eye are the inhered-in cause for the eye insofar as it is a substance which is generated only because those parts
have touch-tropes, we must admit unmanifest touch-tropes. If we
do not suppose so, then we would face the adverse consequence of
even substances like ether being able to give rise to new substances.
maî ’vam.

ATÎNDRIYÂ-’NANTA-SPARŚA-KOṬI-KALPANĀM APEKṢYA

LĀGHAVĀN MŪRTATVENAÎ ’VA DRAVYA-SAMAVĀYI-KĀRAṆATVĀT.56
53. Raghunātha (1916)
54. You can only perceive the absence of something that is in principle acceptable, but for things like
ghosts which are not even perceptible in principle, we can’t even perceive their absence.
55. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 25)
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Not at all. It is more parsimonious to hold that something is the inhered-in
cause of a substance only insofar as it is embodied, than to fancy that it has an
endless stream of trans-sensory touch-tropes.
vastutas tu manaso ’tiriktatvenâ ’nudbhūta-sparśa-svīkāre kṣati-virahāt.
As a matter of fact, since the mental organ is distinct, there is no obstacle
to accepting unmanifest touch-tropes.
B.7.5 Establishment of the universal of embodiedness
na ca mūrtatva-jātir aprāmāṇikī, MŪRTATVASYA SPANDA-SAMAVĀYIKĀRAṆATÂ-’VACCHEDAKA-JĀTI-VIŚEṢATVĀT.57
The universal embodiedness is not invalid, because embodiedness is the
specific universal which delimits the inhered-in-causeness of pulsation.
spandatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ prati mūrtatvena hetutvâ-’kalpane
gaganâ-’’tmâ-’’diṣu spandâ-’’patter58
ity api bodhyam.
We should further understand that if we did not accept embodiedness to be
the cause of something insofar as it is pulsating, then we would have to admit
pulsation even in such [unembodied] things as ether and the self.
B.7.6 A proof for the universal of embodiedness
atrê ’dam avadheyam:

gaganâ-’’dau spandâ-’samavāyi-kāraṇa-

vijātīyâ-’bhighātâ-’’dīnām

anabhyupagamād

āpatty-abhāvāt59
56. Raghunātha (1916, p. 25)
57. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., 25–26)
58. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., 25–26)
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eva

tatra

tad-

nâ ’nayā yuktyā mūrtatva-jāti-siddhiḥ. paraṃtu vāyu-pratyakṣâ-’naṅgīkārakalpe rūpasyâ ’’tma-bhinna-dravya-pratyakṣatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ prati hetutvakalpane

’vacchedaka-gauravān

mūrta-pratyakṣatvasyaî

’va

taj-janyatâ-

’vacchedakatvaû-’cityāt tādṛśa-jāti-siddhiḥ. na ca «…
Here this needs to be further specified: Since we do not even provisionally
accept an obstructor of a different class of the non-inhered-in cause of pulsation
in ether and the like, it cannot arise in those loci at all. Therefore we cannot
accept that embodiedness is a universal based on this above line of reasoning.
However embodiedness can indeed be established as a universal as follows:
Given the position that wind is imperceptible, to suppose that color is a cause
for the perception of a substance other than the self lacks all parsimony of delimitors. As a result, it is better to admit perception of an embodied substance
as being the delimitor of [perception of a substance other than the self].

Objection:
mānasa-vyāvṛtta-pratyakṣa-niṣṭho jātiviśeṣaḥ sidhyatām taj-janyatâ-’vacchedakatayê ’ti kiṃ
mūrtatva-jātyā?60

The specific universal located in all perception (other than mental
perception) may be established by the delimitorness of its producedness; so why care about the universal embodiedness?
…» iti vācyam, vinigamanā-viraheṇaî ’va tat-siddheḥ.61
No, because it is established simply by differentiation failure.

vastutas tu bhūtatvena saha tulya-vṛttitayā na mūrtatvaṃ jātiḥ,
kiṃtv akhaṇḍô-’pādhir62
59. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 26)
60. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 26)
61. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 26)
62. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 26)
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iti nirastam, tat-tad-indriyais tad-guṇa-grahaṇe niyāmakâ-’bhāvāt, tat-tadadṛṣṭâ-’ṅgīkāre ’nyê-’ndriyāṇām apalāpâ-’’patteḥ, «saguṇānām indriya-bhāvāt»,
«tenê ’tarasyâ ’grahaṇāc ca» iti sūtra-virodhāc cê ’ti.
As a matter of fact, the position “embodiedness is not a universal but a noncomposite imposed property because of its extensional identity with elementalness” is invalid. This is because of the absence of a regulator for grasping tropes
by their respective sense-organs; and because, if we accept their respective unseen (trope)s, then we would face the undesired consequence of the denial of
other sense-organs; and because of obstruction by (Nyāya-)sūtras 3·1·72–3 “Because (substances) with their qualities are sense-organs” and “And because it
cannot grasp another.”
B.7.7 A rejection of the unity of elementalness and embodiedness
yat tu BHŪTATVAM API TAD EVA63
iti, tan na. gaganasya manasaś câ ’bhyupagamāt.
[Raghunātha’s] position that elementalness is simply embodiedness is false.
This is because we accept [the independent existence of] ether and the mind.
B.7.8 A definition of elementalness
SAMAVETÊ-’NDRIYA-GRĀHYA-GUṆAVAD-VṚTTI-DRAVYATVAVYĀPYA-JĀTIMATTVAṂ TAT.64
To be (embodied)65
63. Raghunātha (1916, p. 26)
64. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 26)
65. Raghudeva notes that tat refers to mūrtatva here.
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is to have a universal pervaded by the property of being a substance in
which occurs a trope which is graspable by an inhering sense-organ.
ātmatva-jātim ādāyâ ’’tmany ativyāpti-vāraṇāya vṛtty-antam.
tatraî ’vâ ’tivyāpti-vāraṇāya ‹samavetê› ’ti indriya-viśeṣaṇam.
sattā-jātim
’ti

ādāyâ

’tiprasaṅga-vāraṇāya

‹dravyatva-vyāpyê›

dravya-vṛtty-anyonyâ-’bhāva-pratiyogitâ-’vacchedakatvâ-

’rthakam.

ghaṭâ-’’tma-saṃyogâ-’’dikam ādāyâ ’tiprasaṅga-

vāraṇāya ‹jātî› ’ti nityatvâ-’rthakam. tadvattvaṃ ca samavāyena bodhyam66
ITY API KECIT.67
Some people claim the following: The occurrence is to prevent the definition from overextending to selves, considering the universal of being a self.
Also to prevent overextension to selves, the qualifier “inhering” is added to
“sense-organ”. To avoid unwarranted overextension to the universal of being
a concretum, the expression “pervaded by substanceness” is used in the sense
of a delimitor of the counter-relatumness of a mutual absence occurring in substances. And to avoid unwarranted overextension to such things as contact
between a self and a pot, the expression “universal” is used to express eternality. It should be understood that to “have a (universal)” is via the inherence
relation.
tan

na,

etādṛśô-’pādhy-apekṣayā

lāghavād

avaśya-kḷpta-jāti-

viśeṣasyaî ’va bhūta-pada-śakyatâ-’vacchedakatvam ucitam iti.68
This is incorrect: in comparison to such an imposed property, it is more
66. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, 26–27)
67. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 27)
68. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 27)
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appropriate on the grounds of parsimony to take the specific universal which
must be supposed out of necessity itself as being the delimitor of the signification of the word bhūta.
gaganâ-’nabhyupagame

samavetê-’ndriya-grāhya-śabda-guṇavad-īśvara-vṛtti-

dravyatva-vyāpyâ-’’tmatva-jātim ādāyâ ’’tmani bhūtatvâ-’’patteś ca.
If one does not even provisionally accept the existence of ether, then, considering the property of being a self as pervaded by the property of being a
substance which occurs in Īśvara in whom occur sound-tropes graspable by the
inhering sense-organ of hearing, we would also have the adverse consequence
of elementalness arising in the self.
B.7.9 Rejecting challenges to embodiedness
na ca «…

Objection:
mūrtatva-jāter dravya-samavāyi-kāraṇatâ’vacchedakatve ’ntyâ-’vayavinâ ’pi dravyâ-’’rambhâ’’pattir69
If the universal embodiedness is a delimitor of a substance’s
inhering-causeness, then we would face the adverse consequence
of a terminal whole giving rise to another substance.

…» ITI VĀCYAM, ANTYÂ-’VAYAVI-NIRĀSASYÂ ’’VAYOḤ SĀMYĀT.70
No, because both the Old Naiyāyikas and Raghunātha agree that there is
no such thing as a terminal whole.
tathā hi, sparśavattvena kāraṇatāyā api sahakāry-antaraviraheṇâ

’ntyâ-’vayavini

na

dravyô-’tpattir

ity

avaśya-

vācyatvāt. sahakāry-antaram câ ’ntyâ-’vayavi-bhedâ-’’diḥ.71
69. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 27)
70. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 27)
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To elaborate: it is necessary to admit that there can be no arising of yet
another substance in a terminal whole because of the absence of an auxiliary
cause, even though it bears touch-tropes which are admitted as a cause (for
the origination of substances). And this auxiliary cause is such things as being
other than a terminal whole.
prāg-abhāva-viraheṇa na dravyô-’tpāda ity anye.72
Others hold that there is no origination of a substance due to the lack of a
prior absence.
vastutas tu vijātīya-saṃyoga-rūpâ-’samavāyi-kāraṇa-virahād
eva na tatra dravyô-’tpāda iti samīcīnam.73
The fact of the matter is that there is no origination of a substance only due
to the lack of a non-inhering cause in the form of contact between members of
different classes.

B.8 Cleaning up tropes: individuality
B.8.1 Rejection of individuality as being a distinct kind of trope
PṚTHAKTVAṂ TU NA GUṆÂ-’NTARAM,74
«ghaṭāt paṭaḥ pṛthak» iti pratīti-prakāre guṇa-pada-vācyatve75
pramāṇâ-’bhāvāt.
Individuality is not a distinct class of trope, because there is no authoritative
71. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 27)
72. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 28)
73. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 28)
74. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 28)
75. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 28)
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means for recognizing something that could be signified by the term “trope” in
cognitions of the type “the cloth is distinct from the pot”.
yat tu « «na guṇâ-’ntaram» iti dīdhiti-kṛd-vacanasya guṇatvajāty-abhāvavad ity artha » iti, tan na, guṇatve jātitvasyâ ’gre
nirākartavyatvena tathā vyākhyātum aśakyatvāt.76
As for the position:
The meaning of Raghunātha’s words “not a distinct trope-class”
just means that individuality possesses the absence of the universal
P [trope].
This is untenable, because we will shortly establish that there is in fact no
universal like P [trope] at all.
B.8.2 Individuality is encompassed by mutual absence

Objection:
nanu pṛthag-vyavahārasya kutrâpy
antarbhāvâ-’sambhavenâ ’nyathâ ’nupapattyā guṇapada-vācyatâ-’bhyupagama āvaśyaka iti77
cet …

The convention of using “individuality” not being encompassable
anywhere else for fear of leading to unwanted consequences, it is
essential to admit that it is signified by the word “trope”.
na, ANYÔNYÂ-’BHĀVĀD EVA PṚTHAG-VYAVAHĀRÔ-’PAPATTEḤ.78
This is incorrect, because the convention of using “individuality” can indeed
be obtained from mutual absences.

76. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 28)
77. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 28)
78. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 28)
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Objection:
nanu «pṛthaktvaṃ nâ ’bhāvaḥ sâvadhitvāt»
ity anumānena tatrâ ’bhāvatvâ-’bhāva-nirṇaye nâ ’bhāvapadârthâ-’ntarbhāva iti79
cet …

By the inference “individuality is not an absence, because of its
having a reference point”, we determine that absenceness is absent
in individuality, and so individuality cannot be included among the
negative entities.
na, PṚTHAKTVA-PRATĪTIS TU80
na sâvadhitva-viśiṣṭa-dharma-viṣayiṇī,81
mānâ-’bhāvāt. tathā cô ’padarśitâ-’numāne hetv-asiddhiḥ.82
Incorrect: the cognition of individuality does not have as its content a locatable property qualified by the property of having a reference point, because
there is no evidence for it. That is, the reason-property in your presented pseudoinference is not established.

Objection:
nanu pṛthaktvasya sâvadhitvâ-’naṅgīkāre
«ghaṭāt paṭaḥ pṛthak» ity atra pañcamy-arthâ-’vadhitvâ’nvayâ-’nupapattiḥ. tathā ca pañcamī-vidhāyaka-sūtrasya
naiṣphalyam. na ca «…83
If you reject the fact that individuality tropes have a reference point,
then in cognitions like “the cloth is different from the pot” the property of being a reference point that is the meaning of the fifth casesuffix [corresponding to the English ‘from’] cannot be construed
appropriately. As a result, the grammatical rule enjoining the use
of the fifth case-suffix would not come to fruition.

79. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 28)
80. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 28)
81. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 28)
82. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 28)
83. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., pp. 28-29)
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Objection:
tatra pañcamyāḥ pratiyogitvâ’rthakatayā tasya ca tādṛśa-vākya-janya-bodhaviṣayībhūtâ-’nyônyâ-’bhāve
’nvaya-sambhavena
na kâ ’py anupapattir84
There is no problem whatsoever: because of the fact that
the fifth case-suffix can have as its meaning the property
of being a counter-relatum of absence, it is possible to
construe this property with the mutual absence that is
the content of the cognition generated by this sort of utterance.
…» iti vācyam. tathā sati «ghaṭāt paṭaḥ pṛthak» ity
asyê ’va «ghaṭān na paṭaḥ» iti prayogâ-’’pattiḥ. «ghaṭād
bhinnaḥ» ity-ādau pañcamy-aprāpty-āpattyā «anyâ-’’rāditara-rte» iti pañcamī-vidhāyaka-sūtre ’nya-padasyâ
’nyatva-bodhaka-pada-parasyâ ’’vaśyakatvena nañ -yoge ’pi
pañcamyāḥ sambhavād iti85
cet …

You cannot argue thus. If this were so, then just like “the cloth is
separate from the pot”, we would end up incorrectly saying “the
cloth is not (other) than the pot.” In utterances like “[it is] different from the pot”, if we fear that the fifth case-suffix will not
obtain, then it is also possible to construe the fifth case-suffix with
the negation particle nañ . This is because in the Pāṇinian sūtra that
enjoins the fifth case-suffix in connection with words like anya and
itara, the word anya (“other”), which really refers to any word that
communicates the meaning of other-ness, is necessary.
atrô ’cyate, ‹GHAṬĀT PAṬAḤ PṚTHAG ITARO ’NYO BHINNO ’RTHÂ’NTARAM› ITY-ĀDAU CA TAT-TAC-CHABDA-VIŚEṢA-YOGE PAÑCAMĪ
ĀNUŚĀSANIKĪ86
yatas,

tato

«ghaṭāt

pṛthag»

ity-ādau

pañcamī-siddher87
84. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 29)
85. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 29)
86. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 29)
87. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 29)
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pṛthag-ādi-śabda-yoge

upadarśita-sūtre ’nya-padaṃ viśiṣya pṛthag-ādi-pada-paraṃ,
na tv anyônyâ-’bhāva-bodhaka-pada-sāmānya-param iti.88
In response, we say: Since it is the case that the fifth case-suffix is enjoined as a linguistic rule in connection with specific words like “the cloth
is [pṛthak (“separate”), itara (“other”), anya (“another”), bhinna (different”), or
arthâ-’ntara (“something else”)] from the pot”, hence it must be the case that
in statements like “[it is] separate from the pot”, the fifth case-suffix is connected with the word pṛthak (“separate”) and its ilk; consequently, we must
understand the word anya in the Pāṇinian sūtra to refer to words like pṛthak,
and not to words in general that signify a mutual absence.

B.9 Cleaning up tropes: proximality and distality
B.9.1 Rejection of proximality and distality as being distinct kinds
of tropes
PARATVÂ-’PARATVAYOS TU GUṆÂ-’NTARATVAṂ NÔ ’CYATE.89
Proximality and distality cannot be distinct kinds of tropes.
B.9.2 Proximality and distality are encompassed by contact
tathā hi, parâ-’para-vyavahāra-prakāra-rūpe90
paratvâ-’paratve na saṃyogâ-’’di-bhinne. na ca «…91
88. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 29)
89. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid.)
90. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 29)
91. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 29)
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To elaborate: proximality and distality, which take the forms of the modes
of conventional use of “proximal” and “distant”, are not different from contact.

Objection:
tarhi viprakṛṣṭa-sannikṛṣṭayor jyeṣṭhakaniṣṭhayoś câ «’yam asmāt paro» «’yam asmād apara»
ity-ādi-vyavahāraḥ katham92
If that were so, then how would you explain usage of the sort “this
is more proximate than that” and “this is more distant than that” in
the context of “farther” / “nearer” and “older” / “younger”?

…» iti vācyam. VIPRAKṚṢṬATVA-SANNIKṚṢṬATVĀBHYĀṂ JYEṢṬHATVAKANIṢṬHATVĀBHYĀṂ TATHĀ-VIDHA-VYAVAHĀRÔ-’PAPATTEḤ.93
Simply because there is a convention of expressing fartherness / nearerness
and olderness / youngerness in that particular fashion.
tathā ca viprakṛṣṭatvaṃ bahutara-saṃyukta-saṃyogaḥ.

san-

nikṛṣṭatvam alpatara-saṃyukta-saṃyogaḥ.94
tathā ca na95
viprakṛṣṭa-sannikṛṣṭayor

parâ-’para-buddhi-prakāratayā

daiśika-

paratvâ-’paratve saṃyogâ-’tirikta-guṇa-rūpe sidhyataḥ.96
Fartherness is the contact of a greater number of contacted entities. Nearerness is the contact of a fewer number of contacted entities. And so “farther”
/ “nearer” are not established as being distinct tropes other than contact, be92. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 29)
93. Raghunātha (ibid., pp. 29-30)
94. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 29)
95. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
96. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
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cause they are modes of cognizing “proximal” / “distal” and thus merely spatial
proximality and distality.
evaṃ jyeṣṭhatvaṃ tat-prāg-abhāvâ-’dhikaraṇa-kṣaṇa-vṛttitvam.97
kaniṣṭhatvaṃ

tad-utpatti-kṣaṇa-dhvaṃsa-pratiyogi-kṣaṇa-vṛtti-tad-utpatti-

kṣaṇa-dhvaṃsâ-’dhikaraṇa-kṣaṇô-’tpattikatvam. tathā ca98
jyeṣṭha-kaniṣṭhayoḥ

parâ-’para-buddhi-prakāratayā

na

kālika-

paratvâ-’paratve guṇa-rūpe sidhyataḥ.99
Similarly, to be older (than some X) is to exist at a moment of time t in
which X’s prior absence occurs. Similarly, to be younger (than some X) is
to exist at a moment of time t which is the counter-relatum of the posterior
absence of the moment t0 in which X is produced, and to be produced at
a moment t′0 which is a locus for the posterior absence of the moment t0 in
which X is produced. And so “older” / “younger” are not established as being
distinct tropes other than merely temporal proximality and distality, because
they are modes of cognizing “proximal” / “distal”.
B.9.3 Distinguishing between the spatial and the temporal varieties of distality and proximality
tatrâ ’’DYE TṚTĪYAM APEKṢATE, ANTYE PARASPARÂ-’’ŚRAYA-MĀTRAM ITI
VIVEKAḤ.100
The distinction between the spatial and the temporal forms of distality and
proximality is this: in the former, they depend on a third (spatial) element; in
97. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 30)
98. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
99. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
100. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
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the latter, they depend only on each other’s (temporal) locations.
asyâ ’rthaḥ — ādye darśita-viprakṛṣṭatva-sannikṛṣṭatve101
TṚTĪYAṂ102
tṛtīya-deśam103
APEKṢATE,104
«Prayāgataḥ

Kāśī-viprakṛṣṭā

Mathurā»,

«Mathurātaḥ

Kāśī-

sannikṛṣṭaḥ Prayāgaḥ» ity-ādi-vyavahārāt.105
What this means is the following: In the former case, fartherness and nearerness depend upon a third spatial location, as in the conventional uses of the
sort “Mathurā is farther from Kāśī than is Prayāga” and “Prayāga is nearer to
Kāśī than is Mathurā”.
ANTYE106
jyeṣṭhatva-kaniṣṭhatve107
PARASPARÂ-’’ŚRAYAM108
apekṣate.109
101. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 30)
102. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
103. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
104. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
105. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
106. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
107. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
108. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
109. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
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tathā

ca

jyeṣṭhatva-vyavahāreṇa

viṣayīkriyate,
viṣayīkriyate.

kaniṣṭhatva-vyavahāreṇa

kaniṣṭhatvâ-’’śrayo
jyeṣṭhatvâ-’’śrayo

«Lakṣmaṇāj jyeṣṭho Rāmaḥ», «Rāmāt kaniṣṭho

Lakṣmaṇaḥ» iti vyavahārāt.110
But in the latter (temporal) case, olderness and youngerness depend only
on each other. That is, the conventional use of olderness objectifies the locus
of youngerness, and the conventional use of youngerness objectifies the locus
of olderness. Hence we have usages like “Rāma is older than Lakṣmaṇa” or
“Lakṣmaṇa is younger than Rāma”.
atrâ ’nanta-kṣaṇa-ghaṭitatvād gauravam iti dhyeyam.
Here we should ponder over the fact that this position lacks parsimony,
because it is based on infinite temporal moments.

B.10 Particularizers
B.10.1 P: Particularizers do not constitute a distinct category
evaṃ VIŚEṢO ’PI CA NA PADÂRTHÂ-’NTARAṂ, MĀNÂ-’BHĀVĀT.111
Particularizers do not constitute a distinct category, because there is no
proof for their being so.
«na padârthâ-’ntaram» iti dravyâ-’’di-pañca-bhinna-padârtha-niṣedhaḥ112
.
Saying that they do not constitute a distinct category is to rule out their
being a category other than the five: substance, trope, motion, universal, and
110. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 30)
111. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
112. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 30)
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particularizer.
B.10.2 Just as particularizers intrinsically exclude others, so too
do eternal particles
Objection:
nanu nitya-dravyāṇām āśraya-bhedâ-’bhāvāt kathaṃ
parasparaṃ vyāvṛtti-dhīr viśeṣān vinê ’ti cet …

Due to the absence of distinction among the loci for the eternal
substances, how can we cognize differences among them without
particularizers?
na, samavāyena vyāvartakaṃ dharmaṃ113
VINÂ ’PY114
atirika-viśeṣa-svīkartṝṇāṃ115
mate VIŚEṢĀṆĀM IVA NITYĀNĀM API116
tādātmyenaî ’va paraspara-vyāvṛtti-buddhi-jananāt.117
We can indeed: even without a property which excludes by inherence, just
as particularizers in the opinion of those who accept particularizers as an independent category, so too do the eternal substances by their very own nature
give rise to cognitions of distinctions among one another.
113. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 31)
114. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 31)
115. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 31)
116. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 31)
117. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 31)
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B.10.3 Just as particularizers intrinsically exclude others, so too
do eternal particles

Objection:

YOGINO ’TIRIKTA-VIŚEṢAM ĪKṢANTE118

pratyakṣata eva cet …

Yogins can see distinct particularizers through their extraordinary
perception.
EVAṂ TARHI TE EVA SA-ŚAPATHAṂ PṚCCHYANTĀṂ KIM ETE
’TIRIKTAṂ VIŚEṢAM ĪKṢANTE NA VĀ.119
Is that so? Then let them declare under oath whether they do indeed see
distinct particularizers or not!
iti viśeṣa-bhaṅga iti.
And so are particularizers refuted.
B.10.4 S: In defence of particularizers as a separate category
tan na, nityānāṃ lakṣyatâ-’vacchedaka-dharmâ-’svīkāre tat-sama-naiyatya-rūpalakṣaṇa-svarūpa-hāneḥ.
This is false, for the following reason: If we rejected the existence [of particularizers as] locatables acting as delimitors of the definiendumness of eternal
substances, then there would be the destruction of their definition which is
what serves to uniformly regulate all of them.

Objection:
yat tu «lakṣyatâ-’vacchedaka-dharmo nitya-dravyeṣv
aṅgīkriyate, paraṃtu tena dharmeṇa nityānāṃ vyāvṛttir nâ ’ṅgīkriyate;
tādātmyena tad-vyaktir eva vyāvartikā svīkriyate» iti.
118. Raghunātha (1916, p. 31)
119. Raghunātha (ibid., 31–32)

580

As for the position: We do accept a delimiting property of eternal
substances’ definiendumness, but do not accept that the eternal substances can be distinguished on the basis of that delimiting property.
Instead, we accept as distinguishers those individuals themselves,
using the identity relation.
tan na, viśeṣasyâ ’rthasyâ ’bhāve viśeṣa-padasya prātipadikatvâ-’saṅgaty-āpatteḥ.
This is false, for if there were no objects known as particularizers, it would
result in the word “particularizer” not being connected to a semantically significant nominal stem.

Objection: na ca «śaśa-śṛṅgâ-’’di-padānām ivâ ’rtha-sattvâ-’bhāve ’pi
prātipadikatva-saṅgativat saṅgatiḥ prakṛte ’pi» iti vācyam

Terms like “rabbit’s horn”, which have no existent referent, are nevertheless connected meaningfully to a nominal stem; the same holds
in the case at hand.
eteṣāṃ vākya-tulyatvena yathā-kathaṃcit khaṇḍaśaḥ prasiddhâ-’rtha-sattvâ’ṅgīkāreṇa prātipadikatva-sattvāt. prakṛte tu viśeṣasya padatvād evâ ’rtha-sattvam
ṛte na prātipadikatvam āñjasyam āpnuyāt.
The analogy does not hold: Terms like “rabbit’s horn” can be decomposed
into parts which do have well-established referents. As a result the term as
a whole is somehow or the other connected meaningfully to a nominal stem.
But in the case at hand, if the word “particularizer” itself does not have a real
referent, and hence cannot be connected meaningfully to its nominal stem.
iti viśeṣa-samarthanam.
Thus concludes the defense of particularizers as a distinct category.

B.11 Tropes, actions, and their loci
B.11.1 S: A color trope does not pervade its locus
RŪPÂ-’’DIKAṂ CÂ ’VYĀPYA-VṚTTI.120
581

A color trope is non-locus-pervading.

Objection:
nanu rūpâ-’’der avyāpya-vṛttitvâ-’ṅgīkāre
sa-viṣayâ-’vṛtti-vyāpya-vṛtti-vṛtti-jāter
avyāpyavṛtti-vṛttitvâ-’bhāva-niyama-bhaṅga-prasaṅga iti121
cet …

If you accept that color tropes are non-locus-pervading, you would
face the undesirable consequence of violating the principle that a
universal occurring in locus-pervading tropes but not occurring in
intentional (content-bearing) tropes cannot occur in a non-locuspervading trope.
na, SAVIṢAYÂ-’VṚTTER VYĀPYA-VṚTTI-VṚTTI-JĀTER AVYĀPYA-VṚTTIVṚTTI-VIRODHASYA NIṢPRĀMĀṆIKA122
tvāt.
This is incorrect, for there is no evidence that a universal occurring in locuspervading tropes but not occurring in intentional (content-bearing) tropes cannot therefore also occur in non-locus-pervading tropes.
tathā ca pramāṇâ-’bhāvena tādṛśa-vyāpter abhāvān na ko ’pi
doṣaḥ.123
As a result, because there is no entailment relation due to lack of evidence,
there is no flaw whatsoever [in stating that colors and the like can be non-locuspervading].

Objection:
nanu tathāpi rūpâ-’’der avyāpya-vṛttitve
pramāṇâ-’bhāva iti124
120. Raghunātha (1916, p. 32)
121. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 32)
122. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 32)
123. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 32)
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cet …

Even so, there is no authoritative means for knowing that a color
trope is non-locus-pervading.
PAKVE (’PI) CA GHAṬE RAKTA-PRATĪTIR NÂ ’PRAMĀ, BĀDHAKÂ’BHĀVĀT. UPALABHYATE CA BHAGNE (’PI GHAṬE) ’NTAS TASMIN125
nīlaṃ rūpam.
A cognition of the color red in a fired pot is not erroneous, because there
is no defeating contradictory cognition. But if such a pot is broken, a dark
(blue-)black color can be cognized in it. (Which means the red trope was not
locus-pervading.)
tathā ca, ekasminn adhikaraṇe upalabhyamānayor eka-kālâ’vacchedena viruddhayo rakta-nīlayor avacchedaka-bhedaṃ
vinā ’nupapannatayā ’vacchedaka-kalpanasyâ ’’vaśyakatayā kim
avaśiṣṭam avyāpya-vṛttitve126
rūpâ-’’dīnām iti.
To elaborate: because the two colors (red and black) which are being cognized simultaneously in the same locus cannot obtain in the absence of a delimitor, it is necessary to suppose a delimitor; then what obstacle remains for
believing that color-tropes are non-locus-pervading?
SMṚTIR API127

lohito yas tu varṇena mukhe pucche tu pāṇḍuraḥ |
śvetaḥ khura-viṣāṇābhyāṃ sa nīlo vṛṣa ucyate ∥ iti.
124. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 32)
125. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 32)
126. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 32)
127. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 32)
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The smṛti128
too says:

It is red of face, but its tail is white,
White are its hooves and horns: this is called a blue bull129
.

B.11.2 Proof of this
B.11.3 P: Rejection of variegated colors
nānā-jātīya-rūpavad-avayavâ-’’rabdhe ghaṭâ-’’dau atirikta-citrarūpa-vādināṃ prācāṃ mataṃ dūṣyate.130
CITRAM API NÂ ’TIRIKTAṂ RŪPAM.131
na ca «…
Now the position of the Ancients, that there is a distinct “variegated” colortrope in substances like pots which are originated from parts that bear colortropes of distinct color-classes, is refuted: There is no such thing as a “variegated” color-trope.

Objection: atirikta-citra-rūpâ-’naṅgīkāre «citra-rūpam» iti
pratīteḥ kā gatir132

If you reject a distinct variegated color, how do you explain cognitions of variegated color?
128. Garuḍa Purāṇa II·6·19
129. A reference to the nīlgāy?
130. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 33)
131. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 33)
132. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 33)
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…» iti vācyam, samānâdhikaraṇâ-’vyāpya-vṛtti-nīla-pītâ-’’di-samūhāc «citram» iti
pratīty-utpatteḥ.
Because the cognition “it is variegated” arises from the collection of different colors (like blue and yellow) which are collocated and which do not
pervade their locus.

Objection:
nanu «citram» iti pratītīnāṃ sarvatra
nānā-rūpa-viṣayakatva-kalpane
gauravāt
tad
apahāya lāghavād atiriktaî-’kaî-’ka-citra-viṣayakatvakalpanāyā evô ’citatvād iti tādṛśa-pratīti-viṣayatayā
’tirikta-citra-siddhir apratyūhaî ’vê ’ti133
cet …

It violates parsimony to suppose that multiple colors are the content
of every single cognition of the sort “it is variegated”. Instead, on
the grounds of parsimony, it is more appropriate to suppose in each
case that there is a distinct “variegated” color-trope. As a result, this
distinct “variegated” color-class is irrefutably established as being
the content of such cognitions (of variegation).
atrô ’cyate: NĪLÂ-’’DER NĪLÂ-’’DY-ATIRIKTA-RŪPÂ-’JANAKATVA-134
niyamaś cê ’ti.
We respond: The rule is that color tropes do not give rise to other colors
distinct from themselves.
tathā ca, atirikta-citra-rūpa-svīkāre tādṛśa-niyama-bhaṅgaprasaṅga iti nānā-jātīya-rūpavad-avayavâ-’’rabdhe ghaṭâ-’’dāv
avyāpya-vṛtti-nānā-rūpa-svīkāra evô ’cita135
iti niṣpratyūham.
133. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 33)
134. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 33)
135. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 33)
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To elaborate: If you accept the existence of a separate variegated colortrope, then you run the risk of violating this rule. Thus in a composite substance
like a pot which is originated from parts that bear color-tropes of different colorclasses, it is best to accept multiple non-locus-pervading color-tropes. This is
indisputable.
B.11.4 S: In defence of variegated colors
idaṃ tu na saṃyak.
’’rabdhe

ghaṭâ-’’dāv

tathā hi,

vijātīya-nānā-rūpavad-avayavâ-

avyāpya-vṛtti-nānā-jātīya-rūpâ-’ṅgīkāre

nīlâ-’’dy-avayavâ-’vacchedena

pītâ-’’di-vāraṇāyâ

’vacchedakatā-

sambandhena pītâ-’’dikaṃ prati sva-samavāya-sambandhena pītâ’’dīnāṃ136
ṣaḍ-abhāvâ-’bhāva-kāraṇa-gauravāt,

citra-rūpa-vādi-mate tu sarva-

nīlâ-’’di-sthale citrâ-’’patti-vāraṇāya citratvâ-’vacchinnaṃ prati
kārya-kāla-vṛttitayā

citrê-’tara-rūpâ-’bhāvatvenaî

’ka-hetutva-

kalpane sphuṭam eva lāghavam.137
This is improper, for the following reason:
Take the case of a pot originated from multiple, heterochromatic parts. If
we accept the theory of non-locus-pervading color-tropes, then in order to ward
off the possibility of yellow (say) arising in a locus delimited by a blue part,
we would be forced to accept the absence of the absence of all six types of
(non-variegated color) through the inherence relation as being a cause for the
arising of yellow tropes. This clearly lacks parsimony.
But if we accept variegated color, then in order to ward off the possibility
136. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 34)
137. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 34)
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of variegated color arising in an all-blue pot, it suffices to suppose that the
singular cause for creating a variegated color-trope is the absence of colortropes which are not (already) variegated color-tropes (which occurs at the
time of the effect). This parsimony is crystal-clear.
tathā ca lāghava-tarkô-’podbalaka-pramāṇa-siddha-citra-rūpanivāraṇaṃ gīr-vāṇa-gurūṇām aśakyam iti138
mantavyam. na ca
As such, the rejection of variegated color-tropes, which have been established by evidence corroborated by parsimony as well as hypothetical reasoning, should be regarded as impossible even for the teachers of the gods.

Objection:
citra-rūpa-vādi-mate citra-ghaṭe nīlâ-’’dyutpatti-vāraṇāya vijātīya-nīlâ-’’dy-ādikaṃ prati nīlâ’bhāvâ-’’deḥ
svâ-’’śraya-samavetatva-pratyāsattyā
pratibandha-kalpane gauravam139
For those who subscribe to the variegated-color theory: In order to
prevent the arising of a specific color like blue in a variegated pot,
you would have to imagine an obstruction to the arising of blue in
the form of a connection of the absence of blue to something which
inheres in its substrate. This lacks parsimony.

iti

vācyam,

tasyô

’ttara-kālikatve(na)

phala-mukhatayâ

’doṣatvāt.140
This is invalid, because imagining such an obstruction is not a fault, due
to its being oriented towards the result, because of its occurring only subsequently.
138. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 34)
139. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 34)
140. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 35)
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evam etādṛśa-rītyā sparśâ-’’dikam apy ātma-lābha-padavīṃ vidadhātî ’ty alam adhikena.141
In the same manner, touch and the like too arrange for their own coming
into being. But enough of this for now.
B.11.5 S: A touch trope does not pervade its locus
SPARŚO ’PI CÂ ’VYĀPYA-VṚTTIḤ,142
sukumāra-kaṭhina-sparśavad-avavayâ-’’rabdhe ’vayavini143
vyāpya-vṛttitvâ-’sambhavāt.
Touch too is non-locus-pervading, for the following reason: it is impossible
for a single touch trope to pervade a whole which is constituted of two parts,
one soft to the touch and one hard to the touch.

Objection: nanu vyāpya-vṛttaya eva sparśās tatra kimiti
nâ ’naṅgīkriyante iti cet144
…

There are touch tropes which pervade their loci; why are they not
accepted?
tathā sati SUKUMĀRA-KAṬHINĀBHYĀM AVAYAVĀBHYĀM ĀRABDHE
’VAYAVINI SUKUMĀRÂ-’VACCHEDENA TVAK-SAṂYOGE KĀṬHINYASYÂ
’PY UPALAMBHA-PRASAṄGAḤ145
141. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 35)
142. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 35)
143. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 35)
144. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 35)
145. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 35)
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syāt.
If that were the case, then in the case of a single whole constituted of two
parts, one soft and the other hard, a contact of the skin delimited by the soft
part would end up cognizing hardness as well.

Objection: na ca «avyāpya-vṛtti-sparśâ-’ṅgīkāre ’py eṣa
doṣa» iti vācyam.146

The same flaw applies even if you accept non-locus-pervading touch
tropes.
sāmānyato ’vyāpya-vṛtti-spārśanatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ prati svâ’vacchedakâ-’vacchedyatva-sambandhena

tvak-saṃyogasya

hetutva-kalpanāt.147
This is incorrect, because in general we can suppose contact with the skin
to be a cause for tactile perception of a non-locus-pervading object, through
the delimitor-delimitee relation.

Objection: na ca «vyāpya-vṛtti-vādinâ ’pi kaṭhina-sparśaspārśanatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ prati kaṭhina-sparśâ-’’dimadavayavâ-’vacchina-tvak-saṃyukta-samavāyatvena
hetutva-kalpanān nâ ’nupapattir» iti vācyam.148
Even in the case of those who accept touch-tropes to be locuspervading, there is nothing logically problematic with supposing
that, for the tactile perception of a hard touch-trope, the cause is
inherence in that part in contact with the skin which is a locus of
the hard touch-trope.
gauravāt.
No, because this lacks parsimony.
146. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 35)
147. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 35)
148. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 35)
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Objection:
na ca «sarvam idaṃ sukumāra-kaṭhinabhedena pṛthivyāḥ sparśa-dvaividhye, tad eva durlabhaṃ,
sukumāra-kaṭhinatvâ-’’deḥ
saṃyoga-vṛttijātitvāt. tasmād ārambhaka-saṃyoga-vṛtti-jāti-viśeṣāv
eva sukumāratva-kaṭhinatve» iti vācyam.149

All this stuff about there being two types of touch-tropes in earth,
soft and hard, is itself invalid, because of softness and hardness being universals occurring in different contact-tropes. Consequently,
softness and hardness are two particular universals occurring in
those contact-tropes which give rise to wholes.
CĀKṢUṢATVA-PRASAṄGĀT.150
This is incorrect: If this were true, then by virtue of being kinds of contact,
they would become visually perceptible.
B.11.6 S: A taste trope does not pervade its locus
RASO ’PY AVYĀPYA-VṚTTIḤ151
: tikta-madhurâ-’’di-nānâ-’vayavâ-’’rabdhe152
dravye vyāpya-vṛtti-rasâ-’sambhavāt.
Taste is also non-locus-pervading, for there can be no locus-pervading taste
occurring in a substance produced from multiple parts which are sweet or sour,
and so on.
anyathā

tatra

TIKTÂ-’VAYAVÂ-’VACCHEDENA

MĀDHURYÔ-’PALAMBHA-PRASAṄG153
āt.
149. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 35)
150. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 35)
151. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 36)
152. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 36)
153. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 36)
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RASANA-SAṂYOGE

Otherwise we would have the adverse consequence of tasting sweetness if
the taste-organ were to come in contact with the part delimited by the sour
taste-patch.
B.11.7 A composite does not have taste
NĪRASA EVA VĀ154
nānā-rasavad-avayavâ-’’rabdhe ’vayaviny155
AVAYAVĪ.156
Alternatively, a whole arising from parts that bear multiple taste tropes is
itself tasteless.
atrâ ’yam āśayaḥ:
Here is the gist of the matter:

Objection:
nanu nānā-jātīya-rasavad-avayavâ-’’rabdhe
ghaṭe ’vyāpya-vṛtti-nānā-rasâ-’ṅgīkāro nirarthakaḥ.
na ca157
In an originated composite substance (like a pot) which bears tastetropes of different taste trope-classes, it is meaningless to accept the
existence of multiple non-locus-pervading taste-tropes. And if you
object:
Objection:
«tatra tathā-’nabhyupagame
rasa-sākṣāt-kārâ-’nupapattiḥ
citra-rasâ-’’disvīkārasya gaurava-doṣa-grāsena nīrasatva eva
paryavasānād»158
154. Raghunātha (1916, p. 36)
155. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 36)
156. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 36)
157. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 36)
158. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 36)
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If you don’t accept these multiple non-locus-pervading
taste-tropes, then you would not be able to obtain the direct perception of taste: because variegated taste can be
rejected on the grounds of violating parsimony, we will
end up with lack of taste.
iti vācyam, tatrâ ’vayava-gata-rasam
upapatteḥ. na ca «…159

ādāya

tad-

This is incorrect, for that can be produced just by accepting the tastetropes which are located in its parts. And if you further object:
Objection:
yatra dvyaṇuka-paryantaṃ nīrasaṃ
tatra kā gatiḥ?160
What will you do when there is no taste in a dyad?
…» iti vācyam,
tatra rasâ-’ṃśe upanīta-bhānâ’’tmaka-paramâṇu-gata-rasa-viṣayaka-pratyakṣasyaî ’vâ
’ṅgīkārād161
iti.

This too is not a problem: In such a case we can simply accept the
perception of taste-tropes located in the atoms in the form of this
presented cognition.

Objection:
nanu tatra rasô-’tpattau bādhakâ-’bhāvo
’vayava-rasa-rūpa-kāraṇa-sattvād iti cet162
…

In such a case there is no obstructor to the origination of a tastetrope (in the dyad), because there exists a cause in the form of the
taste-tropes of the parts.
na, rasatvâ-’vacchinna-sva-sāmānādhikaraṇya-viśiṣṭa-sva-vijātīyarasa-sāmānādhikaraṇya-sambandhena rasatvena pratibandhakatvakalpanāt.163
159. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 36)
160. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 36)
161. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 36)
162. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 36)
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Not true: we can suppose there to be an obstructor in the form of the relation between the collocation of one type of taste-trope with another taste-trope
belonging to a different class of tastes qualified as being collocated with the
first.
B.11.8 In defence of variegated taste in a composite
idaṃ tv āpātataḥ, tatra citra-rasa-svīkāra-rīter uktatvād iti
dhyeyam.164
It should be pondered over that this is superficial, because we have already
stated the manner in which to accept variegated taste.
B.11.9 A smell trope does not pervade its locus
iti-krameṇa nānā-jātīya-gandhavad-avayavâ-’’rabdhe ’vayaviny
avyāpya-vṛttitvena165
GANDHO VYĀKHYĀTAḤ.166
In the same way, we should understand that a smell-trope does not pervade
its locus when occurring in a whole arising from parts bearing heterogenous
smell-tropes.
idam upalakṣaṇam:

tatrâ ’vayavī nirgandho vê ’ty api

draṣṭavyam.167
163. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 36)
164. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., 36–37)
165. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 37)
166. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 37)
167. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 37)
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This is the characteristic: it should be shown whether the whole would have
no smell at all in such a case.
B.11.10 An action does not pervade its locus
KARMÂ ’PI CÂ ’VYĀPYA-VṚTTI, CALANTĪṢU SARVĀSU ŚĀKHĀSU
NIŚCALA-MŪLE VṚKṢE CALATÎ ’TI PRATYAYĀT.168
Actions are also non-locus-pervading, because we have cognitions of the
sort “it’s moving” in regards to a tree whose root is stationary when all its
branches are moving.
tathā

ca,

karmaṇo

’vyāpya-vṛttitvâ-’svīkāre

tatra

tathāvidha-pratīty-anupapattyā tad-avyāpya-vṛttitvâ-’ṅgīkāra
āvaśyakaḥ.169
That is, if you reject the fact that actions are non-locus-pervading, then
because such cognitions would not follow, it becomes essential to accept that
actions are non-locus-pervading.
B.11.11 Unmoving tree, with moving branches

Objection:
nanu tatra «śākhā eva paraṃ calanti,
na tu vṛkṣaḥ» iti bādhaka-pratīti-sattvāc «calati» iti
pratyayo bhrama evê ’ti cet170
…

Because we do have defeater cognitions of the sort “the branches
alone are moving, not the tree”, the cognition “(the tree is) moving”
is just a confusion.
168. Raghunātha (1916, p. 37)
169. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 37)
170. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 37)
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na, «śākhā eva» ity-ādinā darśita-pratyayasya171
SARVÂ-’VAYAVÂ-’VACCHEDENA

CALANÂ-’BHĀVO

VIṢAYO

NA

PUNAḤ172
sarvâ-’vayavānām avacchedakatvâ-’vagāhanaṃ vinā173
CALANÂ-’BHĀVAḤ,174
tathāvidha-vṛkṣe «calati» iti pratyaya-rūpa-pratibandhakasattvāt.175
Incorrect: In the “branches alone” case, the illustrated cognition’s content
is the absence of motion delimited by all the parts of the tree, and not the
absence of motion of all the parts without being delimited in any way. For, in
regards to such a tree, there exists an obstruction in the form of the cognition
“it is moving”.
tathā ca, tayoḥ parasparaṃ pratirodhenâ ’prāmāṇyâ-’’pattyā
viṣaya-vyavasthayā prāmāṇyâ-’bhyupagama evô ’citaḥ.176
ATA EVA «SADĀ-KARMO ’ŚVATTHAḤ» ITI PRASIDDHIR API.177
And therefore, because the mutual contradiction between these two would
result in an invalidation of the authoritativeness (of such cognitions), it is perfectly acceptable to at least provisionally accept their authoritativeness on the
171. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 37)
172. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 37)
173. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 37)
174. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 37)
175. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 38)
176. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 38)
177. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 38)
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basis of differing configurations of content (viṣaya-vyavasthā). And therefore
we have the famous scriptural observation “the aśvattha tree is ever-moving.”
B.11.12 P: color and the like do not pervade their locus
Objection:
atraî ’vaṃ syāt bhavat(û ’)p(r)adarśita-rītyā
karmaṇo ’vyāpya-vṛttitvam;
rūpâ-’’der avyāpyavṛttitvaṃ tu pratikūla-tarka-grastatvād dheyam
eva.
tathā hi, nānā-rūpavad-avayavâ-’’rabdhe
ghaṭe ’vyāpya-vṛtti-nānā-rūpavat-sarva-nīlâ-’vayavâ’’rabdhe ghaṭe ’pi sva-svâ-’vacchedena nānā-nīlô-’tpādaprasaṅgo ’vacchedakatā-sambandhena nīla-janakasya
nīlasya tatra sarvâ-’vayavâ-’vacchedena sattvād
iti.178
Fine, let it be that actions are non-locus-pervading in the manner
demonstrated above. However, the non-locus-pervading property
of colors must be abandoned because it is infected by an argument
contrary to reason.

To elaborate: In the case of a pot composed of parts bearing colortropes, even in the case of a pot composed of multiple parts all bearing non-locus-pervading blue color-tropes, we would face the undesirable consequence of multiple blue tropes, each with its own delimitation. This is because blue-color-trope-generating blue colortropes occur delimited in all of the parts of the whole through a
delimitor-delimitee relation.
B.11.13 Rejection of the antithesis
atra vadanti: SARVAIR NĪLAIR ĀRABDHE ’VAYAVINI NĀNĀ-NĪLAṂ SVASVÂ-’VĀCCHEDENÔ ’TPADYAMĀNAM AVIRODHĀD VYĀPAKAM EVÔ
’TPADYATE, SAJĀTĪYA-VIJĀTĪYEṢU NĀNĀ-PADÂRTHEṢU JĀYAMĀNAṂ
SAMŪHÂ-’’LAMBANA(-RŪPA)M IVAÎ ’KA-JÑĀNAM.179
Here [Raghunātha] say[s]: “Consider a composite P consisting only of blue
178. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 38)
179. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 38)
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color-tropes bi . Each blue trope bi is produced with regards to its own delimitor
in a particular part pi of P , without any obstruction among the various pi s. In
such a case, a blue trope B is originated which pervades all of P . In the same
fashion, a single cognition of a collective sort may be produced from multiple
entities, whether of the same or of different classes.”
atra

sva-svâ-’vacchedenê

’ty

anena

vyāpya-vṛtter

avacchedakatvam aṅgīkriyata evê ’ti dhvanitam.

apy

tathā ca

lāghavād ekam eva nīlam aṅgīkriyata iti.180
Here, “with regards to its own delimitor” suggests that even a locuspervading blue-trope bi may be accepted (for it will pervade all of its locus
pi ). And thus for reasons of parsimony, a single blue trope is accepted.
B.11.14 Rejection of the number of parts being a cause of the number of the whole
athâ ’vayavy-ekatvaṃ praty avayavaî-’katva-hetutā-khaṇḍanam.181
tathā hi, EKATVAṂ NA SÂ-’SAMAVĀYI-KĀRAṆAKAM, ASAMAVĀYIKĀRAṆATVENA KĀRAṆATVÂ-’BHĀVĀT.182
And now, a refutation of the P [1]s of parts being a cause for the P [1] of
the whole. That is, a P [1] is not something that has a non-inhered-in cause,
because being a non-inhering cause lacks the propery of being a cause.
ekatvam ity upalakṣaṇam. dvitvâ-’’dikam api na sâ-’samavāyikāraṇam ity api bodhyam.183
180. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 38)
181. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 38)
182. Raghunātha (ibid., 38—39)
183. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., 38–39)
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Here “P [1]” is really an indirect indicator. We are to understand that P [2]s
and higher numbers too do not have non-inhered-in causes.

Objection:
na ca «dvitvâ-’’dikaṃ praty ekatvadvayâ-’’der asamavāyi-kāraṇatvâ-’bhāve ghaṭa-dvaya
eva dvitvam utpadyate, na triṣv apy atra niyāmakâ’bhāva» iti vācyam.184
If it were not the case that a pair of P [1]s were the non-inhered-in
causes of a P [2] and so on (for higher numbers), then P [2] would
be produced only in a pair of pots and not in a triplet of pots, for
there would be no regulator.

tatra samavāyi-kāraṇa-dvayasyaî ’va viśeṣato niyāmakatvasambhavāt.185
This is incorrect, because it is possible for the pair of inhered-in causes alone
to function as regulators in particular.

Objection:
na ca «tatra samavāyi-kāraṇa-dvayasya
viśeṣato hetutva-kalpane tatraî ’ka-dvaya-hetutām
ādāya vinigamanā-viraha» iti vācyam.186
If you supposed the pair of inhered-in causes to function as causes in
particular in that case, then there would be a failure to differentiate
this from the pair of P [1]s treated as causes.
tat-tat-samavāyi-kāraṇa-samaveta-rūpâ-’’dīnāṃ
sthānīyâ-’’patti-vāraṇāya

tat-tad-vyakti-samavetaṃ

vyaktiprati

tat-tad-vyaktitvena hetutva-kalpanāyā āvaśyakatvasyaî ’va
vinigamakatvāt.

asamavāyi-kāraṇakatva-niṣedhas tv ātmâ-

’’śraya-doṣeṇê ’ti bodhyam.187
184. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 39)
185. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 39)
186. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 39)
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This is incorrect, because the differentiator here is the fact that it is necessary, in order to ward off the possibility of color-tropes (which inhere in these
respective inhered-in causes) being generated in these individuals, to suppose
that these respective individuals’ being those particular individuals is a cause
for the tropes that inhere in them.
The rejection of non-inhered-in causes is due to the logical error of being
non-well-founded.

Objection:
nanu mâ ’stv asamavāyi-kāraṇatvena
kāraṇatvam, tathâ ’pi bhāva-kāryasya sâ-’samavāyikāraṇatva-niyamenâ ’vayavy-ekatvaṃ prati svâ-’’śrayasamaveta-samavetatva-sambandhenâ ’vayavaî-’katvâ’’dinâ ’samavāyi-kāraṇatvam āvaśyakam iti cet188
…

Fine, let it not be a cause because it’s a non-inhered-in cause. Nevertheless, because it is a rule that every effect which is a presence
must have a non-inhered-in cause, it is essential that the P [1]s of
the parts be non-inhered-in causes for the P [1] of the whole through
the relation of inhering in that which inheres in one’s locus.
na,

BHĀVA-KĀRYASYÂ

’SAMAVĀYI-KĀRAṆA-JANYATVE

MĀNÂ-

’BHĀVĀT.189
tathā ca, aprayojakatvād upadarśita-niyama upekṣaṇīyaḥ.190
No, because there is no proof that an effect which is a presence is produced
by a non-inhering cause. Thus, the illustrated rule should be disregarded because it lacks probity.
187. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 39)
188. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 39)
189. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 39)
190. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 39)
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B.11.15 In the destruction of substance, the non-inhering cause
alone is the cause
DRAVYA-NĀŚE

CA

SARVATRÂ

’SAMAVĀYI-KĀRAṆA-NĀŚA

EVA

KĀRAṆAM,191
na tu samavāyi-kāraṇa-nāśaḥ.192
When a substance is destroyed, in all cases the cause is the destruction of
the non-inhered-in cause, and not of the inhered-in cause.

Objection:
nanu vinigamanā-virahāt samavāyi-kāraṇanāśasyâ ’pi tatra hetutvam āvaśyakam iti cet193
…

The destruction of the inhered-in cause is also necessarily a cause
in those situations, due to a differentiation failure.
na, NITYA-SAMAVETA-DRAVYA-NĀŚE TASYA KḶPTATVĀT.194
No, because it has to be imagined in the case of the destruction of a substance which inheres in the eternal (and hence indestructible) substances.
tathā ca, dvyaṇuka-nāśâ-’nurodhena dravya-nāśaṃ praty
asamavāyi-kāraṇa-nāśasya hetutāyā āvaśyakatvam eva vinigamakam195
iti niṣpratyūham.
191. Raghunātha (1916, p. 39)
192. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 39)
193. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., 39–40)
194. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 39)
195. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 40)
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And so, in accordance with the destruction of a dyad, the differentiator is
the necessity of the fact that the destruction of the non-inhered-in cause is a
cause for the destruction of a substance is necessary. Thus this is unassailable.

B.12 Perception of substances
B.12.1 Wind is imperceptible, because the cause of perception of
an external substance is its possession of manifest colortropes
atha matam cakṣuḥ-saṃyogâ-’’di-rūpa-kāraṇa-balād gaganâ-’’deḥ
pratyakṣatā-vāraṇāya

bahir-dravya-pratyakṣatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ

praty udbhūta-rūpavattvena hetutvād vāyor apratyakṣatvam
evê196
’ti.
Now the position: by force of the cause which takes the form of contact with
the eye and so on, in order to ward off the possibility of ether being perceptible,
we take the possession of manifest color-tropes as being a cause for something
delimited by perceptionness of an external substance. Because of this, wind is
indeed imperceptible.
B.12.2 Wind is perceptible because touch, although imperceptible,
is the cause
atrô ’cyate: DRAVYA-SPĀRŚANA-PRATYAKṢE SPARŚAVATTVAM EVA
PRAYOJAKAM.197
196. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 41)
197. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 41)
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Here we say: it is sufficient for a substance to have a touch-trope for it to
be perceptible by the touch-organ.
ATA EVA «ŚĪTO VĀYUḤ» ITY ĀROPO ’PI SPĀRŚANAḤ SĀDHU SAṄGACCHATE.198
Therefore indeed the superposition “the wind is cool” is touch-driven, and
properly follows.
B.12.3 Similarly with mobile motes

Objection: nanu dravya-spārśanaṃ prati sparśasya hetutve truṭeḥ spārśanâ-’’patir iti cet199
…

In regards to the touch-perception of a substance, if you accept a
touch trope as being its cause, then you would have the undesired
consequence of making motes perceptible by touch.
iṣṭâ-’’pattiḥ.

TRUṬER ASPĀRŚAN(ATV)E TU PRAKṚṢṬATAMAṂ PAR-

IMĀṆAM API TATHĀ.200
This is a desired consequence. But if you want motes to be imperceptible by
touch, then a greater extension (than that of a mote) is also similarly needed.
atra

trasa-reṇu-mahattva-vyāvṛtta-yāvan-mahattva-

sādhāraṇa-jāty-avacchinnam ity arthaḥ. tādṛśa-jāti-siddhis tu
spārśana-janakatâ-’vacchedakatayê ’ty201
evehi202
198. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 42)
199. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 42)
200. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 42)
201. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 42)
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.
Here the sense is that the (required extension) is delimited by whatever
universal is common to all those instances of extension-tropes that exclude the
extension-tropes occurring in motes. The establishment of such a universal is
through its being the delimitor of bringing about a tactile perception.

Objection:
spārśana-janakatâ-’vacchedaka-koṭau rūpaṃ
niveśyata203
iti cet …

But color too would qualify as a delimitor of the production of a
tactile perception.
na, gauravāt.
No, because this lacks parsimony.
na ca prāmāṇikaṃ gauravaṃ na doṣāya204
, MĀNÂ-’BHĀVĀT.205
tathā ca, TVAG-VYĀPĀRÂ-’NANTARAṂ «VĀYUR VĀTI» ITI SĀRVALAUKIKA-PRATYAKṢASYÂ ’NYATHÂ-’NUPAPATTYĀ CA RŪPAṂ206
spārśana-janakatâ-’vacchedaka-koṭau207
NA NIVEŚANĪYAM.208
202. This is unclear to me.
203. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 42)
204. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 42)
205. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 42)
206. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 42)
207. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 42)
208. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 42)
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And nor is it the case that there is no fault in an authoritative absence of
parsimony, because of lack of proof. That is, there is no need to introduce
color into the position of being a delimitor of tactile perception, because the
commonplace and universal perception that the wind is blowing, which is yielded immediately upon its operation on the tactile sense-organ, could not have
been generated otherwise.
PHŪTKĀRÂ-’’DAU

CA

SPHUṬATARA-PRATYAKṢĀḤ

SAṄKHYÂ-

’’DAYAḤ209
iti siddham.
And in the case of blowing and the like, such entities as numbers are immediately and clearly perceived (via touch). Thus is touch established.
B.12.4 Color alone is the cause for perceiving a visible substance,
not touch
CĀKṢUṢA-DRAVYA-PRATYAKṢE TU RŪPAṂ210
kāraṇam, dravya-cākṣuṣa-janakatâ-’vacchedaka-koṭau sparśaniveśe211
GAURAVĀN MĀNÂ-’BHĀVĀT.212
Color is the cause for seeing a substance, because there is a lack of proof due
to lack of parsimony in introducing touch into the position of being a delimitor
of visual perception.
209. Raghunātha (1916, p. 42)
210. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 42)
211. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 42)
212. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 42)
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NIḤSPARŚĀYĀM API PRABHĀYĀṂ CALANÂ-’’DI-PRAYAYĀC CA SPARŚO
’PI NA213
kāraṇam.214
In the case of light which does not have touch, because of the cognition of
its moving, touch cannot be a cause of its perception.
Objection: nanv evaṃ sati bahir-indriya-janya-dravya-pratyakṣatvâ’vacchinne kiṃ niyāmakam iti cet …

If this is the case, then what is the regulator for an instance of perception of a substance which is produced by the external sense organs?

na, DRAVYA-SAMAVETÊ-’NDRIYA-PRATYAKṢE TV ANĀTMA-SAMAVETAŚABDA-RASA-GANDHA-JĀTÎ-’TARA-YOGYA-DHARMA-SAMAVĀYITVAṂ215
hi niyāmakaṃ bodhyam.
We should understand that the regulator of the perception of a substance by
an external sense-organ is the substance’s being something in which inheres a
locatable which does not inhere in a self, which is not a sound- or taste- or smelltrope, which is not a universal, and which is conducive to being perceived.
SUKHÂ-’’DI-SAMAVĀYI-KĀRAṆATÂ-’VACCHEDAKATVENA SIDDHAM
ĀTMATVAṂ JĀTIR NÊ ’ŚVARE ITI TADĪYA-JÑĀNÂ-’’DI-PIŚĀCÂ-’’DISAṂYOGÂ-’’DI-VĀRAṆĀYA YOGYÊ ’TI.216
The universal P [self], which is established as being the delimitor of the
inhered-in cause of (mental) tropes like pleasure and pain, does not occur in
213. Raghunātha (1916, 42–43)
214. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 43)
215. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., 43–44)
216. Raghunātha (ibid., 44–45)
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Īśvara. Hence the term “conducive to being perceived” is added in order to
exclude such entities as Īśvara’s knowledge and (tropes like) contact occurring
in (imaginary creatures like) ghouls.
VIṢAYI-DHARMÂ-’SAMĀNÂDHIKARAṆÊ ’TY ABHIDHĀNE TU ŚABDO NÔ
’PĀDEYAḤ.217
If we further specify the condition that (the locatable) must not be collocated with an intentional locatable, then sound-tropes would not have to be
taken up (in the definition).
atrâ ’yaṃ niṣkarṣaḥ:
’vacchinnaṃ

bahir-indriya-janya-dravya-pratyakṣatvâ-

praty

anātma-samaveta-rasa-gandha-śabda-jātî-

’tara-yogya-dharma-samavāyitvaṃ kāraṇam.218
This is the essence of the matter: The cause of an instance of perception of
a substance through an external sense-organ is the substance’s being inhered
in by a locatable that does not inhere in selves, that is not a smell- or taste- or
sound-trope or a universal, and that is conducive to being perceived.
atrâ

’’tmani

rasâ-’’dî-’tara-jñānâ-’’di-rūpa-yogya-dharma-

samavāyitva-sattvād

bahir-indriya-janya-dravya-pratyakṣâ-

’’patti-vāraṇāyâ219
’NĀTMA-SAMAVETA220
tvaṃ dharma-viśeṣaṇam. ākāśâ-’’dau tādṛśa-dharma-sattvāt tadāpatti-vāraṇāya221
217. Raghunātha (1916, p. 45)
218. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 43)
219. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., 43–44)
220. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 44)
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ŚABDÊ-’TARA222
tvasya niveśaḥ. vāyv-ānīta-jalīya-bhāga-campaka-bhāgayo rasagandha-rūpa-tādṛśa-yogya-dharma-sattvāt tatrô ’padarśitâ-’’pattivāraṇāya223
I224
ti.

dravyatvâ-’’di-rūpa-tādṛśa-dharma-samavāyitvam

ādāya

gaganâ-’’dau ca tad-āpatti-vāraṇāya225
JĀTÎ-’TARA226
iti.
Because selves do in fact bear locatables that are not smell-tropes and so
on, that are cognition and so on, and that are conducive to being perceived,
the condition “that does not inhere in selves” is further added as a qualifier
of the locatable in order to prevent the definition of perceptibility by external
sense-organs from applying to selves.
Further, because similar locatables also occur in ether, the condition “not
a sound-trope” must be specified to exclude it.
Because winds can carry water particles and campaka flower particles, in
which locatables like taste and smell which are conducive to being perceived
do exist, the restriction “not a smell- or taste-trope” is added to exclude them.
221. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 44)
222. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 44)
223. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 44)
224. Raghunātha (ibid., rasa-gandhê-’tara)
225. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 44)
226. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 44)
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Consider a universal like P [substance], which does inhere in a substance
like space. In order to exclude it, the qualification “not a universal” must be
added.
etāni sarvāṇi viśeṣaṇāni nityasya svarūpa-yogyasya phalâ’vaśyaṃbhāva iti vyāpty-aṅgīkāre sârthakāni. tad-anaṅgīkāre
tu

tat-tad-viśeṣa-sāmagry-abhāvād

evâ

’’tmâ-’’dau

bahir-

indriya-janya-dravya-pratyakṣatvâ-’vacchinnâ-’’patti-vāraṇâ’sambhavāt tādṛśa-viśeṣaṇāny anupādeyāny evê ’ti.227
All of these qualifiers are effective so long as we accept the principle of an
eternal, intrinsically conducive entity’s being essential for a result.
But if this is rejected, then in the absence of each particular complex (of
qualifiers), it would be possible to exclude substances like ether from being
substances that can be perceived by external sense-organs As a result, these
qualifiers would not have to be taken up.
atrâ ’nātma-samavetê ’ty atra viṣayi-dharmâ-’samānādhikaraṇê
’ti vivakṣāyāṃ tu viṣayi-dharma-samānādhikaraṇatvâ-’vacchinnapratiyogitāka-bhedasya tat-tad-vyaktitvena niveśane na jñānâ-’’disamānādhikaraṇa-pratiyogitāka-bhedam ādāya vinigamanā-virahaḥ,
tathāvidha-bhedasyaî

’tādṛśa-bheda-samaniyatatayā

aikyena

tad-vyaktitvenaî ’ka-niveśanenaî ’va sarva-niveśa-sambhavād iti
dhyeyam.228
The following needs to be pondered over: In saying “something that does
not inhere in selves”, and intending to say “ (the locatable) must not be collocated with an intentional locatable”, we introduce a difference-from-collocation227. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 44)
228. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., 44–45)
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with-an-intentional-locatable for each and every individual. In doing so, we are
unable to differentiate this from a difference-from-collocation-with-cognition.
This is because the latter difference is equiextensional with the former difference and hence equally introduced into every individual along with the
former.
ŚABDO NÔ ’PĀDEYA229
iti tv ākāśasya Īśvarād anatirikatva-pakṣe na tu vastuta iti dik.
(Raghunātha’s) claim, that “sound-tropes would not be taken up”, is only
valid if one holds that ether is reducible to Īśvara, but is not in fact true. This
needs exploring.

Objection:

idam gauravaṃ cet …

This lacks parsimony.
jīvasya

parimāṇa-śūnyatva-mate

nayana-saṃspṛṣṭa-pitta-

dravyasya230
PARIMĀṆAVATTVA-MATE CA PARIMĀṆAVATTVAM EVA231
kāraṇam iti.
According to the position that the individual self has zero extension and that
yellow bile in contact with the eye has extension, then the cause (for perception
of the bile) is indeed the possession of non-zero extension.
229. Raghunātha (1916, p. 45)
230. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., 45–46)
231. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 47)
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B.12.5 The nature of the accepted single cause for the perception
of a worldly substance
B.12.6 Due to parsimony, measure alone is the cause
Objection: nanu nayana-gata-pitta-dravye parimāṇavattve pramāṇâ-’bhāvas tad-anupalambhād anumānasyâ
’prayojakatvāt pramāṇâ-’ntarasyâ ’bhāvāt.
tathā
ca, upadarśita-pratyakṣe parimāṇasya hetutve nayanasaṃspṛṣṭa-pitta-dravya-pratyakṣâ-’nupapattir232
iti cet …

There is no authoritative means for knowing that the yellow bile
located in the eye has measure: it cannot be perceived, and so inference too is pointless since there is no other way to know it. Hence
if extension is a cause for the aforementioned perception, then the
perception of the yellow bile in the eye would simply not obtain.
NAYANA-SAṂSPṚṢṬA-PITTA-DRAVYAṂ NĪRŪPAM EVA.233
tathā ca, tatra parimāṇâ-’ṅgīkāre ’pi na kṣatiḥ, rūpa-svarūpaviśeṣa-kāraṇâ-’bhāvāt

tasyâ

’pratyakṣatvena

vyabhicārâ-

’bhāvāt.234
tathāvidha-pittasya rūpa-svīkāre235
tu PURUṢÂ-’NTAREṆA TAT-PĪTIMÔ-’PALAMBHÂ-’’PATTIḤ.236
The yellow substance in the eye has no color. Hence, there is still no harm
done in accepting that it has extension, because there is no deviation in its
232. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 46)
233. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 46)
234. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 46)
235. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 46)
236. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 46)
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being imperceptible due to an absence of a particular cause of the nature of
its color. If we do accept that such a yellow substance has a color, then there
is the adverse consequence that a different person will be able to cognize its
yellowness.
B.12.7 The cognition “the conch is yellow“ is due to the superimposition of the yellow which is not in contact with the eye

Objection:
nanu nayana-saṃspṛṣṭa-pitta-dravye
rūpâ-’naṅgīkāre kathaṃ «pītaḥ śaṅkhaḥ» ity āropaḥ,
tatra nayana-saṃsṛṣṭa-pitta-dravya-rūpasyaî ’vâ ’nubhūyamānasya śaṅkhâ-’’dāv237
āropād iti cet …

If you reject that the yellow substance connected with the eye has
a color, how do you explain the superposition “the conch is yellow”? In that situation, it is after all precisely the color of the yellow substance connected with the eye which is being experienced
as superimposed on the conch.
maî ’vam. smaryamāṇaṃ nayanâ-’saṃsṛṣṭaṃ dravya-niṣṭha-pītaṃ śaṅkhâ-’’dāv
āropyata iti.

tathā ca nayana-gata-pitta-dravya-rūpasyâ ’nub-

hūyamānasya śaṅkhâ-’’dāv āropâ-’nabhyupagamād adoṣaḥ.238
Not at all. What is superimposed on the conch shell is the yellow color,
located in bile, which is not connected with the eye, and which is being remembered. And so there is no flaw in rejecting the superimposition on the
conch of the yellow bile in the eye which is being experienced.
237. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 46)
238. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 46)
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B.12.8 The nature of the essential cause for the perception of a
substance
dravya-pratyakṣatvâ-’vacchinne ’nugataṃ niyāmakaṃ239
tu ŚABDA-RASA-GANDHA-JĀTÎ-’TARA-YOGYA-DHARMA-SAMAVĀYITVAM.240
The conforming regulator in the case of the perception of a substance is the
substance’s being inhered in by a locatable that is conducive to perception and
that is not a sound, smell, taste, or a universal.
B.12.9 A yellow bile bearing taste-tropes is imperceptible

Objection:
nanu rasê-’taratvasyô ’padarśitakāraṇatâ-’vacchedake
niveśe
rasana-gata-pittadravya-pratyakṣe vyabhicāraḥ, tatra, tathāvidhayogya-dharma-samavāyitvâ-’bhāvād241
iti cet …

If the property of not being a taste-trope is introduced as the delimitor of being the aforementioned cause, then the definition would
improperly extend to the perception of a yellow bile bearing a tastetrope. This is because such a substance would then meet the aforementioned criterion of being a substance inhered in by a locatable
that is conducive to being perceived.
na, RASANA-GATAṂ HI PITTAṂ DRAVYAṂ NA RŪPAVAT242
, ato na cākṣuṣam; NA VĀ SPARŚAVAT243
239. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 47)
240. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 47)
241. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 47)
242. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 47)
243. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 47)
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, ato na spārśanam. rasanā ca na dravya-grāhikā. ato na rāsana-pratyakṣam.
No, because a yellow bile bearing a taste-trope does not have a color, and
hence cannot be perceived by the sense of sight; nor does it have a touch-trope,
and so cannot be perceived by the sense of touch. And the sense of taste is not
one that can grasp a substance. As a result there is no perception of its taste.
tathā ca rasana-gata-pitta-dravyasya pratyakṣâ-’bhāvān na
tatrô ‘padarśita-kārya-kāraṇa-bhāve vyabhicāra244
iti niṣpratyūham.
Hence, due to the absence of perception of the yellow substance bearing a
taste-trope, there is no improper extension of the aforementioned cause-effect
relation.
B.12.10 The fragrance of a campaka flower carried by the wind is
not perceptible
evaṃ vāyv-ānīta-campaka-bhāgâ-’’dau rūpâ-’’di-sad-bhāve pramāṇâ’bhāvena pratyakṣatvâ-’nabhyupagamena vāyv-ānīta-campaka-bhāge
vyabhicāro ’pi pratyuktaḥ.245
In the same way, the improper extension to the case of the particles of a
campaka flower carried by the wind is also blocked. This is because we do
not even provisionally grant that such particles can be perceived, due to the
absence of any evidence for the existence of color in these particles.
atra

bahir-indriya-janya-dravya-pratyakṣâ-’’dau

kathanaṃ tu prauḍhyā.246
244. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 47)
245. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 47)
246. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 47)
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kāraṇa-

vastutas tathā247
’bhāve ’pi kṣati-virahaḥ.
Here, the utterance of the cause of the perception of a substance which is
caused by an external organ is done out of arrogance. As a matter of fact, there
is no problem even if there is such an absence.
gaganâ-’’deḥ
kḷptena

pratyakṣa-vāraṇaṃ

lāghavād

avaśya-

dravya-laukika-spārśanatvâ-’vacchinnaṃ

prati

sparśa-hetutvena

dravya-cākṣuṣaṃ

tu

prati

rūpa-hetutvena

sampādanīyam iti dhyeyam.248
The following must be pondered: The blocking of the perception of ether
could be achieved parsimoniously by supposing touch to be a cause for the
mundane tactile perception of a substance and color to be a cause for the visual
perception of a substance.
B.12.11 The absence of potness is not perceptible by its potnessness

GHAṬATVÂ-’’DEŚ CÂ ’BHĀVO NA GHAṬATVATVÂ-’’DINĀ PRATYAKṢAḤ249
, ghaṭatvatvasya ghaṭê-’tarâ-’vṛttitve sati ghaṭa-niṣṭhâ-’nyônyâ’bhāva-pratiyogitâ-’navacchedakatva-rūpatayā
’vṛtti-kālâ-’’di-ghaṭitatvenâ250
’TÎNDRIYATVĀT.251
247. tādṛśâ-’nugata-kārya-kāraṇa-bhāvasyâ ’sattve ’pi
248. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, pp. 47-48)
249. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 48)
250. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 48)
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ghaṭê-’tarâ-

The absence of classes like P [pot] is not perceived through second-order
properties like P2 [pot]. The property P2 [pot], occurring in nothing other than
pots, takes the form of not being a delimitor of the counter-relatum of the
mutual absence that occurs in pots. It is therefore connected with such things
as time that do not occur in non-pots, and consequently is trans-sensory.
tathā

ca,

atîndriya-dharmâ-’vacchinna-pratiyogitākâ-

’bhāvasya laukika-pratyakṣâ-’bhāvena ghaṭatvatvâ-’vacchinnapratiyogitākâ-’bhāvasya na laukika-pratyakṣam.252
That is, because of the absence of mundane perception of an absence whose
counter-relatum is delimited by a trans-sensory locatable, the absence whose
counter-relatum is delimited by P2 [pot] is not mundanely perceptible.
B.12.12 Similarly universalness is not perceptible
ata eva jātitvasya nityâ-’neka-samavetatva-rūpatayā ’tîndriyadhvaṃsâ-’’di-ghaṭita-nityatva-ghaṭitatvena253
tenâ ’pi rūpeṇa na pratyakṣam iti paśyantu.
Therefore they should see that P [universal] is also not perceptible: since
it is something that inheres eternally in multiple loci, it is connected with the
eternality that is connected with trans-sensory posterior absences. By that very
form, it is not perceptible.
251. Raghunātha (1916, p. 48)
252. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 48)
253. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 48)
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B.13 Cleaning up universals
B.13.1 Refutation of a universal existentness
SATTĀ CA NA DRAVYA-GUṆA-KARMA-VṚTTIR EKĀ PRATYAKṢASIDDHĀ

JĀTIḤ,

DHARMA-GAGANÂ-’’DI-PARAMÂṆU-(I)NDRIYÂ-

’’DĪNĀM ATÎNDRIYATVENA TATRA PRATYAKṢÂ-’YOGĀT.254
P [Existent] is not a single universal established by perception occurring in
substances, tropes, and motions. This is because dharma, ether (and space and
time and selves), atoms, and the sense-organs are all trans-sensory, and hence
(P [existent]) cannot be perceived in them.
Objection:
na ca « «sann»-ity-ādi-vyavahāra-balād eva
sattā-jātir āyāsyati» iti vācyam.255

By force of the conventional usage of “exists”, we can establish the
universal P [existent].
JĀTY-ĀDĀV API SAD-VYAVAHĀRĀC CA.256
tathā ca tatrâ ’pi sattâ-’’pattyā bhāvatvâ-’’dikam eva tadvyavahāra-viṣaya iti na sattā-jāti-siddhir iti siddham.257
This is incorrect, because we use the word “exist” even in reference to
other universals. As a result, for fear that there would be P [existent] even
in other universals, the signification of that convention of using “exist” must
be to P [presence] alone. And so it is well established that there is no universal
P [existentness].
254. Raghunātha (1916, p. 48)
255. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 49)
256. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 48)
257. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 48)
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Objection:
nanu «ghaṭaḥ sann» ity-ādi-vyavahārasyâ
’nyathâ-’nupapatti-siddhāyāṃ sattā-jātau jāty-ādau
sattā-vyavahārasyaî ’kâ-’rtha-samavāya-sambandhena
sattā-jātir eva viṣayo na bhāvatvâ-’’dikam258
iti cet …

It is the universal P [existent], and not merely P [presence], which
is signified by “exist” in such expressions as “the pot is an existent”.
P [Existent] thus being established as a universal because these expressions could not otherwise signify correctly, the use of “exist”
must refer only to P [existent] because it inheres in only a single
meaning.

atrô ’cyate:

GHAṬÂ-’’DAU SAD-VYAVAHĀRAŚ CA VARTAMĀNATVA-

NIBANDHANAḤ.259
na ca «…
We say in response: the use of “exists” in relation to things like pots is to
connect them to the property of being occurrent.

Objection: vartamānatvâ-’’der ananugatatayâ ’nugatasad-vyavahāro vinā sattā-jātiṃ na nirvahati260
Because P [occurrent] is not a conforming property, the convention
of using a conforming “exist” cannot be carried out without existentness as a universal

…» iti vācyam, anugatatayā vyavahārâ-’nabhyupagamāt.261
This is incorrect, because we do not even provisionally accept the convention (of use) on the grounds of being a conforming property.
258. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 49)
259. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 49)
260. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 49)
261. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 49)
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B.13.2 Being existent and being non-existent are non-composite adjunct properties
na ca sac-chabda-śakyatâ-’vacchedakatayā sattā-jātir āyāsyati262
, bhāvatvasyaî ’va sac-chabda-śakyatâ-’vacchedakatvāt.
’nyatvam.

tac câ ’bhāvâ-

abhāvatvaṃ câ ’NUGATA-PRATYAKṢA-SIDDHO ’KHAṆḌÔ-

’PĀDHIḤ263
Nor is it the case that P [existent] is established as a universal by being the
delimitor of the signification of the word “exist”. This is because P [presence]
itself can be the delimitor of the signification of the word “exist”; and it is
simply the property of being other than an absence. The property P [absence]
is a non-decomposable imposed property that is established by conforming perceptions.
BHĀVATVAṂ VÂ ’KHAṆḌÔ-’PĀDHIḤ. TAC CA JÑEYATVÂ-’’DIVAD
GHAṬÂ-’BHĀVÂ-’’DIVAC CA SVA-VṚTTY API.264
Alternatively, it is P [presence] which is a non-decomposable imposed property. Furthermore it occurs in its own self, just like P [knowable] and A [pot]
and so on.
B.13.3 Refutation of a universal trope-ness
EVAṂ GUṆATVAM API NA RŪPÂ-’’DI(ṢU )CATURVIṂŚATĀV EKĀ
PRATYAKṢA-SIDDHĀ

JĀTIḤ,

ATÎNDRIYA-RŪPÂ-’’DAU

PRATYAKṢÂ-’YOGĀT.265
262. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 49)
263. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 49)
264. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 49)
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(TATRA)

anumānasya câ ’prayojakatvāt.266
Similarly, P [trope] is not a single universal established by perception occurring in the twenty-four types of tropes. This is because perception does not
connect with trans-sensory tropes. And further, inference too is not probative.
na ca rūpâ-’’diṣv anugata-guṇa-vyavahārād eva sā jātiḥ setsyati267
TURAGÂ-’’DER

UTKṚṢṬA-GATIMATTVE

BRĀHMAṆÂ-’’DEŚ

CA

DVEṢÂ-’’DY-ABHĀVE ’PI GUṆA-VYAVAHĀRĀT.268
A supposed universal P [trope] cannot be established on the basis of the
conventional use of the word guṇa in a way conforming to color-tropes and
the like. This is because the word guṇa is used in the sense of “good quality”
or “virtue”, as in regards to a thoroughbred’s being an excellent racer or to a
brahmin’s being free of vices.
tathā ca, yathā turagâ-’’dau gaty-ādi-niṣṭhô-’tkarṣam ādāya
guṇa-vyavahāraḥ, tathā rūpâ-’’diṣv apy utkarṣâ-’’dikam ādāya
guṇa-vyavahārô-’papattau

caturviṃśati-guṇa-sādhāraṇâ-’nugata-

guṇatva-jātau (pra)mānâ-’bhāva269
iti bodhyam.
To clarify: the word guṇa is conventionally used to refer to the excellence of
a racehorce. In the very same way, guṇa may be used in reference to qualities
such as excellence that occur even in tropes like color. Thus, the use of the word
265. Raghunātha (1916, p. 51)
266. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 51)
267. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 51)
268. Raghunātha (ibid., 51–52)
269. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 52)
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is not evidence in favor of there being a P [trope] occurring in all instances of
the twenty-four trope-classes.
B.13.4 The Teacher’s position: the univeral trope-ness is established by inference
atrâ

’’cāryāḥ:

kāraṇatātvenâ

dravya-karmâ-’nya-sāmānyavad-vṛtti’nugatīkṛtānāṃ

rūpâ-’’di-kāraṇatānām

avacchedakatayā guṇatva-jātir āyāsyatî ’ty anumanyante.270
Now the Teachers say: P [trope] can be inferred to exist, as it functions as
the delimitor of the properties of being a cause of color-tropes and the like,
which are made to conform by their property of being a cause that occurs in an
entity which is not a substance or a motion but which possesses a universal.
B.13.5 Rejection of the Teacher’s position
tatra brūmaḥ: anugatasya271
EKASYA

KĀRYATÂ-’VACCHEDAKASYA

VIRAHE

’PI

YENA

KENÂPI

RŪPEṆA KĀRAṆATVĀNY ANUGAMAYYA JĀTI-KALPANE ’TIPRASAṄGO
JĀTI-SAṄKARAŚ CÊ ’TI DIK.272
In response, we say: If we went around imagining universals conforming to
every sort of P [cause] based on any form whatsoever even in the absence of a
single, conforming delimitor of the (corresponding) P [effect], then we would
end up both with overextension and with cross-cutting universals. This is the
direction (that needs to be investigated).
270. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 52)
271. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 52)
272. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 52)
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B.13.6 Establishment of the universal trope-ness through the delimitorness of the signifiedness of the word “trope”
idam atra bodhyam:

asati bādhake guṇa-pada-śakyatâ-

’vacchedakatvena guṇatva-jāti-siddhau bādhakâ-’bhāvaḥ. na ca
«…273
Here this should be understood: There is no obstruction to establishing a
universal P [trope] as being the delimitor of the signification of the word guṇa
so long as there is no obstructor (for the word’s signification).
B.13.7 There is no universal all-pervasive-ness which is established
by the delimitorness of the signifiedness of the word “allpervasive” due to the existence of obstructors

Objection:
tathā sati vibhu-pada-śakyatâ’vacchedakatvena
vibhu-catuṣṭaya-mātra-vṛtti-jātisiddhi-prasaṅgaḥ274
If that were the case, then there would be the unwanted consequence of admitting as a universal the property, occurring solely
in the four all-pervading substances, which delimits the signification of the word “all-pervading”.

…» iti vācyam, idānīm Īśvara-jīvâ-’tiriktasya vibhutve mānâ’bhāvena

vibhutvasyâ

’tirikta-jātitve

’’tmatva-tulya-vṛttitayā

ātmatvâ-

tulya-vyakti-vṛttitva-rūpa-bādhaka-sattve

tathā doṣâ-’navakāśāt. ākāśâ-’’dīnām atirikatva-pakṣe ’pi tathā
svīkāre bādhakâ-’bhāvāc ca.275
273. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 52)
274. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 52)
275. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 53)
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This is incorrect, because now there is no evidence for there being anything
other than Īśvara and the individual selves which are all-pervading. As a result,
P [all-pervading] would be co-extensive with the universal P [self], and hence
would be obstructed from being a universal by violating the equiextensionality
restriction.
And even if one accepts that ether and the like do exist independently, there
is still no obstructor (to the signification of the word guṇa).
B.13.8 Raghunātha Śiromaṇi also accepts that a universal can be
established as the delimitor of signification
idaṃ «pūrṇāya paramâ-’’tmane» ity atrê ’śvare ātma-padavyapadeśaṃ kurvato dīdhiti-kṛto ’pi sammatam.276
This is also accepted by Raghunātha Śiromaṇi, author of the Dīdhiti, who
designates Īśvara with the word “self” in his benedictory verse “to the Full
Supreme Self”.
ātma-pada-śakyatâ-’vacchedakatāṃ
’’tmatva-jātau

vinā

yukty-antarâ-’bhāvena

Īśvara-sādhāraṇâtathā

vyapadeśo

’saṅgata eva syād iti.277
Without a delimitor for the signification of the word ātman, there would
be no way to refer to the universal P [self] that occurs in Īśvara, and hence
(Raghunātha’s) designation would not work.
276. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 53)
277. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 53)
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B.13.9 Refutation of a universal experienceness in linguistic cognitions and the like
anubhavatvaṃ tu na jātiḥ. ŚĀBDÂ-’’DI-JÑĀNE ’NUBHAVA-VYAVAHĀRAŚ
CA SMṚTY-ANYA-JÑĀNA-NIBANDHANAḤ.278
P [Experience] is not a universal. The conventional use of “experience”
to describe linguistic cognitions (merely) designates them as being cognitions
which are not memories.
tathā

câ

’nubhava-vyavahāra-balād

anubhavatva-jātir

ity

apāstam.279
Thus, on the basis of the conventional use of “experience”, the putative
existence of a universal P [experience] can be refuted.
B.13.10 Experienceness is co-extensive with perceptiveness
Objection:
nanv anubhavāmî ’ty anuvyavasāya-balād
anubhavatva-jāti-siddhir iti.280

The universal P [experience] is established by force of apperceptions like “I’m experiencing something”.
atrô ’cyate:

JĀTIS TV ANUBHAVATVAṂ SĀKṢĀT-KĀRITVAM EVA,

SĀKṢĀT-KĀRIṆI

JÑĀNA

EVA

TAT-PRATYAYĀT.

SATY

API

CÂ

’NUMĀNIKÂ-’’DI-SUKHÂ-’’DI-NIŚCAYE SUKHÂ-’’DIKAM ANUBHAVĀMÎ
’TI PRATYAYÂ-’BHĀVĀD ITI.281
278. Raghunātha (1916, 52–53)
279. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 53)
280. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 53)
281. Raghunātha (ibid., 53–54)
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Here

we

respond:

P [Experience]

as

a

universal

is

precisely

P [directly-perceptible], for only in regards to cognitions in which we
directly perceive something do we have apperceptions like “I’m experiencing
something.”

We do not, however, say “I’m experiencing pleasure”, for

instance, when our determination of pleasure is via inference (and not directly
perceived).
kecit tu «viśeṣaṇa-jñānâ-’’di-janyatâ-’vacchedaka-koṭi-praviṣṭatayâ
’nubhavatva-jāti-siddhiḥ. anyathā viśiṣṭa-buddhitvâ-’’des tathātve
smṛtau vyabhicāra-prasaṅga» ity āhuḥ.282
Some claim, however: The universal P [experience] is established by being brought in as the delimitor of the effect produced by cognitions of qualifiers. Otherwise there would be the undesired consequence of overextending to
memory, which functions similarly for a cognition of a qualified entity.
tad asat, pratyakṣatva eva janyatâ-’vacchedakatvô-’papattāv
atiriktâ-’nubhavatvasya tatra niveśe prayojanâ-’bhāvāt. na ca
«…283
This is false. Because it is P [perception] that is the delimitor of the effect,
there is no point in introducing a distinct P [experience] into it.

Objection: viśiṣṭa-pratyakṣatvâ-’’dy-avacchinnaṃ prati
viśeṣaṇa-jñānâ-’’der hetutve viśeṣaṇa-jñānâ-’’dikaṃ
vinā ’numity-ādy-ātmaka-viśiṣṭa-buddhy-āpattir284
If the cognition of a qualifier is a cause for something insofar as it is
a perception of a qualified entity, then without the cognition of the
qualifier, it would incorrectly give rise to a cognition of a qualified
entity of the form of inferential knowledge.
282. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 53)
283. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 54)
284. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 54)
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…»

iti

vācyam,

anumity-ādeḥ

pūrvaṃ

parāmarśâ-’’der

āvaśyakatvena tathā vaktum aśakyatvāt. na ca «…285
It is impossible to speak like this, because inferential knowledge is necessarily preceded by reflection.

Objection:
evaṃ sati sādhya-viśeṣyakâ-’numiti-vilopaprasaṅgaḥ,
itara-bheda-jñānâ-’bhāva-daśāyām api
«itara-vyāpakībhūtâ-’bhāva-pratiyogi-pṛthivītvavatī
pṛthivī»̂
’ty-ākāraka-vyatireka-vyāpty-avagāhi-parāmarśa-sambhavena tasmāt tadānīm api sādhya-viśeṣyakâ-’numiter api sambhavād286
This being the case, there would be the unwanted consequence of
rejecting an inference whose qualificand is the target. Because it
would be possible to reflect on a pervasion of negative concomitance (such as “the earth possesses P [earth] which is the counterrelatum of an absence which pervades others even in the case of an
absence of knowledge about a difference from others”), it would be
possible to have an inference whose qualificand is the target.

…» iti vācyam.

tāvatā kṣati-virahāt.

bhavatu vā viśiṣṭâ-

’’dy-anumititvâ-’’dy-avacchinnaṃ praty api viśeṣaṇa-jñānâ-’’der
hetutvaṃ. na caî ’vaṃ gauravâ-’vakāśaḥ, nitya-vṛtti-dharmasya
kāryatâ-’vacchedakatvâ-’bhāvena

śuddhâ-’nubhavatvena

tathâ-’sambhavena janyatva-niveśe kālika-sambadhena ghaṭâ’’dimattvam ādāya vinigamanā-viraheṇâ ’nanta-kārya-kāraṇabhāva-vṛddhyā

tad-apekṣayā

tathā-vidha-kārya-kāraṇa-

bhāvasyaî ’va saṃyaktvāt. na ca «…287
This is incorrect, because there is no obstruction just to that extent.
285. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 54)
286. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 54)
287. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 54)
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Alternatively, let it be that cognition of the qualifier is a cause for the inferential knowledge of a qualified entity. Even so, this does not violate parsimony,
for the following reason: An eternally occurring locatable cannot be a delimitor of the property of being an effect. But P [pure-experience], not being so,
can be produced; then, by the temporal relation, it cannot be distinguished
from the property P [H [pot]], which gives rise to a proliferation of cause-effect
relations. In comparison to this, the cause-effect relation (between cognition
of the qualifier and the inferential knowledge of a qualified entity) is indeed
more appropriate.
B.13.11 It is P [perception] alone that delimits the effect, not
P [experience]

Objection: pratyakṣatvasya janyatâ-’vacchedakatve sa
doṣas tad-avastha eva288
If P [perception] were the delimitor of being the effect, then this
flaw would indeed be situated thus.

…» iti vācyam, Īśvara-pratyakṣa-vyāvṛttâ-’smad-ādi-pratyakṣasādhāraṇa-jāti-viśeṣam
’pagamāt.

abhyupetya

tasyaî

’va

tathātvô-

anubhavatvam api tathā sambhavatî ’ti tu na

mantavyam, tathā sati pratyakṣatvena saṅkara-prasaṅgāt.289
Not so. If we accept a specific universal that is shared by the perceptions
of all of us individual selves (and excluding Īśvara’s perceptions), that indeed
would be so.
But it should not be thought that being an experience itself is thus, because
if that were the case, then there would be cross-cutting with P [perception].
288. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 54)
289. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 54)
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na caî ’vaṃ «anubhavaṃ praty eva vā» iti dīdhiti-virodhaḥ, yuktyā padârtha-tattva-vivekasya grantha-virodhenâ ’nivāraṇīyatvād ity-ādi nipuṇataram ūhanīyam.290
Nor is it that in such a case there would be a contradiction of the Dīdithi
“or just in regards to experience”. This is because we must skillfully infer using
reasoning that the Padârtha-tattva-viveka is impossible to overrule by contradiction with the text.

B.14 Cleaning up absences
B.14.1 Second-order absences are different (from first-order absences) due to different counter-relata
EVAṂ GHAṬÂ-’’DY-ABHĀVASYÂ ’PY ABHĀVO ’TIRIKTA EVA, GHAṬÂ’’DIMATI TAD-ABHĀVO NÂSTÎ ’TY ABĀDHITÂ-’BHĀVA-PRATYAYĀT.291
anyathā

ghaṭâ-’’dy-abhāvâ-’bhāvasya

ghaṭâ-’’di-bhāva-

svarūpatve ’bhāvatvena pratyayâ-’nupapattiḥ292
syāt. na ca «…
Next, absences of absences (of positive things, like pots) are distinct indeed,
because we have unobstructed cognitions of second-order absences of the sort
“there is no pot-absence where a pot is located.” If a second-order absence were
just a presence, we would not have such cognitions of it as being an absence.
290. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 54)
291. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 55)
292. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 55)
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B.14.2 n + 2th -order absences are not different from nth -order absences

Objection:
bhāvâ-’bhāva-sadhāraṇam abhāvatvam
akhaṇḍô-’pādhir ity uktau nâ ’yaṃ doṣaḥ.293

If we define P [absence] as being a non-composite imposed property
that occurs in both absences and presences, then this fault will not
arise.
…» iti vācyam, evaṃ ca lāghavād eva ghaṭâ-’’dy-abhāvâ-’bhāvasyâ
’tiriktatva-siddheḥ. lāghavâ-’nādare ’bhāva-mātrasyâ ’natiriktatvasiddhi-prasaṅgad ity-ādikam avadheyam.294
We can argue from parsimony that second-order absences should be accepted as distinct. Otherwise, by disregarding parsimony, we would run the risk
of eliminating even first-order absences as distinct entities!
NA CAÎ ’VAM ANAVASTHĀ, GHAṬÂ-’BHĀVASYA TAD-ABHĀVA-RŪPATVE
VIRODHÂ-’BHĀVĀT.295
tathā ca ghaṭâ-’bhāvâ-’bhāvasyâ ’py abhāvo ghaṭâ-’bhāva eva,
na tv atirikta iti nâ ’navasthā.296
It is also untrue that accepting second-order absences leads to infinite regress, for there is no contradiction in accepting a first-order absence of a positive entity (like a pot) to be identical to the absence of its absence. That is, the
absence of a second-order absence of a pot is identical to the absence of the
pot, so that there is no infinite regress.
293. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 55)
294. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 55)
295. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 55)
296. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 56)
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B.14.3 The non-difference of the mutual absence of a mutual absence
anyônyâ-’bhāvasya vā bhāvatvaṃ, saṃsargâ-’bhāvatvaṃ câ297
’nyônyâ-’bhāvaḥ, atiriktâ-’nyônyâ-’bhāvâ-’ṅgīkāre ’navasthā-prasaṅgāt.
The mutual absence of a mutual absence is in fact a presence, for if we
accept a distinct second-order mutual absence, we would face an infinite regress.
idaṃ câ ’nyônyâ-’bhāvatvâ-’vacchinnasyâ ’nyônyâ-’bhāvam avalambyô ’ktam. ghaṭâ-’’dy-anyônyâ-’bhāvasya tv anyônyâ-’bhāvo
bhāvatvaṃ, saṃsargâ-’bhāvatvaṃ paṭâ298
-’’dy-anyônyâ-’bhāvatvaṃ cê ’ty api bodhyam.299
This is said in regards to the mutual absence of something which is itself
delimited as being a mutual absence. It should also be understood that the mutual absence of the mutual absence of a pot is a presence, a relational absence,
and a mutual absence of things like cloth [i.e., non-pots].
B.14.4 The difference, according to some people
kecit tu «anyônyâ-’bhāvasyâ ’py anyônyâ-’bhāvo ’tirikta eva.
na caî ’vam anavasthā, prāmāṇikatvenâ ’doṣatvāt.

anyathâ

’nyônyâ-’bhāva-mātrasyaî ’vâ ’tiriktatva-vilopa-prasaṅgāt. sarvatra tad-adhikaraṇa-mātra-vṛttir dharma eva tat-svarūpatvakalpana-sambhavād» iti vadanti.300
297. Potter rejects the occurrence of saṃsargâ-’bhāvatvaṃ ca here as being incomprehensible.
298. The printed edition of Veṇīdatta’s text reads ghaṭâ at this point, which is tautological. I have
therefore preferred the reading of Raghudeva’s own text, which is paṭâ.
299. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 56)
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The mutual absence of a mutual absence is indeed distinct. And the infinite
regress here is not a fault, because there is evidence for it. Without this, we
would have to excise mutual absences themselves as being distinct. Across the
board, a locatable that occurs in its locus alone may be supposed as being part
of its own nature.
B.14.5 The prior absence of a destruction and the destruction of
a prior absence are different from the counter-relatum
DHVAṂSA-PRĀG-ABHĀVAYOŚ CÂ ’TIRIKTĀV EVA PRĀG-ABHĀVADHVAṂSAU, GHAṬÂ-’’DEḤ SATTVA-KĀLE PRĀG-ABHĀVA-DHVAṂSAU
NA STAḤ ITY-ABĀDHITÂ-’BHĀVA-PRATYAYĀT.301
The prior absence of a destructive absence and the destructive absence of a
prior absence are also distinct. If a pot exists at a time t, then we freely cognize
the absence of its prior absence as well as the absence of its destructive absence
at time t.
yadi câ ’nayor atyantâ-’bhāva-viṣayatvenaî ’vô ’papatter na
dhvaṃsa-prāg-abhāva-prāg-abhāva-dhvaṃsayor atiriktatve sādhakam iti vibhāvyate, tadā «ghaṭa-dhvaṃso bhaviṣyati», «ghaṭaprāg-abhāvo naṣṭa» ity-ādi-pratītir dhvaṃsa-prāg-abhāva(-prāgabhāva-dhvaṃsa)yor atirikatva-sādhikê ’ty avadheyam. na ca
«…302
And if it appears that there is no proof for the distinctness of the prior absence of a destructive absence and of the destructive absence of a prior absence
300. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 56)
301. Raghunātha (ibid., 56–57)
302. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 56)

630

because of both of them arising merely as the contents of total absence, then
it should be specified that cognitions like “there will be the destruction of the
pot” and “the prior absence of the pot was destroyed” prove the distinctness of
the prior absence of a destructive absence and of the destructive absence of a
prior absence.

Objection:
evaṃ sati, abhāvatva-pratyayād ity uttaragrantha-virodhaḥ,
tayoḥ
prāg-abhāva-dhvaṃsatvâ’vagāhitvād303
If this is so, then the statement “due to the cognition of P [absence]”
contradicts the rest of the text. This is because both of them are
subsumed under being the destructive absence of a prior absence.

…» iti vācyam, abhāvatva-pratyayād ity asya prāg-abhāva(tva)dhvaṃsatvâ-’vagāhi-pratyayād ity arthakatvāt tayor bhāvâ’bhāva-sādhāraṇâ-’tiriktâ-’khaṇḍô-’pādhitvâ-’bhyupagame
dhvaṃsa-prāg-abhāva-prāg-abhāva-dhvaṃsayor

tu

atiriktatve

' ’va śaraṇīkaraṇīyatvād ity avadheyam.304
lāghavasyai

This is incorrect, because the statement “due to the cognition of P [absence]”

really has the meaning “due to the cognition subsuming P [prior-absence] and
P [destructive-absence].” If we provisionally accept that they are distinct, noncomposite imposed properties that are shared by both presences and absences,
then simply on the basis of parsimony it becomes necessary to accept the distinctness of the prior absence of a destructive absence and of the destructive
absence of a prior absence.
PRĀG-ABHĀVA EVA NA PĀRAMĀRTHIKA ITY ANYE.305
303. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 56)
304. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., 56–57)
305. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 57)
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Others hold, however, that prior absences are not in fact ultimately real.306

B.14.6 Refutation of prior absences

B.15 Recognition, doubt, and certainty
B.15.1 A cognitive trace of X, or the memory of X alone, is the
cause of the recognition of X
PRATYABHIJÑĀYĀṂ

CA

TATTĀ-SAṂSKĀRA

EVA

HETUR

ITI

PRĀÑCĀḤ.307
The Ancients hold that the cognitive residue left by some entity X alone is
the cause of a recognition of that X.
Objection:
NA CA «TASYĀḤ SAṂSKĀRA-JANYATVENA
SMṚTITVÂ-’’PATTIḤ, TAJ-JANYA-JÑĀNATVASYA TATRA
PRAYOJAKATVĀD» ITI VĀCYAM.308

(Says the Vedântin) If recognition of X were produced by a cognitive residue of X, then it would end up becoming a memory. Its
being a cognition produced by a cognitive residue is what is probative.
KIM IDAṂ PRAYOJAKATVAṂ NĀMA? NA VYĀPAKATVAM, AVIRODHĀT309
:

pratyabhijñāyāh

saṃskāra-janyatve

’pi

tathāvidha-

vyāpakatāyā akṣateḥ.310
306. A useful editorial footnote to this passage reads: evaṃ ca prāg-abhāvasyaî ’vâ ’bhāve dhvaṃsa-prāgabhāva-prāg-abhāva-dhvaṃsayor atirikta-cintâ-’navasara evê ’ti bodhyam. “We should understand
that if prior absences themselves don’t exist, there is no scope for considering the prior absence of
a destructive absence and the destruction of a prior absence to be distinct at all.”
307. Raghunātha (1916, p. 57)
308. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 57)
309. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 57)
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And what may this so-called prover be? It is not P [pervader], for there is
no contradiction then: even if a recognition is produced by a cognitive trace,
its being a such a pervader remains undamaged.
NA VYĀPYATVAM, PRAMĀṆÂ-’BHĀVĀT.311
tathā ca, prakṛte prayojakatvasya durvacatvena tathā vaktum
aśakyatayā pratyabhijñāyāḥ saṃskāra-janyatve na kiṃcid bādhakam.312
Nor is it P [pervaded], for there is no evidence to this effect. To clarify: In
the base case, since the prover is not expressed, there is no way to speak in
that manner. As a result, there is no obstacle to recognition being produced by
a cognitive residue.
PARAṂTV ANUDBHŪTE ’BHIBHŪTE VĀ TATTĀ-SAṂSKĀRE PRATYABHIJÑĀYĀ

ANUTPĀDENA

TATTĀ-SMṚTIR

EVA

TAD-DHETUR

ITI

MANTAVYAM.313
Rather, we should regard a recollection of X alone to be the cause of a
recognition of X, since recognition of X does not arise when the cognitive
residue of X is either inactive or suppressed.
B.15.2 Definition of doubt
PADA-JANYA-DHARMI-KOṬI-DVAYA-TAD-UBHAYA-VIRODHA-JÑĀNASAṂŚAYÂ-’’TMAKA-YOGYATĀ-JÑĀNA-SAHITĀC CHABDĀD ĀHATYAÎ
’VA SAṂŚAYAḤ.314
310. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, 57–58)
311. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 57)
312. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 58)
313. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 58)
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Doubt is produced directly by language accompanied by the cognition of
the words’ suitability being in doubt due to their generating a mutually contradictory pair of alternative property-bearers.
«samānâ-’neka-dharmô-’papatter
avyavasthiteś

ca

viśeṣâ-’pekṣo

vipratipatter
vimarśaḥ

upalabdhy-anupalabdhy-

saṃśayaḥ»

ITI

SŪTRAṂ

PRA(MĀ?)ṆAYATO MAHARṢER API SAMMATAM IDAM.315
NyāSū I ·1 · 23 shows that the revered sage Gautama too held this position.
B.15.3 Doubtness is the absence of a delimitorness of effectness
EKA-DHARMIKA-NĀNĀ-VIRUDDHA-DHARMA-PRAKĀRAKAJÑĀNATVA-RŪPAṂ

KOṬI-DVAYA-JÑĀNA-SĀMAGRĪ-SAMĀJÂ-

’DHĪNAṂ CA SAṂŚAYATVAṂ NĪLA-GHAṬATVAVAN NA KĀRYATÂ’VACCHEDAKAM.316
To be a doubt is to be a cognition which has as its mode a single propertybearer with multiple contradictory properties. It is dependent upon a collection
of cognitions of the mutually contradictory alternatives. It resembles properties
like P [blue-pot] in that it is not a delimitor of P [effect].
B.15.4 Certainty is the absence of a delimitorness of effectness
EVAṂ SAṂŚAYATVA-ŚŪNYA-JÑĀNATVA-RŪPA-NIŚCAYATVAM API
NĪLATVA-ŚŪNYA-GHAṬATVAVAT TATHÊ ’TI317
dik.
314. Raghunātha (1916, p. 69)
315. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 70)
316. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 70)
317. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 70)
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In the same way, the direction forward is to regard certainty, which takes
the form of being a cognition free from being a doubt, just like the property
P [pot-lacking-blueness].

B.16 Momentariness
B.16.1 Moment is different from action
kṣaṇa-padârthaś ca KṢAṆIKO ’TIRIKTAḤ KĀLÔ-’PĀDHIḤ.318
The referent of the word “moment” is a distinct, momentary, temporal imposed property.
B.16.2 Refutation of an action delimited by such things as separation or prior absence as being momentary

Objection: nanu VIBHĀGA-PRĀG-ABHĀVA-VIŚIṢṬAṂ KARMAÎ
’VA TATHÊ ’TI CET319
…

A “moment” is only a motion qualified by the prior absence of separation.
NA,

UDĪCYA-KARMA-JANYA-VIBHĀGA-PRĀG-ABHĀVA-VIŚIṢṬASYA

KARMAṆAḤ KṢAṆA-CATUṢṬAYÂ-’VASTHĀYITVĀT.320
This is incorrect, for a motion which is qualified by the prior absence of a
separation produced by a [potentially substantially] subsequent motion could
be incorporated into the quartet of moments.
318. Raghunātha (1916, p. 58)
319. Raghunātha (ibid., 58–59)
320. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 59)
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tathā

ca,

kṣaṇa-catuṣṭayâ-’ntarbhāvena

tatra

kṣaṇa-

vyavahārâ-’’pattiḥ.321
That is, it would be possible to use the word “moment” to conventionally
refer to such a duration by including it within the quartet of moments.
na caî ’vam iṣṭâ-’’pattiḥ, tathā sati ghaṭa-prāg-abhāva-kṣaṇe ’pi
ghaṭavān iti vyavahārâ-’’patteḥ.322
Nor can you claim this is a desired consequence, for if that were the case it
would be possible to say “it has pot p” even about a moment when the pot p’s
prior absence exists.
Objection:
nanu SVA-JANYA-VIBHĀGA-PRĀG-ABHĀVAVIŚIṢṬAṂ KARMA KṢAṆA ITI CET323
…

A moment is a motion m qualified by the prior absence of a separation generated by m.
TARHI SVATVÂ-’NANUGAMĀD ANANUGAMAḤ. JĀTE CA VIBHĀGE
KUTAḤ KṢAṆA-VYAVAHĀRAḤ?324
But since the identity relation is non-repeatable, your definition of a moment is itself non-repeating (i.e., it is not a class-property). Furthermore, once
a separation is produced, how then would you use the word “moment”?
idaṃ ca pratikṣaṇaṃ kriyāyā utpattau mānâ-’bhāva ity abhipretyô ’ktam. tathātve tu nâ ’yaṃ doṣa iti dhyeyam.325
321. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 59)
322. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 59)
323. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 59)
324. Raghunātha (ibid., 59–60)
325. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., 59–60)
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There is no evidence for a motion generated at every moment. But if that
were in fact the case (so we had a motion mi for each moment ti ), then this
would not be a fault.
Objection:
nanu VIBHĀGA-PŪRVA-SAṂYOGA-VIŚIṢṬĀT
KARMAṆA EVÊ ’TI CET326
…

A moment is a motion qualified by both separation and its prior
contact.
TARHI SUTARĀM ANANUGAMAḤ.327
Then the non-repeatability is even more true!
EVAṂ PŪRVA-SAṂYOGA-NĀŚA-KĀLE UTTARA-SAṂYOGA-KĀLE ’PI
KARMA-SATTVE KṢAṆATVAṂ VAKTAVYAM.328
Using the same arguments, we can refute the theories that to be a moment
is either to be a motion at the time of the destruction of the prior contact or at
the time of the subsequent contact.
idam upalakṣaṇam: pūrva-saṃyoga-nāśa-vibhāgô-’bhaya329
-viśiṣṭa-kriyāyā api kṣaṇatvam avaseyam,

tathā câ ’vyāpti-

rūpa-doṣasya parihāre ’pi kṣaṇa-padârthâ-’nanugama-rūpa-doṣo
duruddhara iti.330
This is an indirect indication: a motion qualified by both the destruction of
the prior contant and by separation too may be determined to be a moment.
326. Raghunātha (1916, p. 60)
327. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 60)
328. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 60)
329. Raghudeva has pūrva-saṃyoga-nāśô-’ttara-saṃyoga-prāgabhāvô-’bhaya-.
330. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 60)
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Thus, even in eliminating the flaw of non-exhaustive refutation, the flaw of the
referent of the word “moment” being non-repeating still has not been eliminated.

Objection:
na ca «evaṃ kṣaṇatvam evâ ’tiriktam abhyupeyam, tenaî ’vâ ’nugata-kṣaṇa-vyavahāra-nirvāhāt;
kiṃ kṣaṇa-padârthasyâ ’tiriktatvâ-’bhyupagamena?» iti
vācyam.331
Even if we do concede that P [moment] is distinct, so that we can
justify the conventional use of “moment” in a way that conforms to
P [moment], of what use is it to admit that there are in fact such
things as moments which form a distinct category?

vinigamanā-viraheṇaî ’ka-kālô-’tpanna-nānā-vidha-tathāvidhakriyāsu kṣaṇatva332
-sambandha-kalpanām apekṣyâ ’tirikta-kṣaṇam abhyupetya
tatraî ’va tat-sambandha-kalpanā-laghīyastvād333
iti santoṣṭavyam.
Due to differentiation failure, it is more parsimonious to posit distinct moments in which its relations occur than to suppose relations of momentariness
in various types of motions which all originate at the same time t.
331. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 60)
332. The Padârtha-maṇḍana has nānā-vidha-tathā-vidha-kriyā-lakṣaṇatva, whereas Raghudeva has nānātathāvidha-kriyāsu kṣaṇatva-. I have retained the repetition of vidha as it does not substantially
alter the reading, but have replaced the almost-certainly erroneous kriyā-lakṣaṇatva- with the corresponding kriyāsu kṣaṇatva- in Raghudeva.
333. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., pp. 60-61)
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B.17 The linguistic cognition of words like “Daśaratha”
and “demon” is through imagination
Objection:
nanu « daśarathâ-’’dīnām idānīṃtanānāṃ
daśarathâ-’’di-padāt kathaṃ śābda-bodhaḥ?
idānīṃtanānāṃ
daśarathatvâ-’’di-prakāraka-bodhâ-’bhāvena
viśeṣaṇa-grahâ-’bhāvād daśarathatva-viśiṣṭâ-’’dau śaktigrahâ-’sambhavena pada-janya-daśarathatva-viśiṣṭa-padârthô-’pasthiter abhāvāt.334
How do words like “Daśaratha” generate linguistic cognitions for
people living now who haven’t seen Daśaratha?335

For people living now, there are no cognitions in the mode of being
Daśaratha, and as a result they cannot grasp such qualifiers. This
makes it impossible for them to grasp the direct reference to individuals qualified by P [Daśaratha]. And due to this, there is no way
to bring to mind the referent of a word like “Daśaratha” qualified
by its property P [Daśaratha].

evaṃ kathaṃ vā puṃsāṃ piśācâ-’’di-padāt piśācatvâ-’’diviśiṣṭa-śābda-bodhaḥ? pūrva-darśita-rītyā pada-janya-padârthô-’pasthity-abhāvād »336

iti cet …

Similarly, how do humans experience linguistic cognitions qualified by P [ghoul] upon hearing the word “ghoul”? Just as in the
previous case, there is no entity referred to by that word which can
be brought to mind.
atrô ’cyate:

ADṚṢṬA-DAŚARATHÂ-’’DĪNĀṂ CÊ ’DĀNĪṂTANĀNĀṂ

DAŚARATHA-PADĀD

ANYEṢĀM

API

PIŚACÂ-’’DI-PADĀT

KENÂPI

RŪPEṆA PADÂRTHÔ-’PASTHITIR ITY AVAHITAIḤ337
paribhāvanayā nirvāhyam338
334. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 61)
335. I’m taking the first word of the objection to be adṛṣṭa-Daśarathâ-’’dīnām in conformity with Raghunātha’s base text.
336. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 61)
337. Raghunātha (ibid., 60–61)
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iti.
Here we say in response: People living today who have never seen
Daśaratha understand bring to mind some particular form from the word
“Daśaratha”, just as others do upon hearing the word “ghoul”. Based upon
this, the wise can use their imagination to come to a conclusion.
tathā ca, ayaṃ pūrva-pakṣo duḥsamādheyaḥ339
kiṃtu bhāvanā-samādhānakaḥ.340
To elaborate: This objector’s position is difficult to resolve, but can be resolved by bhāvanā.
bhāvanā-sādhya-samādhānaṃ tv etādṛk: yatra «prameyavān» ityanubhava-janya-«prameyavān»-iti-saṃskāro jatas tad-anantaraṃ
prameyatvâ-’ṃśe doṣa-vaśād daśarathatva-mātra-prakāraka-smṛtijanakô-’dbodhaka-vaśād

daśarathatva-prakāraka-smaraṇaṃ

tatra

śakti-graha-sambhavena

daśarathatva-viśiṣṭe

taj-janya-

daśarathatvâ-’’di-viśiṣṭô-’pasthiteḥ sulabhatayā daśarathatvâ-’’diprakāraka-śābda-bodhe bādhakâ-’bhāvaḥ. evaṃ piśācâ-’’di-sthalam
api vyākhyātam.341
The resolution effected by bhāvanā is as follows: The experiential cognition “having a knowable” gives rise to the cognitive trace “having a knowable”
about some entity X. Immediately after that, by force of a flaw in knowability, there arises a cognition which gives rise to a recollection in the mode of
purely being Daśaratha, due to which arises a recollection in the mode of be338. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 61)
339. Raghudeva has na duḥsamādheyaḥ here, which is the better reading given the contrastive force of
the following particle kiṃtu. The lack of the na here may simply be a misprint or a scribal error.
340. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 61)
341. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 61)
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ing Daśaratha. Then, it is possible to grasp a signification in regards to that X
understood as being Daśaratha. Because it is then easy for that entity qualified
by being Daśaratha to present itself to mind, there is no longer any obstacle to
the linguistic cognition [generated by the word “Daśaratha”] which has as its
mode being Daśaratha.
In the very same way, we can also handle the case of the ghoul.
yadi ca tad-aṃśe ’nyâ-’prakāraka-smṛtiṃ prati tad-aṃśe ’nyâ’prakāraka-saṃskārasya hetutvam āvaśyakam.

anyathā jātitva-

rūpeṇa ghaṭatva-prakāraka-saṃskārād api jātitvâ-’ṃśe moṣa342
-daśāyāṃ ghaṭa iti smaraṇâ-’’patteḥ. tathā ca katham upadarśitarītyā daśaratha-padād daśarathatvâ-’’di-viśiṣṭasyô ’papādanaṃ cê
’ti vibhāvyate; tathâpi yatra daśarathatvâ-’’di-sambandhena ghaṭâ’’der

bhramo

bhavaty eva.

jātas

tatra

tathāvidha-śakti-grahô-’papādanaṃ

na ca tasya sambandhatāyāṃ pramāṇâ-’bhāvaḥ,

saṃyogâ-’’dau sambandhatā-yukter atrâ ’pi taulyāt.343
And in regards to a recollection in a different mode of its part, it is necessary
to suppose that a cognitive trace in a different mode of that part is regarded as
a necessary cause. Otherwise there would be the possibility of a recollection
of “pot” even from a cognitive trace in the mode of being a pot in the form of
a universal, in case its being a universal is let go of. And in same way, how we
can effect the cognition of an entity qualified by being Daśaratha through the
word “Daśaratha” in the aforementioned manner is clarified. Nevertheless, if
there should arise a confusion of some X being a pot through the relation of
being Daśaratha, then there would indeed be the generation of a signification
342. Raghudeva has pramokṣa here, without any substantial alteration of meaning.
343. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 61)
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of X in that manner. Nor is there a lack of evidence for its being a relation,
because the appropriateness of such things as contact being a relation is also
equally applicable here.

B.18 On property
B.18.1 Property is a distinct category
EVAṂ SVATVAM API PADÂRTHÂ-’NTARAM.344
tat tu «Caitrasyê ’daṃ dhanam» ity-ādi-pratīti-viṣayo dhanavṛtti-Caitra-nirūpita-sambandhaḥ.345
sa sambandho Naiyāyikānāṃ svatvatvena vyavahriyamāṇaṃ yat
tad-apekṣayâ ’tiriktaḥ.346
Similarly, property is also a distinct category. It is a relation which is the
content of cognitions of the form “this money is Caitra’s”, a relation occurring
in money which is described by Caitra. This relation is different from that
which is conventionally designated as “property” by Naiyāyikas.
B.18.2 Refutation of property having the form of being suitable
for any application one desires

Objection:
CET347

nanu YATHÊ-’ṢṬA-VINIYOGA-YOGYATVAṂ TAD ITI

…

344. Raghunātha (1916, p. 62)
345. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 62)
346. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 62)
347. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 62)
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Property is something which is suitable for any application one desires.
KO (’SAU) VINIYOGAḤ?348
What is this “application” of which you speak?

Objection:
…

BHAKṢAṆÂ-’’DIKAM ITI CET349

Consumption and the like.
NA, PARAKĪYE ’PY ANNÂ-’’DAU BHAKṢAṆA-SAMBHAVĀT.350
tathā ca, tathāvidha-bhakṣaṇe kṛte puruṣâ-’ntarīyâ-’nnâ’’dau puruṣâ-’ntarasya svatvâ-’’patteḥ.351
That doesn’t work, for it is possible to eat someone else’s food too, for instance. To elaborate: if A consumes B’s food, then such a definition would
mean that the food becomes A’s.

Objection:
śāstrâ-’niṣiddhaṃ bhakṣaṇaṃ viniyoga iti
parakīyâ-’’nnâ-’’di-bhakṣaṇasya śāstra-niṣiddhatvāt tadyogyatām ādāya puruṣâ-’ntarasyâ ’nnâ-’’dau puruṣâ’ntarasya na svatvâ-’’pattir iti352
cet …

Application is an act of consumption which is not forbidden by the
scripture. Thus, since eating someone else’s food is forbidden by
scripture, A’s eating of B’s food will not make the food A’s property
once we take the suitability into context.
348. Raghunātha (1916, p. 62)
349. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 62)
350. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 62)
351. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 62)
352. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 62)
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KIṂ TAC CHĀSTRAM?353
And what scripture might this be?
Objection:
…

«PARA-SVAṂ NÂ ’DADĪTA» ITY-ĀDIKAM ITI CET354

“Take not what is someone else’s”, and the like.
SVATVÂ-’PRATĪTAU KATHAṂ TAT-PRAVṚTTIḤ?355
anyônyâ-’’śrayāt.356
If we couldn’t already cognize something as being someone’s property, how
could we act in a way that conforms to this scriptural injunction? This is circular reasoning.
idam upalakṣaṇam:

yogyatvasya nirvacanâ-’śakyatayā ’pi tad-

ghaṭita-lakṣaṇam anupannam ity api paśyantu.357
TASMĀT SVATVAM ATIRIKTAM EVA. PRAMĀṆAṂ CA «PARA-SVAṂ
NÂ ’DADĪTA» ITY-ĀDIKAM EVA SVATVE.358
We should understand this to be an indirect indication: Let them see that,
even if suitability (for application) is not expressed directly, its indicatory mark
does not obtain. Therefore, property is a distinct category. And the proof for
its existence is scripture of the sort “Take not what is someone else’s.”

353. Raghunātha (1916, 62–63)
354. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 63)
355. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 63)
356. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 63)
357. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 63)
358. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 63)
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Objection:
na ca «yathê-’ṣṭa-viniyogô-’pāya-krayâ-’’diviṣayatvam eva tad astu. kiṃ tatrâ ’tirikta-kalpanayā»
iti vācyam.359

We can define property to simply be the content of a transaction
which is the means of application as one desires. Why bother imagining it as being distinct?
tādṛśa-viṣayatāyā

dhana-svarūpatve

tadīya-svatva-vyavahāra-prasaṅgāt,

kraya-pūrva-kāle
kraya-svarūpatve

’pi
tu

kraya-nāśa-kṣaṇe tadīya-svatva-nāśa-prasaṅgāt.360
No: If such a content had the form of wealth, then there would the undesirable consequence of conventionally designating it as someone’s property even
before the time of the transaction itself. And if such a content had the form
of a transaction, then there would be the undesirable consequence of that person’s property ceasing to exist [as property] at the instant that the transaction
ends.
atiriktatve tv asmākaṃ samīhitasya siddhatvād ity alam atiprasaktyā.361
But if instead property is taken to be a distinct category, then our preferred
position is established. But enough of this over-elaboration.
B.18.3 The cause of the creation and destruction of property
TAC CA362
dāna-janya-para-svatva-nāśâ-’nantarô-’tpanna-sva-svatvasampādaka-grahaṇa-rūpa-pratigraheṇa asvāmikasya araṇyastha359. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, p. 63)
360. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 63)
361. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 63)
362. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 63)
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śāka-kuśâ-’’der ānayana363
-rūpô-’PĀDĀNENA GRAHAṆÂ-’’DIBHIḤ364
PITR-ĀDI-MARAṆAIŚ CA JANYATE; DĀNA-VIKRAYÂ-’’DIBHIR NĀŚYATE.365
Property is produced by receiving gifts (which gives rise to the destruction
of possessedness-related-to-donor and immediately produces possessednessrelated-to-oneself), appropriation (of public goods not owned by somebody
else, like wood or grass from a forest), inheritance (upon the demise of ancestors), and so on. It is destroyed by such things as donation and selling.
KĀRAṆĀNĀM EKA-ŚAKTIMATTVĀT KĀRYA-VAIJĀTYĀD VĀ KĀRYAKĀRAṆA-NIRVĀHA ITI DIK.366
[How can so many different causes produce the same effect?] Either all
of these different causes possess a single potentiality, or all these effects are
different.367

B.18.4 P: The opinion of some that property is a distinct category
kecit tu « svatvaṃ nâ ’tiriktam, kiṃtu kvacid vikraya-prāg-abhāvaviśiṣṭaḥ

kraya-vināśaḥ,

kvacid

dānâ-’’di-prāg-abhāva-viśiṣṭaḥ

pratigrahâ-’’di-dhvaṃsaḥ,

kvacid

vikraya-prāg-abhāva-viśiṣṭaḥ

pitr-ādi-dhvaṃsaḥ svatvam.368
363. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, 63–64)
364. Paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., 63–64)
365. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 64)
366. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 64)
367. And we will see that the latter possibility is false.
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Some people claim:
Property is not a distinct category. Rather, in some cases it is
the destruction of selling qualified by the prior absence of purchasing; in others, the destructive absence of gift-receiving qualified by
the prior absence of donation; and in still others, the destructive
absence of an ancestory qualified by the prior absence of selling.
B.18.4.1 P: The production of the convention of the accepted (notion of) property by propertyness

na caî ’vaṃ sati svatvam ity-ākārâ-’nugata-vyavahārâ-’nupapattiḥ.
tatrê ’ṣṭâ-’’pattau kṣati-virahāt.

369

(Their position continued)
And it is not the case that, if things are in fact this way, then
we would not obtain a conventional use of “personal property” conforming to such configurations. That is because there is no objection to this, it yielding a desired consequence.
B.18.4.2 P: The acceptance of propertyness is agreed to even to by
those who hold property to be distinct

atirikta-svatva-vādinām

api

tathāvidha-vyavahārô-’papattaye

’tirikta-svatvatvâ-’ṅgīkārasyâ ’’vaśyakatayā man-mate ’py atiriktatan-mātrâ-’bhyupagamenâ
atirika-svatva-vādi-mate
’śaṅkanīyam,

’nugata-vyavahāra-sambhavāc
svatvatvaṃ

adhikaraṇa-bhedena

368. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, 64–65)
369. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., 64–65)
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nâ

’tiricyate

iti

tu

ca.
nâ

svatva-bhedâ-’ṅgīkārasyâ

’’vaśyakatvāt.

anyathā eka-dravya-vikrayaṇâ-’’dinā sarvatra

svatva-nāśa-prasaṅgād » iti vadanti.370
(Their position continued)
Even those who hold that property is distinct are forced to accept the existence of a distinct P [property] in order to govern such
linguistic usage. And my position is that the conventional usage
is conforming simply by admitting to a distinct P [property]. One
should not wonder if those who subscribe to a distinct category of
property can get away without a distinct P [property], because they
are forced to accept that property is different when its locus is different (and so there must be a higher abstract P [property] that occurs
in everything which is possessed). Otherwise, when a single entity
is sold, then all property everywhere will also cease to be!
B.18.5 S: The rejection of this prior view
tad dheyam: prāg-abhāve mānâ-’bhāvena tathā vaktum aśakyatvāt.371
This view should be discarded: it is impossible to argue in this fashion given
that there is no evidence for the prior absences.

B.19 śakti as a category
B.19.1 Causal potency is a distinct category, due to parsimony
EVAṂ ŚAKTIR APY ATIRICYATE.372
370. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, 64–65)
371. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 65)
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Similarly, causal potency is also a distinct category.
Objection:
nanu tṛṇâ-’’di-janyatâ-’vacchedakatvena
vahni-niṣṭha-jāti-trayaṃ svīkṛtya tathāvidha-jātitrayâ-’vacchinnaṃ prati tṛṇâ-’’dīnāṃ tṛṇatvâ-’’dinā
hetutā-traya-kalpanenaî ’vô ’papattau kim atiriktaśakti-kalpanenê ’ti373
cet …

We must accept that (since distinct causes must produce distinct
effects) there are three different universals—P [fg ], P [fg ], P [fg ]—
all located in fire, which delimit fire’s being produced by grass G,
firewood W , or crystal C respectively. It therefore suffices to accept
one of these three objects, insofar as it is in fact one of those three
classes of objects, as being the cause of a fire insofar as the fire
belongs to one of the three classes of fires.374
There is therefore no reason to imagine

atrô

’cyate:

APEKṢYA

TṚṆÂ-’RAṆY-ĀDI-STHALE
TAT-TAT-SAMBANDHĀNĀM

JĀTI-TRAYA-KALPANĀM
EKA-ŚAKTIMATTVENA

KĀRAṆATVA-KALPANĀYĀ EVA LAGHUTVENA NYĀYYATVĀT.375
Here we respond: It is more parsimonious to hold that the three causal
relations (between G and fire, W and fire, and Cand fire) are causes due to their
possessing a single potency P (fire), than to hold that there are three distinct
universals P [fG ], P [fW ], P [fC ] for the fires produced by each cause.
tathā ca tādṛśa-jāti-trayam abhyupetya kārya-kāraṇa-bhāvatrayâ-’bhyupagame gauravāt tad-apekṣayaî ’kām atirikta-śaktim
abhyupetyaî ’ka-śaktimattvena tatraî ’ka-kārya-kāraṇa-bhāvakalpane lāghavasyâ ’tisphuṭatvāt.376
372. Raghunātha (1916, p. 65)
373. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 65)
374. That is, suppose a particular fire f was produced by a particular crystal c. Then c, through its
possessing P [C], is a P [C]-cause of f insofar as f is a C-caused fire (i.e., a possessor of P [fC ]).
375. Raghunātha (ibid., 65–66)
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To clarify: if you accept the three universals, then you have to accept three
distinct cause-effect relations, which is not parsimonious. The alternative, to
accept a single potency P (fire), and to accept a single cause-effect relation
applying to all those that possess P (fire), is self-evidently more parsimonious.
B.19.2 Due to overlap with such things as impulseness, there isn’t
a single class among the triplet of relations

Objection:
nanu tādṛśa-sambandha-trayeṣv ekāṃ
jātim abhyupetya tatra tathāvidha-jātimattvenaî ’kahetutā-kalpanô-’papattau lāghavâ-’bhāvād atirikta-śaktikalpanam asamarthakam377
iti cet …

If we accept that there is a single universal U resident in the three
causal relations, then it suffices to imagine a single P [cause] in
them through their possession of U . It is thus pointless to agree to
a separate category of potentiality.
ucyate:

SAMBANDHA-TRITAYA-NIṢṬHAÎ-’KA-JĀTY-ANĠĪKĀRE

CA

NODANATVÂ-’’DINĀ SAṄKARA-PRASAṄGAḤ.378
nodanatvâ-’bhāvavati
saṃyoge.

tādṛśī

jātir

abhighātâ-’’khya-tādṛśa-

tādṛśa-vaijātyâ-’bhāvavati

rathâ-’’di-nodanâ-’’khya-

saṃyoge nodanatva-jātiḥ. ekatra tādṛśa-nodanâ-’’khya-saṃyoge ca
tādṛśa-jāti-dvaya-samāveśāt.379
If you accept that a single universal resides in the three causal relations, then you face the adverse consequence of overlapping with others like
376. Raghudeva, from Raghunātha (1916, 65–66)
377. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 66)
378. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 66)
379. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 66)
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P [pushing]: The universal present in a contact which lacks P [pushing] is
known as “striking”. The universal P [pushing] occurs in contacts known as
“pushing”. If we accept your theory, then in a single “pushing contact” we
would be forced to introduce both universals (which violates the rules of universals).
YADI CÂ ’NVAYA-VYATIREKĀBHYĀṂ TṚṆÂ-’’DER API KĀRAṆATVAM
IṢYATE, TADĀ TEṢĀM APY EKA-ŚAKTIMATTVENA TAD ASTU. TATHĀ
’PI JĀTI-TRAYA-KALPANĀM APEKṢYA ŚAKTI-DVAYA-KALPANAÎ ’VA
LĀGHAVENA JYĀYASÎ ’TI. TEṢV API CAÎ ’KA-JĀTY-AṄGĪKĀRE MAṆITVATEJASTVÂ-’’DINĀ SAṄKARA-PRASAṄGA ITI.380
And even if you claim that G, W , and C all possess P [cause], then we
say: fine, let G, W , and C possess one potentiality P1 (separately from their
relations to fire, which possess another potentiality P2 ). But this introduction
of two potentialities is still more parsimonious than your introduction of three
universals. And indeed, G, W , and C cannot in fact possess a single universal
in common, for that would then overlap with other universals like P [grass],
P [crystal], and so on.
atrê ’dam avadheyam:

tṛṇâ-’’dīnām eka-śaktimattvena hetutve

phūtkārâ-’’dy-abhāva-daśāyāṃ vahnir utpadyatām. na ca phūtkārâ’’dīnāṃ saha-kāritva-mātraṃ kalpyate, tathā ’py araṇi-sambandhasattve (phūtkāra-sattve) manthanâ-’’dy-asattve vahny-utpattyāpatteḥ381
.
Here the following should be closely studied: If we accept that G, W , and
380. Raghunātha (1916, p. 66)
381. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 66)
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C are all causes through their possessing a common potentiality P (fire), then
a fire would be produced even in the absence of blowing on embers. And nor
can we imagine that blowing on the embers is merely an auxiliary cause in
the matter, for if the relation with W were a cause, then even in the absence
of rubbing fire-sticks (to generate fire through friction) we would be able to
create fire—which is false.
tādṛśa-jāti-trayam

abhyupetya

pratyekaṃ

tādṛśa-jāti-trayâ-

’vacchinnaṃ vahniṃ prati pratyekaṃ tṛṇâ-’’dīnāṃ tṛṇatvâ-’’dinā
hetutā-traya-kalpane tu naî ’vâ ’nupapattiḥ. tṛṇatvâ-’vacchinnena
phala-janane eva phūtkārasya sahakāritvâ-’bhyupagamāt.

na ca

«…382
If we do accept the three universals P [fG ], P [fW ], and P [fC ], then in
regards to fires delimited by each of them respectively, we can hold G delimited
by P [G], W delimited by P [W ], and C delimited by P [C] respectively as being
the three respective causes. This does not fail to obtain, because we can accept
blowing on the embers as an auxiliary cause of the production of the fruits of
G delimited by P [G].
Objection:
phūtkārâ-’’di-sambandhānām apy eka-śaktimattvenaî ’va tatra hetutvam, araṇi-sambandha-kālīnaphūtkārâ-’’di-sambandhe tādṛśa-śakty-anabhyupagamena
nô ’padarśitâ-’’pattir383

The relations of blowing (to fire) are also a cause of fire due to their
possessing a causal potency. If you reject that the relation of blowing (to fire) at the time of the relation of the firewood (to the fire)
lacks such a potency, you do not face the undesirable consequence
demonstrated above.
…» iti vācyam, tathā sati tṛṇâ-’’dīnām eka-śaktimattvena het382. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 67)
383. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 67)
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utve

mānâ-’bhāvaḥ,

tṛṇâ-’’di-sambandhâ-’bhāva-kālīna-phūtkārâ-

’’di-sambandhe tādṛśa-śakty-anabhyupagama-mātreṇaî ’vâ ’’pattivāraṇa-sambhavāt.384
This is incorrect. If your argument were true, then there would be no proof
for G, W , or C being a cause due to possessing the same potency. It is possible
to avoid the undesirable consequence only by rejecting the possibility that the
relation of blowing (to fire) at the time of the absence of the relation fo G
possesses such a potency.
yadi ca vinigamanā-viraheṇa tādṛśô-’bhaya-rūpeṇa hetutvam
avaśyam abhyupeyam iti vibhāvyate,

tadā tṛṇâ-’’di-sambandha-

kālīna-vāyu-saṃyogâ-’’dīnām apy eka-śaktimattvena hetutām ādāya
vinigamanā-viraho durvāra iti.385
And if it is imagined that, due to a differentiation failure, it is necessary
to accept a P [cause] in both of these forms, then by taking up such things as
contact with the air at the time of the relation to G as a cause (because of its
possessing a single potentiality), the differentiation failure would genuinely be
inescapable.
tasmāj jāti-trayam abhyupetya tathāvidha-kārya-kāraṇa-bhāvakalpanam eva nirābādha-saraṇim ādadhātî ’ti sāram.386
Therefore, the essence of the matter is this: by accepting the three universals, the imagining of such a cause-effect relation will lay down an unobstructed
path.
384. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (1916, p. 67)
385. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 67)
386. Raghudeva, paraphrased from Raghunātha (ibid., p. 67)
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B.20 Additional categories
B.20.1 S: Number is a category distinct from tropes
SAṄKHYĀ CA PADÂRTHÂ-’NTARAṂ; NA TU GUṆAḤ, GUṆÂ-’’DIṢV
API TADVATTĀ-PRATYAYĀT. NA CÂ ’SAU BHRAMAḤ, BĀDHAKÂ’BHĀVĀT.387
Numbers too form a distinct category. A number is not a trope because
we cognize numbers as occurring in other tropes as well. Nor is it an error,
because there is no obstruction that would make it an error.

Objection:
EKÂ-’RTHA-SAMAVĀYA-PRATYĀSATTYĀ TATHĀ
PRATYAYA ITI CET388
…

Such a cognition occurs because both tropes (the number as well as
the other trope which you claim to be the substrate of the number)
both occur in the same entity.
NA. VILAKṢAṆĀBHYĀṂ SAMAVĀYAÎ-’KÂ-’RTHA-SAMAVĀYĀBHYĀM
AVILAKṢAṆĀYĀS TADVATTĀ-PRATĪTER AYOGĀT, GHAṬÂ-’’DAU CAÎ
’KÂ-’RTHA-SAMAVĀYĀD

EKATVA-PRATYAYAVAT

DVITVÂ-’’DY-EKÂ-

’RTHA-SAMAVĀYĀD DVITVÂ-’’DI-PRATYAYA-PRASAṄGAḤ. RŪPATVÂ’’DAU CA NA TAT-SAMBHAVAḤ.389
Incorrect. Inherence and co-inherence are distinct relations, and so we cannot connect a cognition of a trope as being a number-possessor with these two
relations.
387. Raghunātha (1916, p. 75)
388. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 75)
389. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 75)
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If we accept your position, we would run into the following problem: just as
we cognize singularity as occurring in a single entity (say, a pot P ), we would
have to cognize duality as occurring there as well by the co-inherence relation
(since both singularity and P [pot] occur in P )—but we have no such cognition
of duality in a single pot P .
B.20.2 S: Inherence is not one, but multiple
SAMAVĀYO

’PI

CA

NAÎ

’KO,

JALÂ-’’DER

GANDHÂ-’’DIMATTVA-

PRASAṄGĀT, PARAṂTU NĀNAÎ ’VA, SAMAVĀYATVAṂ TU PUNAR
ANUGATAM AKHAṆḌÔ-’PĀDHIR ITI.390
Inherence too is not single; for in that case we would have the adverse consequence that smell would inhere in water, and the like. Rather, it is multiple.
As for inherenceness, it is a conforming non-composite adjunct locatable.
B.20.3 S: The qualification relation is a distinct category
VAIŚIṢṬYAM
NIMITTATAYĀ

API

PADÂRTHÂ-’NTARAM,

SAMAVĀYASYÊ

’VÂ

RŪPÂ-’’DI-PRATĪTI-

’BHĀVAVATTĀ-PRATĪTI-

NIMITTATAYĀ TASYÂ ’PI SIDDHEḤ.391
The absential qualification relation is a distinct category. Just as inherence
can be established as being occasioned by cognitions of color-tropes, so too can
the absential qualification relation be established as being occasioned by the
cognition of something as possessing an absence.

Objection: SVARŪPA-VIŚEṢA EVA TATHĀ PRATĪTI-NIMITTAM
ITI CET392
390. Raghunātha (1916, p. 76)
391. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 76)

655

. . .393
Such an occasioning by a cognition is due to a self-linking relation.
NA,

SAMAVĀYÔ-’CCHEDA-PRASAṄGĀT.

TATRÂ

’PI

SVARŪPA-

SAMBANDHA-VIŚEṢASYA NIMITTATĀYĀḤ SUVACATVĀT.394
No, because the same sort of argument would annihilate inherence as well.
This is because there too a particular self-linking relation’s being the occasional
cause would be plausible.
B.20.4 S: Contentness and the like are other relations
ETENA JÑĀNÂ-’’DI-VIṢAYATÂ-’’DI VYĀKHĀTAM.395
Similarly are explained contentness and the like (as being other relations
and not as being self-linking relations).
B.20.5 The meaning of injunctions and prohibitions according to
the Prābhākaras
«NÂNUPAMṚDYA PRĀDURBHĀVĀT» ITI SŪTRAM, «ANUPAMṚDYA PRĀDURBHĀVĀD» ITI TAD-ARTHAḤ.396
NyāSū IV ·1·14 really means “without destruction, something is manifest.”

GURŪṆĀṂ (NAYE) «NA KALAÑJAṂ BHAKṢAYET» ITI KALAÑJABHAKṢAṆÂ-’BHĀVA-VIṢAYAKAṂ KĀRYAM ITY ARTHAḤ. ETĀDṚŚO ’PY
ANVAYAḤ STHALA-VIŚEṢE VYUTPATTI-SIDDHA ITI MANTAVYAM.397
392. Raghunātha (1916, 76–77)
393. This is svarūpa-sambandha-viśeṣa in the original.
394. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 77)
395. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 78)
396. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 78)
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According to the Prābhākaras, the prohibition “one should not eat kalañja”
means that what must be done is the absence of eating kalañja. Such a construal
#
(of the negative particle naÑ with the root meaning bhakṣ and not with the
optative ending liṄ) is justified derivationally in certain specific contexts.
B.20.6 S: Causeness is a distinct category
KĀRAṆATVAṂ CA PADÂRTHÂ-’NTARAM. TAC CA KĀRYA-BHEDĀD
AVACCHEDAKA-BHEDĀC

CA

BHIDYATE.

KĀRAṆATVATVENÂ

’KHAṆḌÔ-’PĀDHINÂ ’NUGATAṂ CA TAT KĀRAṆA-PADA-ŚAKYATÂ’VACCHEDAKAM.

GRĀHAKAṂ

CA

TASYÂ

’NVAYA-VYATIREKA-

DARŚANA-SAHAKṚTAṂ PRATYAKṢAM, KVACID ANUMĀNAM, KVACIC
CÂ ’’GAMÂ-’’DIKAM.398
The property P [cause] is also a distinct category. It varies, based on differences in effects and differences in delimitors. What is common to all of them—
their conforming locatable—is the fact of each of them being a causeness (i.e.,
all cases of P [cause] must have P [P [cause]], which is a non-composite imposed property). This P [cause] is the delimitor of the P [signified] of the word
“cause”.399
And P [cause] can be cognized in some cases by perception assisted by seeing positive and negative concomitances of causes and effects, in other cases
by inference, and in still other cases by scripture (testimony).
397. Raghunātha (1916, p. 78)
398. Raghunātha (ibid., 71–74)
399. i.e., we can use the word “cause” to refer to a cause insofar as the cause possesses P [cause].
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B.20.7 S: Effectness too is a distinct category
ETENA KĀRYATVAṂ VYĀKHYĀTAM. 400
In the same manner, P [effect] can also be explained.
B.20.8 S: Causeness and effectness are distinct from each other
Objection: KĀRAṆATVA-PRATIYOGITVAM EVA KĀRYATVAM
ITI CET?401

Why bother defining P [effect] separately when we can just define
it to be the property of being the counter-relatum of P [cause]?

KĀRYATVA-PRATIYOGITVAM EVA KĀRAṆATVAM ITI KIṂ NA ROCAYET.
TASMĀT KĀRYATVAṂ KĀRAṆATVAṂ CÔ ’BHAYAM ATIRIKTAṂ BHINNAM EVÊ ’TI KṚTAṂ PALLAVITENA. 402
If you’re going to do that, then why not pick the other option and declare
P [cause] to be the property of being the counter-relatum of P [effect]? No,
P [cause] and P [effect] are distinct from all other categories and from each
other. But enough elaboration for now.

B.21 A concluding summary of the author’s position
vastutas tu dravya-guṇa-karma-dharmāś catvāra eva bhāva-padârthāḥ. dravyaṃ
tu śruti-sammataṃ pṛthivyâ-’’di navaî ’va. guṇās tu ekona-viṃśati-prakārāḥ. karma
gamanâ-’’khyam eva. dharmās tu kāraṇatvâ-’’dayaḥ.
As a matter of fact, there are exactly four categories of existents: substances,
tropes, motions, and locatables. Substances, in accordance with the revealed
400. Raghunātha (1916, p. 74)
401. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 74)
402. Raghunātha (ibid., p. 74)
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texts, are the long-standing nine (earth and so on). tropes though are of nineteen types. Motion is nothing more than movement itself. And locatables are
such things as P [cause] and the like.
dravye guṇâ-’’dīnāṃ sambandhas tu svarūpa-rūpatvena tat-svarūpe ’ntarbhūta
iti yathāyathaṃ lāghava-gauravābhyāṃ śruti-sūtrâ-’virodhena vicārya padârthāḥ
ūhanīyāḥ.
The relation of tropes and so on in a substance is, by its very nature, included within their own natures. Thus, all the categories should be inferred,
by investigating them suitably via parsimony and its absence and via noncontradiction of the śruti.
asmākam iva gauḍa-śiromaṇer apy ayam eva panthā uhyaḥ. anyathā sarvapadârthâ-’palāpe vaitaṇḍikatvaṃ sidhyed iti santoṣṭavyaṃ sudhībhiḥ.
The path of the Crest-Jewel of Bengal, like our own, should be inferred to
be this very same one—otherwise, such a denial of all the categories would
establish his being a mere caviller.
Thus may all intelligent folk rest content.
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Benediction

natvā viśuddha-vijñānaṃ dakṣiṇāmūrtim īśvaram |
kurve kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikāṃ budha-tuṣṭaye ∥1∥

Having bowed down to Lord Dakṣiṇāmūrti
of utterly pure consciousness,
I compose this Moonlight of Conclusions of the Vaiśeṣika.
to satisfy the wise.

C.1 Enumeration of entities
C.1.1 The purpose and method of enumerating entities
iha hi padârthānāṃ sādharmya-vaidharmyābhyāṃ tattva-jñānam apavarga-hetur
iti padârtha-tattvaṃ nirūpyate.
Because knowledge of the nature of entities based on their similarity and
dissimilarity of properties is the cause for liberation, therefore we delineate the
nature of entities here.
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C.1.2 Main classification of entities
pramā-viṣayaḥ padârthaḥ. sa ca dvividhaḥ—bhāvo ’bhāvaś cê ’ti.
That which is the content of a knowledge-episode is an entity. It comes in
two flavors: presence and absence.
C.1.3 Presences
tatra bhāvo dravya-guṇa-karma-sāmānya-viśeṣa-samavāya-bhedāt ṣaḍvidhaḥ.
Due to the differences among substances, tropes, motions, class properties,
particularizers, and inherence, a presence can come in these six flavors.
C.1.4 Substances
tatra dravyāṇi pṛthivy-ap-tejo-vāyv-ākāśa-kāla-dig-ātma-mano-bhedena nava.
Among these, substances are nine: earth, water, fire, air, ether, time, space,
self, and mind.
C.1.4.1 Some non-substances
[Lustrous gold]

suvarṇasya tejasy antarbhāvo vakṣyate.

We will discuss the inclusion of lustrous (gold) within fire later.
[Darkness]

andhakāras tu na dravyam, tat-pratīteḥ kḷptâ-’’lokâ-’’bhāvenai ’vô ’papat-

teḥ. rūpavattā-pratītiś ca tasmin bhrama eva. calanâ-’’di-pratītir api tasminn ālokagamanâ-’’dy-aupādhikī bhrāntir eva. vistaras tv ākare. nâ ’to vibhāga-vyāghātaḥ.
Darkness, though, is not a substance at all, because its cognition can be
explained solely by the absence of an imagined light-source. Cognitions of
darkness as being form-possessing1
1. This could also be understood as “color-possessing”, given that rūpa tends to mean “color” in the
context of Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika ontological discussions. However, since we don’t normally think of
darkness as having color, I chose the alternative meaning “form” for rūpa.
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are simply cognitive errors. Similarly, cognitions of motions and the like
of darkness are also simply cognitive errors conditioned by the movement of
light-sources and the like. An elaboration of this occurs in the Ākara. Consequentially, there is no need to abandon this classification.
C.1.4.2 Characterizing substances
dravya-lakṣaṇaṃ tu bhāva-kārya-samavāyi-kāraṇatvaṃ dravyatva-jātimattvaṃ vā.
As for the characteristic feature of a substance, it is either the property of being an inhered-in cause of an effect which is a presence, or the property of being
a possessor of the universal property of being a substance (P [H [P [substance]]]).

C.1.5 Tropes
guṇās tu rūpa-rasa-gandha-sparśa-saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktva-saṃyoga-vibhāgaparatvâ-’paratva-buddhi-sukha-duḥkhê-’cchā-dveṣa-prayatna-gurutva-dravatva-sneha-saṃskāra-dharmâ-’dharma-śabdāś caturviṃśatir iti kaṇāda-gautama-muni-matâ’nusāriṇaḥ prāñcāḥ.
As for the tropes, the Prāñcas following the opinion of the sages Kaṇāda and
Gautama say they are twenty-four in number: color, taste, smell, touch, number, measure, individuality, contact, separation, proximality, distality, cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, exertion, inertia, viscosity, oiliness, momentum, dharma, adharma, and sound.
C.1.5.1 Other enumerations of tropes
paratvâ-’paratva-pṛthaktva-gurutvānāṃ nirasiṣyamāṇatayā viṃśatir eva guṇā iti navyāḥ.
vibhāgasyâ ’pi nirāsād ekona-viṃśatir iti navyatarāḥ. saṅkhyāyā api vyudāsād
' ’va guṇā
aṣṭādaśê ’ti navyatamāḥ. saṃskāra-parimāṇayor api tiraskārāt ṣoḍaśaı
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iti svatantrāḥ. dharmâ-’dharmayor api pratikṣepāc caturdaśê ’ty atisvatantrāḥ. sarvaṃ cê ’daṃ guṇa-nirūpaṇâ-’vasare nirūpayiṣyate.
• The Navyas accept twenty, discarding proximality, distality, individuality, and inertia as being refuted.
• The Navyataras further discard separation, accepting nineteen.
• The Navyatamas further discard number, accepting eighteen.
• The Svatantras further discard even momentum and measure, leaving
sixteen.
• The Atisvatantras eliminate dharma and adharma as well, leaving only
fourteen tropes.
All of this will be described in detail when delineating tropes.
C.1.6 Motions
utkṣepaṇâ-’vakṣepaṇâ-’’kuñcana-prasāraṇa-gamana-bhedāt pañca karmāṇi. bhramaṇa-recana-syandanô-’rdhvajvalana-tiryaggamanâ-’’dikaṃ gamana-viśeṣa evê ’ti na
teṣāṃ pārthakyam iti siddhāntaḥ.
The accepted conclusion is the following: Motions are of five types: upward,
downward, inward, outward, and general. Wandering, emptying, flowing, upward burning,2
, horizontal motion, and the like are all particular kinds of general motion,
and so are not regarded separately.
2. Presumably as of flames.
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C.1.6.1 Other enumerations of motions
' ’kaṃ
utkṣepaṇâ-’’der api gamana-viśeṣatayā pṛthag-bhāvâ-’bhāvād gamanam evaı
karmê ’ti svatantrāḥ.

The Svatantras, however, hold that motions are only of one type, general

motion, as even the five accepted motions (upward, downward, and so on)
can be regarded as particular kinds of general motion and hence as not being
separate types of motion.
C.1.7 Class-properties
sāmānyaṃ dvividham — jātir upādhiś cê ’ti.
A class-property can be of two types: a universal and an imposed classproperty.
C.1.7.1 Universals
jātir api dvividhā — parâ-’para-bhedāt. tatra sarva-jāty-apekṣayā adhika-deśavṛttiḥ parā, yathā sattā. sā hi dravyatvâ-’’dy-apekṣayâ ’dhika-deśa-vṛttiḥ. dravyatva-guṇatvâ-’’dikaṃ hi dravya-guṇâ-’’di-mātra-vṛtti. sattā tu dravya-guṇa-karmasu
triṣv api vartata iti sā parā. dravyatvâ-’’dikaṃ tv aparā jātiḥ, sattâ-̂ ’pekṣayâ ’lpadeśa-vṛttitvāt.
Universals are themselves of two types: superior and inferior. A superior
universal is one that has more loci of occurrence in comparison to all3
other universals. For instance, the universal P [concretum] (sattā) has more
loci of occurrence than the universals P [substance], P [trope], and so on. This
is because P [substance] occurs only in substances, P [trope] only in tropes, and
so on, whereas P [concretum] occurs in all existents: substances, tropes, and
3. This word is important.
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motions. Correspondingly, P [substance] and the like are inferior universals,
because they have fewer loci of occurrence than the universal P [concretum].
C.1.7.2 Imposed class-properties
upādhir api dvedhā — sakhaṇḍo ’khaṇḍaś ca. tatra nānā-padârtha-ghaṭita-dharmaḥ sakhaṇḍaḥ. yathā indriyatvâ-’’dayaḥ. tad-aghaṭito ’khaṇḍaḥ. yathā abhāvatvâ-’’dayaḥ.
Imposed class-properties are themselves of two types: composite and noncomposite.
A composite [= analyzable] imposed class-property is a locatable that is
composed of multiple entities. For instance, being a sense-organ.4
A non-composite [= unanalyzable] imposed class-property is a locatable
that is not composed of multiple entities, such as the property of being an
absence.
C.1.8 Particularizers
antyo nitya-dravya-vṛttir viśeṣaḥ.
A particularizer is a terminal entity occurring in eternal substances.
C.1.8.1 Debates on particularizers
[The old position]

« nitya-dravyeṣu pārthivâ-’’diṣu paramâṇuṣu vibhuṣu ca ga-

ganâ-’’diṣu manasi ca vyāvartakaḥ svasmin vyāvartaka-dharmâ-’ntara-śūnyaḥ kaścid dharmo ’bhyupeyaḥ. anyathā teṣāṃ paraspara-vyāvṛtter asiddher » iti siddhāntaḥ.
The accepted conclusion on particularizers is the following: Some kind of
locatable occurring in eternal substances—whether atoms (of earth and the
4. The exact meaning of ghaṭita, translated here as “composed of”, is of philosophical significance.
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like), all-pervasive (like ether), or minds—must be accepted as differentiating
them from one another, and which itself is not the locus of some other differentiating locatable. If we don’t accept such a locatable, there would be no way
to distinguish these eternal substances.
[The new position] « atirikta-viśeṣâ-’bhyupagame teṣāṃ paraspara-vyāvartakadharmâ-’ntarâ-’bhyupagame ’navasthâ-̂ ’’patteḥ svata eva tasya vyāvṛttir vaktavyā.
tathā ca nitya-dravyāṇām eva svato vyāvṛtti-sambhavād atirikta-viśeṣâ-’ṅgīkāro mudhê »
’ti navyāḥ.
According to the Navyas, however: since we run into an infinite regress if
we accept distinct particularizers which themselves are loci for some other differentiating locatable, we must regard them as being intrinsically distinguished
from one another. But if we accept this, then it is in fact possible that eternal
substances themselves are in fact intrinsically distinguished from one another,
which would render particularizers entirely superfluous.
C.1.9 Inherence
nityaḥ sambandhaḥ samavāyaḥ. sa ca avayavâ-’vayavinor guṇa-guṇinoḥ kriyākriyāvator jāti-vyaktyor viśeṣa-nityadravyayoś ca sambandhaḥ.
Inherence is an eternal relation between part and whole, trope and tropebearer, motion and motion-bearer, universal and individual, and particularizer
and eternal substance.
C.1.9.1 Debates on inherence
' ’ka evê » ’ti prāñcāḥ. « pratidravyaṃ tat-tad-dravya-samavetānām
sa ca « sarvatraı
eka » iti navyāḥ. « saṃyogavad ayam apy anitya » iti prābhākarāḥ.

According to the Prāñcas, inherence is everywhere unitary. According to

the Navyas, however, it is different for each substance in regards to each sub667

stance inhering in it. As for the Prābhākaras, inherence is also non-eternal just
like contact.
C.1.10 Absences
abhāvo dvividhaḥ — saṃsargâbhāvo ’nyônyâbhāvaś cê ’ti.
Absences come in two flavors: relational and mutual.
C.1.10.1 Relational absences
tatra saṃsargâbhāvas trividhaḥ — prāgabhāva-pradhvaṃsâbhāvâ-’tyantâbhāva-bhedāt. saṃsargâbhāvatvaṃ câ ’nyônyâbhāva-bhinnâ-’bhāvatvam. anyônyâbhāvatvaṃ ca tādātmya-sambandhâ-’vacchinna-pratiyogitākâ-’bhāvatvam. tatra « ‹ghaṭo
bhaviṣyati› iti-pratīti-sākṣiko vināśī abhāvaḥ prāgabhāva » iti prāñcāḥ. « nâsty
eva prāgabhāva » iti navyā vedāntinaś ca. «ghaṭo naśyati» iti-pratīti-sākṣika utpattimān abhāvaḥ pradhvaṃsâbhāvaḥ. vedāntinas tu « sarva-kāryasya carama-kṣaṇasambandha eva dhvaṃsa » iti prāhuḥ. vistaras tu mīmāṃsā-sāmrājye guru-caraṇaiḥ
' ’va draṣṭavyaḥ. anādir ananta «idam iha nâ ’sti» iti-pratīti-sākṣikaḥ
kṛtas tatraı
saṃsargâbhāvo ’tyantâbhāvaḥ.

Relational absences are of three types: prior, posterior, and total. To be a

relational absence is to be an absence which is not a mutual absence. To be a
mutual absence is to be an absence whose counter-relatum is delimited by the
identity relation.
According to the Prāñcas, a prior absence is a destructible absence which
stands as evidence for cognitions like “there will be a pot”. But both the Navyas
and the Vedântins hold that there is no such thing as a prior absence.
A posterior absence is an absence which has an origin and which stands
as evidence for cognitions like “the pot is destroyed”. The Vedântins hold,
however, that this is nothing more than the relation of every effect to its final
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moment. A fuller account of this has been presented by my revered guru in the
Mīmāṃsā-sāmrājya and may be seen there.
A total absence is a beginningless and endless absence which stands as evidence for cognitions like “this is not here”.
C.1.10.2 Mutual absences
«idam idaṃ na» iti-pratīti-sākṣiko ’nyônyâbhāvaḥ. atra hi tādātmya-sambandhaḥ
pratiyogitâ-̂ ’vacchedaka iti vyavaharanti. tathā hi «ghaṭaḥ paṭo na bhavati» iti ghaṭe
paṭa-tādātmyaṃ prasajya paścāt paṭo niṣidhyate. yena sambandhena pratiyogī
niṣidhyate, sa sambandhaḥ pratiyogitâ-̂ ’vacchedaka-sambandhaḥ. ata eva «bhū-tale
ghaṭo nâsti» ity ādau saṃyoga-sambandhena bhū-tale ghaṭo niṣidhyata iti bhū-talavṛtti-ghaṭâ-’tyantâbhāva-pratiyogitâ-̂ ’vacchedaka-sambandhaḥ saṃyogaḥ.
A mutual absence stands as evidence for cognitions like “this is not that”, for
here it is the identity relation that serves as a delimitor of the counter-relatum
of absence.
To elaborate: In “the pot is not a piece of cloth”, identity-with-cloth is first
postulated of the pot and then the cloth is negated. A relation is counterrelatum–
delimiting when the counter-relatum is negated by it.
Thus, in the case of “there is no pot on the ground”, it is the relation of
contact by which the pot is negated as being on the ground. As a result, contact
is the delimitor of the counter-relatumness of the total absence of a pot which
is located on the ground.

C.2 Groupings of entities based on similarity and dissimilarity of properties
saptānām api padârthānāṃ sādharmyaṃ jñāna-viṣayatva-vastutvâ-’’di. dravyâ’’dīnāṃ pañcānāṃ bhāvatve saty anekatvam. samavāyasya bhāvatve ’pi nâ ’neka669

tvam. abhāvasyâ ’nekatve ’pi na bhāvatvam. sāmānyâ-’’dīnāṃ caturṇāṃ jātiśūnyatvam. dravyâ-’’dīnāṃ trayāṇāṃ sattāvattva-jātimattve. guṇâ-’’dīnāṃ ṣaṇṇāṃ
nirguṇatvaṃ dravyâ-’nyatvaṃ ca. samavāyi-kāraṇatvaṃ dravyāṇām. guṇa-karmaṇor evâ ’samavāyi-kāraṇatvam.
Common to all seven flavors of entities are properties like being the content of a cognition and being real. Common to the first five flavors (substance
through particularizer) are multiplicity while being a presence. Inherence,
though a presence, does not have multiplicity. Absence, though multiple, do
not have the property of being a presence.
The final four (starting with class-property) have the property of lacking
a universal. The first three (substance, trope, motion) have the properties of
[1] being a possessor of the property of being a concretum and of [2] being a
possessor of a universal.
Excluding substances, the other six flavors of entities starting with tropes
have the properties of lacking tropes and of being something other than a
substance. Substances alone have the property of being an inhered-in cause.
Tropes and motions alone have the property of being a non-inhered-in cause.
C.2.1 Digression on causation
nanu kim idaṃ kāraṇatvam. ucyate. anyathā-siddhi-śūnyatve sati niyata-pūrvavartitvam, yathā paṭaṃ prati tantv-ādeḥ.
niyata-pūrva-vartitva-mātraṃ tat-paṭa-vyaktiṃ prati rāsabhâ-’’der apy asti yady
api, tathâpi tasyâ ’nyathā-siddhatvān na tat-paṭa-vyaktiṃ prati kāraṇatvam.
anyathā-siddhis tv avaśya-kalpya-niyata-pūrva-vartina eva kārya-sambhave tat-sahabhūtatvam, yathā paṭaṃ prati rāsabhâ-’’deḥ. paṭâ-’ntare ’vaśya-kalpya-niyata-pūrvavartitākais tantv-ādibhir eva paṭa-vyakter api sambhave rāsabho na kāraṇam iti.
Now, you may ask: what it is to be a cause? To which we say: to invariably
pre-exist (the effect) such that it would be impossible to otherwise bring about
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the effect. For instance, the threads that make up a piece of cloth are its cause.
To merely pre-exist the effect invariably is also true of other things such as
(the weaver’s) donkey (which helps with the loom) in regards to some particular piece of cloth, but because the cloth could have been brought away in some
other way (in which the donkey plays no role), the donkey is not a cause of
the piece of cloth.
To otherwise bring something about is to be accompanied by something
which is both necessarily conceived and which invariably pre-exists the effect
in bringing about the effect. For instance, the weaver’s donkey, in bringing
about the piece of cloth. With regards to a certain piece of cloth, the threads
which are both necessarily conceived and which invariably pre-exist their effect
may bring about some other piece of cloth, so that the donkey is not necessarily
a cause of the cloth.
C.2.1.1 Types of causes
tac ca kāraṇaṃ trividham — samavāyi-kāraṇatvâ-’samavāyi-kāraṇatva-nimitta-kāraṇatva-bhedāt.
tatra samavāyena kāryâ-’’dhāratvam ādyam. yathā paṭaṃ prati tantoḥ, tantau hi
paṭaḥ samavāya-sambandhena vartate, na vemâ-’’diṣu. ato bhavati paṭaṃ prati
tantuḥ samavāyikāraṇam.
'
'
kāryaı-’kâ-’rtha-kāraṇ
aı-’kâ-’rthâ-’nyatara-pratyāsattyā
kārya-janakatvaṃ dvitīyam.
yathā paṭaṃ prati tantu-saṃyogasya. tasya hi kāryeṇa paṭena saha ekasmiṃs tanturūpe ’rthe pratyāsattir vidyate. ataḥ

'
kāryaı-’kâ-’rtha-pratyāsattyā
paṭa-janakatvāt paṭaṃ praty asamavāyikāraṇaṃ tantu-saṃyogaḥ. yathā vā paṭa-rūpaṃ prati tantu-rūpasya. tasya paṭa-rūpa-kāraṇena
' ’kasmiṃs tantu-rūpe ’rthe pratyāsattir asti. atas tayā pratyāsattyā
paṭena sahaı
paṭa-rūpa-janakatvāt tantu-rūpaṃ paṭa-gata-rūpaṃ praty asamavāyikāraṇam.

etad-ubhaya-bhinnatve sati kāraṇatvaṃ nimittatvam. yathā paṭaṃ prati turī-vemâ671

’’deḥ.
Causes are of three types, due to their being an inhered-in cause or a noninhered-in cause or an occasional cause.
To be the first of these (i.e., to be an inhered-in cause) is to be the locus via
inherence of the effect. For instance, each thread is an inhered-in cause of the
piece of cloth, because the cloth (as the whole) is located in the thread (as the
part) via inference, and not in the loom or something else.
To be the second of these (i.e., to be a non-inhered-in cause) is to be an
effector of the effect through association with either the effect or with the
cause in a single entity. As an example of the first possibility, the contact
between two threads is a non-inhered-in cause of the cloth, because there is an
association of this contact with its effect (the cloth) in the same entity (i.e., the
thread). Therefore, because this contact of threads is an effector of the piece of
this cloth through its association with the effect in a single entity (the threads),
it is a non-inhered-in cause of the cloth. As an example of the second possibility,
the color trope in a thread is a non-inhered-in cause of the color trope in the
cloth: The thread’s color trope has an association in the same entity (i.e., the
thread) with the cloth which is a cause for the cloth’s color trope. Through this
association, the thread’s color trope brings about the cloth’s color trope, and
therefore the thread’s color trope is a non-inhered-in cause of the cloth’s color
trope.
To be a cause that is neither an inhered-in cause nor a non-inhered-in cause
is to be an occasional cause. For instance, the loom and the shuttle are occasional causes of a piece of cloth.
C.2.1.2 Absent and present effects
« bhāva-kārya evâ ’sya trividha-kāraṇasyâ ’pekṣā. abhāvasya tu nimitta-mātrâ' ’va. tasya kvacid apy asamavāyenâ ’’dya-dvayâ-’sambhavād » iti prāñcāḥ.
’pekṣaı
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navyās tu « bhāva-kārye ’pi na trividha-kāraṇâ-’pekṣā-niyamaḥ, kvacid asamavāyikāraṇâ-’bhāve ’pi kāryô-’tpatti-sambhavād » ity āhuḥ.
According to the Prāñcas, it is only in regards to an effect which is a presence that all three types of causes are requirements. As for an effect which is an
absence, only an occasional cause is required. This is because it is impossible
for it to relate to inherence in any way, making the first two types of causes
impossible.
The Navyas argue, however, that even in the case of effects which are presences, there is no mandatory requirement for all three types of causes, because
in some cases it is possible to bring about the effect even without there being
a non-inhered-in cause.
aṇu-parimāṇa-bhinnānāṃ kāraṇatvam.
Entities which are non-atomic in size are causes.
C.2.2 Trope-related groupings of substances
navānām api dravyāṇāṃ guṇâ-’’śrayatvam. nitya-dravya-bhinnānāṃ vṛttimattvam.
gaganâ-’’dīnāṃ pañcānāṃ dravyâ-’nārambhaka-dravyatvaṃ sparśa-śūnya-dravyatvaṃ ca.
pṛthivy-ādīnāṃ caturṇāṃ sparśavattva-dravyâ-’’rambhakatve. pṛthivy-ādi-gaganâ’nantānāṃ bhūtatvaṃ, tac ca bahir-indriya-grāhya-viśeṣa-guṇavattvam. rūpa-rasagandha-sparśa-śabdā hi pṛthivy-ādīnāṃ viśeṣa-guṇāḥ. te ca cakṣur-ādibhir bahirindriyair grahītuṃ yogyāḥ.
gagana-parityāgena manaḥ-saṃhitānām eṣāṃ mūrtatva-kriyāvattva-vegavattvāni. mūrtatvaṃ câ ’pakṛṣṭa-parimāṇavattvam. gaganâ-’’dīnām ātmâ-’nantānāṃ sarva-mūrtadravya-saṃyogitva-parama-mahattve.
ākāśâ-’’tmanor avyāpya-vṛtti-viśeṣa-guṇavattvam. ākāśasya viśeṣa-guṇaḥ śabdaḥ.
sa ca vibhau tasmin na sarva-pradeśe jāyate, bherī-mṛdaṅgâ-’’di-pradeśaṃ vihāyâ
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’nyatrâ-’nupalambhāt. evam ātmany api vibhau jñānâ-’’dir viśeṣa-guṇo na sarvatrô
’tpadyate, kintu śarīrâ-’’dy-avacchedenê ’ti bhavati jñānâ-’’dir avyāpya-vṛttiḥ.
dik-kāla-manasāṃ viśeṣa-guṇâ-’nāśraya-dravyatvam. dik-kālayoḥ sarvô-’tpattimannimitta-dravyatvam.
pṛthivī-jalayor gurutva-rasavattve. pṛthivī-tejasor naimittika-dravatvam. mahī-pavanayor anuṣṇâśīta-sparśavattvam ity ādi.
All nine substance flavors have the property of being a trope-locus. Substances other than the eternal substances have the property of being located.
The last five substances (beginning with ether) have the properties of being
substances which do not give rise to other substances and of being substances
that lack touch tropes.
The first four substances (earth, water, fire, air) have the properties of having touch tropes and of being substances that give rise to other substances.
The first five substances (earth to ether) have the property of bhūtatva (elementality), which is the property of having the characteristic tropes that can
be grasped by the external sense-organs. Color, taste, smell, touch, and sound
are the tropes characteristic of the five substances; they can be grasped by
external sense-organs (like the eye).
With the exception of ether and with the addition of mind, these substances
have the properties of having motions, having momentum, and of being embodied (i.e., the property of having a minimal measure). Ether, time, space, and
self have the properties of being the substratum of contact with all embodied
substances, and of having maximal extension.
Ether, self, and mind have the property of having characteristic tropes
which are non-locus-pervading. Sound is the trope characteristic of ether. It is
not, however, produced everywhere throughout that all-pervasive substance,
not obtaining in places other than drums, cymbals, and the like. Similarly,
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tropes like cognitions which are characteristic of all-pervasive selves are not
produced everywhere, but rather only where delimited by bodies; as a result,
cognitions are non-locus-pervading.
Space, time, and mind have the property of being a substance which is not
the locus of any characteristic trope. Space and time have the property of being
a substance which is the occasion for the arising for everything.
Earth and water have inertia and are loci for taste tropes. Earth and fire
have occasioned viscosity. Earth and wind have non-hot non-cold touch tropes.

[Universally positively concomitant properties] kevalâ-’nvayi-dharmaṃ
vihāya yasya yat sādharmyam, tat tad-itarasya vaidharmyam. kevalâ-’nvayi-dharmasya tu na vaidharmyaṃ, prapañca-mātrasyâ ’pi prameyatvād vastutvāc ca.
With the exception of universally positively concomitant properties, if a
certain property is the basis for grouping a set of entities together, it is also
the basis for distinguishing all other entities on the grounds of dissimilarity.
Universally positively concomitant properties can never be the basis for distinguishing entities on the basis of dissimilarity, because the entire universe is
both knowable and real.

C.3 Outline of Substances
C.3.1 Atoms5
C.3.1.1 The old Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika defense of atoms
sa [= pṛthivī] ca nityâ-’nitya-bhedād dvividhā. nityā paramâṇu-rūpā. na ca tasyāṃ
mānâ-’bhāvaḥ. yathā hi mahat-parimāṇa-tāratamyaṃ gaganâ-’’dau viśrāntam, tathā
5. See Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 7)
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aṇu-parimāṇa-tāratamyasyâ ’pi kvacid viśrāntir vaktavyā. yatra ca viśramas tasyâ
’nityatve ’nantâ-’vayavâ-’’rabdhatvâ-’viśeṣeṇa meru-sarṣapayos tulya-parimāṇatvaprasaṅgān nityatvaṃ vācyam. sa eva paramâṇuḥ. na ca «…
[Earth] is twofold: eternal and non-eternal. The eternal takes the form of
atoms. It is not the case that there is no evidence for them, for just as the
gradations of extensive measure come to rest in ether, so too must it be said
that the gradations of atomic measure must come to rest somewhere. If where
they come to rest is non-eternal, then we run into the undesirable consequence
of Mt Meru and a mustard seed having the same extension because there would
no longer be any difference in their being composed of infinitely many divisible
parts. Consequently they must come to rest in something eternal. It is this that
is the atom.

Objection: jāla-mārga-praviṣṭa-saurâ-’’lokâ-’ntar-upalabhyamāne truṭiśabdite rajasy eva viśrāmo ’stv

Let [atomic measure] come to rest in the dust-specks, called “motes”,
which can be cognized amidst the rays of light that enter via a net.

…» iti vācyam, yatra hy aṇu-parimāṇa-tāratamyaṃ viśrāntaṃ tan nityam ity uktam. na ca truṭer nityatvaṃ sambhavati. sa hi cakṣuṣā gṛhyate. ato ghaṭâ-’’divac
cākṣuṣa-dravyatvād ayam api sâvayavaḥ. evaṃ truṭeḥ sâvayavatve siddhe tadavayavānāṃ dvyaṇuka-saṃjñānāṃ kapālavan mahad-ārambhakatvena sâvayavatvam. tad-avayavās tu na sâvayavāḥ, mānâ-’bhāvad anavasthâ-̂ ’’patteś cê ’ti nyāyavaiśeṣika-vṛddhāḥ.
No. It has already been stated that wherever the gradation of atomic measure comes to rest, that must be eternal, and it is impossible for motes to be
eternal, for they are grasped by the eye. Thus, a mote, being a visible substance like a pot, must be a composite (like the pot). Further, given that the
mote’s being composite is established, its components (known as “dyads”) must
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themselves also be composites, like the pot’s pot-halves, because they give rise
to an extended substance. However, the components of these dyads are not
composite, because there is no evidence for their being so and because of the
fear of an infinite regress.
This is the position of the ancient Nyāya-Vaiśeṣikas.
C.3.1.2 The new Naiyāyika rejection of atoms
navīnāḥ punas truṭer eva nityatāṃ svīkṛtya paramâṇuṃ pratyācakhyuḥ.
The new thinkers, though, reject atoms and accept the eternality of the
motes themselves.
C.3.2 Ether6
śabdâ-’’śraya ākāśaḥ. sa ca eko vibhur nityaś ca. ekam apy ākāśaṃ karṇa-śaṣkulyavacchedāc chrotra-saṃjñāṃ labhate. tad eva śabda-grāhakam.
Ether is the locus for sound tropes. It is unitary, all-pervading, and eternal.
Although unitary, ether as delimited by an auditory canal is what is termed
“the organ of hearing”. This is what grasps sounds.
C.3.3 Time7
sarvô-’tpattiman-nimittaṃ jagad-ādhāraś ca kālaḥ. «idānīṃ ghaṭaḥ» ity-ādi-pratyayo hi kālasya ghaṭâ-’’dhāratām avagāhate. kāla-kṛta-paratvâ-’paratvayor asamavāyikāraṇa-saṃyogâ-’’śrayatayā ca tasya siddhiḥ. sa ca eko vibhur nityaś ca. eko
’py ayam upādhi-vaśāt kṣaṇâ-’’di-vyavahāra-hetuḥ. upādhiś ca guṇa-prāg-abhāvaviśiṣṭo ghaṭaḥ, paṭa-prāg-abhāvâ-’vacchinnâ-’ntya-tantu-saṃyogo vā, sva-kārya-viśiṣṭa6. See Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 10)
7. See Gaṅgādhara (ibid., p. 10)
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sāmagrī vā …
ghaṭa-tat-prāgabhāva-dhvaṃsair bhavad-bhūta-bhaviṣyat-kālâ-’’di-vyavahārāḥ.
ghaṭa-sattô-̂ ’palakṣitaḥ kālo hi bhavan vartamāna ity arthaḥ. tat-prāgabhāvô-’palakṣita-samayo bhūtaḥ. tad-dhvaṃsô-’palakṣito bhaviṣyann iti.
Time is an occasional cause for the arising of everything, and is a locus for
the cosmos. Cognitions like “now, a pot” are founded in the fact of time being
the locus for the pot. Time is established by its being the locus for contact with
the non-inhered-in cause of the tropes of temporal proximality and distality.
Time is unitary, all-pervading, and eternal. But even though it is unitary,
it motivates the conventional usage of terms like “instant” by force of imposed
conditions. These include such things as a pot qualified by the prior absence
of tropes, the final contact of threads delimited by the prior absence of the
cloth-whole, or by a causal complex qualified by its own effect. …
The usage of “present”, “past”, “future”, and the like is effected by a pot,
its prior absence, and its posterior (destructive) absence. Time secondarily
indicated by the existence of a pot is “present”, that is current, time; time
secondarily indicated by the prior absence of that pot is “past” time; while
time secondarily indicated by the posterior (destructive) absence of that pot is
“future” time.
C.3.4 Space8
dik-kṛta-paratvâ-’paratvâ-’samavāyi-kāraṇa-saṃyogâ-’’śrayo dik pūrvâ-’’di-pratyayanimittaṃ ca. «ayaṃ pūrvaḥ», «ayam aparaḥ» ity-ādi-pratyayo hi ghaṭâ-’’der udayâcalâ’stâcala-saṃyoga-vaiśiṣṭyaṃ viṣayīkaroti. na cô ’dayâ-’calâ-’’di-saṃyogaḥ sākṣātsambandhena ghaṭâ-’’dau vidyate, kiṃ tu sva-samavāyi-saṃyukta-saṃyoga-rūpaparamparā-sambandhenê ’ti sambandhaghaṭakatayā bhavati dig nimittam ukta-pratyaye.
8. See Gaṅgādhara (1913, pp. 10-11)
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' ’kā cô ’pādhi-vaśāt prācy-ādi-vyapadeśa-bhedaṃ
pūrvavad iyam api vibhvī nityaı
labhate.

Space is the locus for contact with the non-inhered-in cause of the tropes

of spatial proximality and distality, and is the occasional cause for cognitions
like “eastwards”. This is because cognitions like “this is eastwards”, “this is
westwards” have as their content the qualification of a pot (and the like) via
contact with the mountains of dawn (in the east) and of dusk (in the west).
This contact of the pot with the mountains of dawn is not via a direct relation,
but rather via the indirect relation of contact-with-that-in-contact-with-that-inwhich-one-inheres. By giving rise to such a relation, space is the occasional
cause of the aforementioned cognitions.
As before (in the case of time), space too is all-pervading, eternal, and unitary; it obtains designations like “east” and so on by force of imposed conditions.
C.3.5 Rejection of space, time, and ether9
dīdhitikṛtas tu dik-kālâ-’’kāśā nê ’śvarād atiricyante, tad-vyavahārasya paramâ' ’vô ’papatter iti prāhuḥ. vistaras tu padârtha-khaṇḍanâ-’’dau draṣṭavyaḥ.
’’tmanaı

The author of the Dīdhiti, though, states that space, time, and ether are

not distinct from Īśvara, because the conventional usage of these terms can be
explained using just the Supreme Soul. The elaboration of this can be seen in
such texts as The Refutation of the Categories.

9. See Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 11)

679

C.3.6 Mind10
manastva-jāti-yogi manaḥ. sukhâ-’’di-sākṣātkāra-sādhanatayā ca tasya siddhiḥ.
tat-sambandhād bāhyê-’ndriyāṇi jñānaṃ janayanti. tac câ ’ṇu-parimāṇam, ekadā
sarvê-’ndriyair jñānâ-’jananāt.
A mind is something that possesses the universal P [mind]. It is established
as being the means for directly perceiving pleasure and [other mental tropes].
The external sense-organs give rise to cognitions due to their relation with
the mind. The mind is atomic in dimension, because of the impossibility of a
cognition arising from all the sense-organs at the same instant.
C.3.6.1 Debates on mind
« aṣṭâ-’vadhānavatām avadhānâ-’’dāv anyeṣāṃ dīrgha-śaṣkulī-bhakṣaṇâ-’’dau ca
yugapat sarvê-’ndriyair jñāna-darśanād ākāśâ-’’divad vaibhavaṃ tasyê » ’ti mīmāṃsakāḥ.
vedāntinas tu « sarvadā jñāna-yaugapadyâ-’yaugapadyayor adarśanān na tasya
vaibhavam aṇutvaṃ vā, kintu saṅkoca-vikāsâ-’’tmakaṃ madhyama-parimāṇam »
ity āhur iti saṅkṣepaḥ.
The Mīmāṃsakas, however, say: “Because we do see masters of divided
attention being able to simultaneously cognize through all their senses during
their performances, and because others too can do so while, for instance, eating
large rice-cakes11
, mind must be all-pervasive, like ether.” The Vedântins hold: “Because
we do not see either the simultaneity or non-simultaneity of cognitions at all
times, the mind cannot be either atomic or all-pervasive. Rather, it must be
10. See Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 12)
11. The point of this is unclear to me.
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of medium extension, capable of both contraction and expansion.” This is the
summary [of the debate].

C.4 Outline of Tropes
C.4.1 Groupings of tropes based on similarities and dissimilarities
of properties12

Embodied tropes13

rūpa-rasa-gandha-sparśa-paratvâ-’paratva-gurutva-dravatva-sne-

ha-vegānāṃ mūrta-guṇatvaṃ sādharmyam. śabda-buddhi-sukha-duḥkhê-’cchā-dveṣa-prayatna-dharmâ-’dharma-bhāvanānām amūrta-guṇatvam. saṅkhyā-parimāṇapṛthaktva-saṃyoga-vibhāgānām ubhaya-guṇatvam.
Common to color, taste, smell, touch, proximality, distality, inertia, viscosity, oiliness, and momentum is the property of being a trope for embodied substances. Sound, cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, exertion, dharma,
adharma, and cognitive traces are tropes for non-embodied substances. Number, measure, individuality, contact, and separation are tropes for both.

Sensorially graspable tropes14

dharmâ-’dharma-gurutva-bhāvanā-vyatiriktān-

ām indriya-grāhyatvam.
rūpa-rasa-gandha-sparśa-saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktva-saṃyoga-vibhāga-paratvâ’paratva-dravatva-sneha-vega-sthitasthāpakānāṃ bahir-indriya-grāhyatvam.
buddhi-sukha-duḥkhê-’cchā-dveṣa-prayatnānām antar-indriya-grāhyatvam.
rūpa-rasa-gandha-sparśa-śabda-buddhi-sukha-duḥkhê-’cchā-dveṣa-prayatnānām ekê’ndriya-grāhyatvam.
12. See Gaṅgādhara (1913, pp. 12-14)
13. See Gaṅgādhara (ibid., pp. 12-13)
14. See Gaṅgādhara (ibid., p. 13)
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saṅkhyā-parimāṇa-pṛthaktva-saṃyoga-vibhāga-paratvâ-’paratva-dravatva-saṃskārāṇāṃ dvî-’ndriya-grāhyatvam.
Other than dharma, adharma, inertia, and cognitive traces, the other tropes
are all graspable by sense-organs. Of these, color, taste, smell, touch, number, measure, individuality, contact, separation, proximality, distality, viscosity, oiliness, momentum, and elasticity are graspable by external sense-organs.
Cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, and exertion are graspable by the
internal sense-organ. Further, color, taste, smell, touch, sound, cognition,
pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, and exertion are each graspable by a single
sense-organ; number, measure, individuality, contact, separation, proximality,
distality, viscosity, and residues are graspable by two sense-organs.

Characteristic tropes15

rūpa-rasa-gandha-sparśa-buddhi-sukha-duḥkhê-’cchā-dve-

ṣa-prayatna-dharmâ-’dharma-bhāvanā-sneha-sāṃsiddhika-dravatva-śabdānāṃ viśeṣaguṇatvam.
tac ca svâ-’’śraya-samānâdhikaraṇa-dravya-vibhājaka-dharmâ-’tyantâbhāva-samānâdhikaraṇa-guṇâ-’vṛtti-guṇatva-vyāpya-jātimattvam …
svâ-’’śraya-samānâdhikaraṇo yo dravya-vibhājako dharmaḥ, tad-atyantâbhāva-samānâdhikaraṇo yo guṇas, tad-avṛttir yā guṇatva-vyāpyā jātis, tadvattvam.
Color, taste, smell, touch, cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, revulsion, exertion, dharma, adharma, cognitive traces, oiliness, intrinsic viscosity, and sound
are all characteristic tropes.
To be a characteristic trope is to be the possessor of a universal pervaded
by P [trope]16
which does not occur in those tropes which are collocated in substances
15. See Gaṅgādhara (1913, p. 13)
16. That is, to be a subtype of tropes
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where there is the total absence of whichever substance-classifying property
which is collocated with one’s own locus … To elaborate: Say we have x such
that collocated with the locus of x is some property p which classifies this
locus as a subtype of substance. Now the total absence of p is located in other
substances, and collocated with them is some trope t. Then there is some
universal P [t′ ] which is pervaded by P [trope] and which does not occur in t.
To possess this universal P [t′ ] is to be a characteristic trope.
[Example: blue tropes] vartate cê ’daṃ nīla-rūpâ-’’dau. svaṃ nīlatvâ-’’di,
tad-āśrayo yo nīlâ-’’dis tad-adhikaraṇa-vṛttir yo dravya-vibhājaka-dharmaḥ pṛthvītvâ’’dis tad-atyantâbhāva-samānâdhikaraṇo jalâ-’’dau vartate yo guṇaḥ saṃyogâ-’’dis
tad-avṛttir yo guṇatva-vyāpyā jātir nīlatvâ-’’dir eva, tadvattvaṃ nīlâ-’’der iti.
And this is true for blue color-tropes, and the like. The property [x] is
the property of being a blue color-trope, P [blue]. Its locus is a blue colortrope, which has as its locus some substance. Also located in this substance is
some property [p] that classifies it as a subtype of substance, in this case, the
property of being earth, P [earth]. The total absence of P [earth] is collocated
with other substances, such as water. In such substances occur tropes [t] like
contact. Now, our starting-point P [blue] is a universal pervaded by P [trope]
and it cannot occur in any such t. Hence to be a characteristic trope is to
possess such a P [blue] class-property.
[Counter-example: contact] saṃyogâ-’’dau sāmānye ca na lakṣaṇa-sattvam.
svaṃ saṃyogatvaṃ, tad-āśraya-samānâdhikaraṇo yo dravya-vibhājako dharmaḥ
pṛthivītvâ-’’dis tad-atyantâbhāva-samānâdhikaraṇo yo guṇaḥ saṃyogâ-’’dir eva, tadvṛttir eva saṃyogatvâ-’’diḥ, na tad-avṛttir itî ’tareṣāṃ sāmānya-guṇatvam.
This definition does not apply to contact-tropes and the like. The property
[x] is the property of being a contact-trope, P [contact] [so that its locus is a
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contact-trope]. Collocated with its locus is some property [p] that classifies it
as a subtype of substance, for instance, the property of being earth, P [earth].
Collocated with the total absence of P [earth] (in water, for instance) could
be other contact-tropes, in which occurs the very same P [contact] which we
began with. It is false that this property does not occur in these other tropes,
and consequently such tropes as contact cannot be characteristic tropes. To be
such a trope is to be a generic trope.

Locus-pervading and non-locus-pervading tropes17

śabda-buddhi-sukha-

duḥkhê-’cchā-dveṣa-prayatna-dharmâ-’dharma-bhāvanā-saṃyoga-vibhāgānām avyāpya-vṛttitvam. itareṣāṃ vyāpya-vṛttitvam.
Sound, cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, dharma, adharma, cognitive traces,
contact, and separation are non-locus-pervading. All other tropes pervade their
respective loci.
C.4.2 Manifest tropes18
punar amī rūpâ-’’dayaś catvāra udbhūtâ-’nudbhūta-bhedena dvividhā. tatra udbhūtāḥ paramâṇu-dvyaṇukâ-’’diṣu. anudbhūtāḥ punaḥ ghrāṇâ-’’diṣv indriyeṣu, pavanâ-’’nīta-kusuma-salilâ-’vayaveṣu, tapta-vāri-stha-dahanâ-’’diṣu cê ’ti prāñcāḥ.
navīnās tu—anudbhūta-rūpâ-’’dau mānâ-’bhāvaḥ. na ca «evaṃ ghrāṇâ-’’der nīrūpâ’’ditvâ-’’pattir» iti vācyam. iṣṭâpatter iti prāhur iti saṅkṣepaḥ.
According to the Prāñcas, these four tropes beginning with color can once
again be divided into two types, manifest and unmanifest. The manifest tropes
occur in atoms, dyads, and so on, whereas the unmanifest tropes occur in the
sense-organs (like the smell-organ), in the parts of flower-showers borne by
17. See Gaṅgādhara (1913, pp. 13-14)
18. See Gaṅgādhara (ibid., p. 17)
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wind, and in the burning located in boiled water.
The Navīnas, though, say: “There is no evidence for unmanifest color tropes
and the like. Nor can you claim, ‘in the absence of unmanifest tropes, there
would be the adverse consequence of smell-organs and the like lacking color
tropes and the like’, because this is simply the realization of what you want.”
C.4.3 Proximality and distality19
parâ-’para-vyavahārâ-’sādharaṇa-kāraṇe parâ-’paratve. te ca dvividhe — dik-kṛte
kāla-kṛte cê ’ti.
Proximality and distality are the tropes which are the particular causes for
the conventional usage of the terms “proximal” and “distal”. They come in two
types: space-effected and time-effected.
C.4.3.1 Temporal proximality and distality
tatra kāla-kṛta-paratvâ-’paratve anitya-dravya-gate. tayoś ca bahutara-(’lpatara)tapana-parispandâ-’ntarita-janmatva-buddhī nimitte.
paratvâ-’paratvâ-’’śraya-piṇḍasya kālasya ca saṃyogo ’samavāyi-kāraṇam. tadutpatti-prakāraś cê ’ttham —
indriya-sannikṛṣṭe sthavira-piṇḍe prathamam «ayam asmād bahutara-tapana-parispandâ-’ntarita-janmā» iti buddhiḥ, tatas tasmin paratvô-’tpattiḥ, tataḥ paratvanirvikalpakam, tataḥ paratva-viśiṣṭa-pratyakṣam apekṣā-buddhi-nāśaś ca, tato ’pekṣā-buddhi-nāśāt paratva-nāśaḥ.
evaṃ yasmin yad-apekṣayā alpatara-tapana-parispandâ-’ntarita-janmatva-buddiḥ,
tasminn aparatvam utpadyate. tataḥ paratvavad eva tan-nāśâ-’’dikaṃ bodhyam.
Time-effected proximality and distality are located in non-eternal substances.
They are occasioned by cognitions of generation separated by a greater (or
19. See Gaṅgādhara (1913, pp. 23-24)
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lesser) motion of the sun; their non-inhered-in cause is the contact between
time and the body which is the locus of the proximality/distality. Their sequence of production and destruction is as follows:
First, given an old body connected with a sense-organ, a cognition of the
sort “this body is one whose generation is separated by a greater motion of
the sun from that one” arises. Next, a distality trope is produced in the body.
Then there is a non-conceptual cognition of the distality trope. Then arises
a [conceptual] perception qualified by distality, and the cognition of comparison is destroyed. After the destruction of the cognition of comparison is the
destruction of the distality.
Similarly, suppose there is some x which gives rise to a cognition of generation separated by a lesser motion of the sun in comparison to some y; then a
proximality trope arises in x. Its subsequent destruction and the like are to be
understood in exactly the same way as in the case of the distality trope.
C.4.3.2 Spatial proximality and distality
daiśika-paratvâ-’paratvayos tu bahutara-saṃyogâ-’ntaritatvâ-’lpatara-saṃyogâ-’ntaritatva-buddhī nimitte. dik-piṇḍa-saṃyogo ’samavāyi-kāraṇam. tathā hi —
indriya-sannikṛṣṭe dūrastha-piṇḍe «ayam asmād bahutara-saṃyogâ-’ntarita» iti buddhyā paratvam utpadyate, nikaṭastha-piṇḍe ’lpatara-saṃyogâ-’ntaritatva-buddhyâ̂
’paratvam utpadyate. tataḥ kālikavad anayor nāśa iti.
ime ca kālika-paratvâ-’paratva-viparīte, sthavire ’pi nediyasi daiśikâ-’paratvasya,
yūni davīyasi daiśika-paratvasya ca darśanāt.
ime ca mūrta-mātra-samavete iti.
Spatial distality and proximality are occasioned by cognitions of being separated by greater (resp. lesser) contact. The non-inhered-in cause is the contact
between space and the body [in which the trope resides].
To elaborate: Given a distant body connected with a sense-organ, a cogni686

tion of the sort “this body is separated by many more contact tropes than that
one” arises in regards to it; by this cognition, a distality trope is produced in
the body. Given a nearby body connected with a sense-organ, a cognition of
the sort “this body is separated by fewer contact tropes than that one” arises
in regards to it; by this cognition, a proximality trope is produced in the body.
After this is the destruction of these two tropes, as in the temporal case.
The spatial tropes are opposed to the temporal tropes, though, because we
see spatial proximality even in old objects that are nearer and spatial distality
even in new objects that are farther.
The spatial tropes inhere only in embodied substances.
C.4.3.3 The position of the Navīnas
navīnās tu « paratvâ-’paratve na guṇâ-’ntare, jyeṣṭhatva-kaniṣṭhatvābhyāṃ kālikaparatvâ-’paratva-vyavahārasya sannikṛṣṭatva-viprakṛṣṭatvābhyāṃ ca daiśika-paratvâ-’paratva-vyavahārasyô ’papatter » ity āhur iti dik.
The Navīnas, however, argue that proximality and distality are not distinct
tropes at all, because it is possible to explain the conventional usage of temporal
proximality and distality on the grounds of olderness and youngerness, and of
spatial proximality and distality on the grounds of nearerness and fartherness.
This is the direction (of future research).
C.4.4 Momentum20
vego mūrta-mātra-samaveta ity uktam. tasmiṃś ca vege nodana-janyā kriyā kāraṇam. tathā hi — prathamaṃ śarâ-’’dau nodanāt kriyā jāyate. tatas tayā kriyayā
śarâ-’’dau vegô-’tpattiḥ. tatas tat-karma-nāśe sati tene vegena karmâ-’ntarô-’tpattiḥ.
evam uttara-deśa-paryantaṃ sa evô ’ttarô-’ttaraṃ karmâ ’’rabhate. śarâ-’’der ut20. See Gaṅgādhara (1913, pp. 55-56)
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tara-deśa-saṃyogāc ca tasya vegasya nāśaḥ . . . … tataś câ ’’dya-karma-janyo vega
eka evô ’ttara-saṃyoga-paryantaṃ tiṣṭhatî ’ti.
It is said that momentum inheres in embodied substances alone. The cause
for a momentum trope is a motion generated by an impulse. To elaborate:
First, due to an impulse, a motion is produced in an arrow (and the like). Next,
that motion gives rise to a momentum trope in that arrow. Then, that action
perishing, that momentum trope gives rise to another motion. In this manner,
until reaching the final target, the same momentum trope gives rise to successive motions in the arrow. It is destroyed by the contact trope of the arrow with
the destination … Thus it is the single momentum trope produced by the initial
motion which stands until contact with the destination.
C.4.4.1 The position of the Naiyāyikas
naiyāyikās tu « nodanâ-’’dinā śarâ-’’dau karmô-’tpattiḥ. tena karmaṇā śare vegaḥ.
tena tat-karma-nāśe sati vegâ-’ntaraṃ janyate, tena vegena vegâ-’ntaraṃ, tena vegâ' ’vô ’ttara-saṃyogān nāśaḥ. āntarālika-vegānāṃ vega’ntaram iti carama-vegasyaı
' ’ve nāśaḥ.
janya-karmaṇaı

na ca ‹ evam aneka-vega-kalpane gauravam › iti śaṅkyam. vihāyasi vihaṅgamo

drutataraṃ gacchatî ’ti pratyayena pūrva-vega-vilakṣaṇa-vegô-’tpatteḥ prāmāṇikatvād » ity āhuḥ.
The Naiyāyikas hold, however, that impulse gives rise to a motion in the arrow, and it is this motion which gives rise to a momentum trope. Then, this motion perishing, a new momentum trope is produced, and from that momentum
trope, yet another momentum trope, and so on, until the final momentum trope
alone is destroyed by contact with the arrow’s destination. All the intermediary momentum tropes are destroyed by the motions they give rise to. This
theory of multiple momentum tropes does not lack parsimony: By force of our
cognitions of birds flying through the sky suddenly flying faster, we can know
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that a new momentum trope, different from the previous momentum trope, has
arisen.
C.4.4.2 The position of the Mīmāṃsakas
' ’va vega-vyavahāra-viṣayatayā vegâmīmāṃsakās tu « nirantara-gati-santānasyaı

’’khya-saṃskāre mānâ-’bhāva » iti vadanti.

The Mīmāṃsakas, however, argue that there is no evidence whatsoever for

the residue-tropes known as momentum, for it is merely a stream of constant
motion that is conventionally designated by the word momentum.
C.4.5 Numbers21
saṅkhyātva-jātimān gaṇanā-vyavahārâ-’sādharaṇa-nimittaṃ vā guṇaḥ saṅkhyā. sā
ca ekatvâ-’’di-parârdha-paryantā. tatra nitya-gatam ekatvaṃ nityam. anitya-gatam
ekatvam anityaṃ yāvad-dravya-bhāvi āśraya-nāśa-nāśyaṃ ca.
Number is the trope that is the locus of the universal P [number], or the particular occasional cause for the convention of counting. Numbers begin with
P [1] and end with parârdha. A P [1] that is located in an eternal substance
is eternal; but a P [1] located in a non-eternal substance is itself non-eternal,
existing so long as the substance exists, and perishing when its substrate perishes.
C.4.5.1 A debate on the number 1
'
avayava-gatam ekatvam avayavi-gataı-’katve
’samavāyi-kāraṇam iti prāñcāḥ.

navīnās tu — ekatvasyâ ’samavāyi-kāraṇam eva nâ ’sti, tad-vilambena tad-vilambâ'
’bhāvāt. niyata-pūrva-vṛttitva-mātreṇâ ’vayava-gataı-’katvasya
hetutve tad-gataparimāṇâ-’’der api janakatvâ-’’patteḥ

21. See Gaṅgādhara (1913, pp. 17-19)
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According to the Prāñcas, a P [1] located in a part is a non-inhered-in cause
of the P [1] located in the whole.
The Navīnas, however, argue that P [1] has no non-inhered-in cause, because even if (the former) is delayed, there is no delay in (the latter). If we
admitted the P [1] of the part to be a cause merely because it temporally precedes the P [1] of the whole, then on the same grounds we would also have
such absurdities as the P [1] of the parts being the cause of the extension of the
whole, and so on.
C.4.5.2 On numbers greater than 1
dvitvâ-’’di-parârdha-paryantā saṅkhyā vyāsajya-vṛttir anityā câ ’pekṣa-buddhi-janyā
tan-nāśa-nāśyā ca. dvitvâ-’’śraya-vyaktīnāṃ pratyekam eka(tva)-buddhir «ayam
eko, ’yam eka» ity(-ādy)-ākārâ-’pekṣā-buddhiḥ. iyaṃ dvitvâ-’’dau nimitta-kāraṇam.
pratyekam ekatvam asamavāyi-kāraṇam.
prathamam apekṣā-buddhiḥ, tato dvitvô-’tpattiḥ, atha dvitva-nirvikalpakaṃ, tato
' ’vâ ’pekṣā-buddhi-nāśaś ca, tato dvitva-nāśa iti dvitvâdvitva-viśiṣṭa-pratyakṣaṃ tadaı

’’dy-utpatti-tan-nāśa-kramaḥ

From P [2] up to parârdha, the numbers are all collective properties, non-

eternal, generated by dependent cognitions, and destroyed upon the destruction of said cognitions. For each of the individuals that is a substrate of P [2],
a “dependent cognition” is a cognition of its P [1] in the form “this is one, that
is one”. Such a dependent cognition is the occasional cause of the P [2]. Each
of the individual P [1]s is a non-inhered-in cause.
The sequence of production and destruction of P [2] is as follows: First
arises the dependent cognition; next, the P [2] is produced; next, the P [2] is
non-conceptually cognized; then, there is a conceptual cognition qualified by
P [2], and at that same time the dependent cognition perishes; finally, the P [2]
also perishes.
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C.4.5.3 The position of Raghunātha Śiromaṇi
dīdhiti-kṛtas tu « saṅkhyā na guṇaḥ, ‹caturviṃśatir guṇāḥ›, ‹pañca karmāṇî› ’ti guṇâ’’dāv api tat-pratīteḥ. na hi guṇâ-’’dau guṇaḥ samasti, guṇâ-’’dīnāṃ nirguṇatvaṃ
sādharmyam ity abhidhānāt. ataḥ padârthâ-’ntaram eva saṅkhyê » ’ty āhur iti
saṅkṣepaḥ.
According to the author of the Dīdhiti, though, numbers are not a trope because they can be cognized in tropes and motions in such cognitions as “there
are twenty-four [varieties of] tropes” and “there are five [varieties of] motions.” Now, a trope cannot reside in another trope, for it is well-defined that
a common property of all tropes is their not being trope-possessors. As a result,
numbers must be an entirely separate ontological category.
This is the summary [of the debate on numbers].

Concluding verse

vaṭasya patre mūle ca sthitir yeṣāṃ vikalpyate |
sūribhis tān gurūn vande viśvarūpêndra-yoginaḥ ∥1∥

I salute that teacher, the yogin Viśvarūpa
whose seat is imagined by the gods
upon the leaf of the fig-tree22
and at its base.23

22. This is a reference to Viṣṇu/Kṛṣṇa as an infant, reclining upon a fig-leaf on the Ocean of Milk.
23. This is a reference to Śiva in his form as Dakṣiṇāmūrti, a young man seated at the base of a fig-tree,
instructing elderly sages in the nature of the universe.
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Appendix D

The benedictory and
concluding verses of
Gaṅgādhara’s works
Contents

D.1 From the Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā . . . . . . . . . . . . 692
D.2 From the Avaidika-darśana-saṅgraha . . . . . . . . . . . . 694
D.3 From the Rasika-rañjanī . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 694

D.1 From the Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā
Opening verse
natvā viśuddha-vijñānaṃ dakṣiṇāmūrtim īśvaram |
kurve kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikāṃ budha-tuṣṭaye ∥1∥
Having bowed down to Lord Dakṣiṇāmūrti
of utterly pure consciousness,
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I compose this Moonlight of Conclusions of the Vaiśeṣika.
to satisfy the wise.
Closing verses
vaṭasya patre mūle ca sthitir yeṣāṃ vikalpyate |
sūribhis tān gurūn vande viśvarūpêndra-yoginaḥ ∥1∥
I salute that teacher, the yogin Viśvarūpa
whose seat is imagined by the gods
upon the leaf of the fig-tree1
and at its base.2

tat-kṛpâ-’pāṅga-nirdhūta-jaḍimâ ’khila-śāstravit |
siddhānta-candrikām etāṃ gaṅgādhara-sudhīr vyadhāt ∥2∥
By his3
side-glances of mercy was dispelled the dullness
of Gaṅgādhara
intelligent, knower of all the sciences
who has composed this Moonlight of Conclusions.

anayā viśadībhūte nyāya-vaiśeṣikâ-’dhvani |
nirviśaṅkaṃ sañcarantu bālā vyutpatti-kāṅkṣiṇaḥ ∥3∥
Thanks to it,4
the Nyāya-Vaiśeṣika path is clarified—
Let beginners seeking edification traverse it freely
free of doubt!

1. This is a reference to Viṣṇu/Kṛṣṇa as an infant, reclining upon a fig-leaf on the Ocean of Milk.
2. This is a reference to Śiva in his form as Dakṣiṇāmūrti, a young man seated at the base of a fig-tree,
instructing elderly sages in the nature of the universe.
3. This refers to Gaṅgādhara’s teacher from the previous verse.
4. This refers to the Kāṇāda-siddhānta-candrikā, which was mentioned in the previous verse.
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D.2 From the Avaidika-darśana-saṅgraha
Opening verse
natvā viśuddha-vijñānaṃ dakṣiṇāmūrtim īśvaram |
avaidikāni tantrāṇi saṅgṛhya vivṛṇomy aham ∥1∥
Having bowed down to Lord Dakṣiṇāmūrti
of utterly pure consciousness,
and having compiled the non-Vedic systems,
I elaborate upon them.
Closing verse
itthaṃ matānāṃ pañcānāṃ veda-mārga-virodhinām |
siddhānta-sāraḥ saṅkṣipya darśito viduṣāṃ mude ∥1∥
Thus is illustrated concisely
for scholars’ delight
the essence of the conclusions
of the five schools opposing the Vedic path.

D.3 From the Rasika-rañjanī
Opening verses
ekatra bodhamudrāṃ kalayann anyatra pustakaṃ pāṇau |
vyākurvan nigamâ-’ntaṃ devaḥ pāyād vaṭa-dru-tala-vāsī ∥1∥
Bearing in one hand the gesture of comprehension
and in the other a book,
Teaching the Vedânta:
May that Lord
who dwells at the foot of the fig-tree5
protect us.

5. This is yet another reference to Śiva as Dakṣiṇāmūrti.
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adhimauli kalāṃ śaśinaḥ śambara-ripu-cīṭikām ivâdhāya |
hariṇâkṣyai nijam aṅgaṃ yo ’datta sa me ’stu maṅgalāya vibhuḥ∥2∥
Having placed on his head a digit of the moon
like a tiny insect,6
He offered his own body to the doe-eyed Pārvatī—
May that all-pervasive being be auspicious to me!

niśvasita-nigamamālāṃ niratiśayânanda-nīra-nidhi-velām|
kara-vilasad-akṣa-mālāṃ kalaye niravadya-vāṅmayīṃ devīm∥3∥
Her breaths are the Vedas strung together;
She is the shore of the ocean of unsurpassable bliss;
Her hands play with a rosary—
I meditate on Her, the Goddess
made up of flawless speech.

yat-pāda-paṅkaja-rajaḥ-kaṇikâ-’nuṣaṅgam
āsādya deva-gurum apy adharīkaroti |
mūko ’pi taṃ paśupater aparâ-’vatāraṃ
śrī-viśvarūpa-yaminaṃ gurum ānato ’smi ∥4∥
Coming into contact with a speck of pollen-dust
from his feet-lotuses,
even a mute would surpass the Teacher of the Gods:
to him
the blessed sage Viśvarūpa
my teacher
an incarnation, as it were, of Paśupati
do I bow.

asmat-pitāmaha-sahodara-deśikêndram
appayya-yajva-tilakaṃ praṇamāmi mūrdhnā |
yasyâ ’navadya-kṛtibhiḥ śatato ’dhikābhir
vaipaścitī budhatateḥ prasarīsarīti ∥5∥
I bow down with my head
to that lord of teachers of the brother of my grandfather:
6. The word śambara-ripu refers to Indra in his Vedic role as the slayer of the asura Śambara. An indragopa is supposed to be a tiny insect, representing the other extreme of creation from the chief of
the gods. Although Monier-Williams does not have an entry for cīṭikā, it does offer cīṭhikā, cīrikā,
and cīlikā as mutual synonyms referring to a “cricket”. It is therefore likely that the compound as
a whole refers to the indra-gopa insect.

695

the honored Appayya
whose unbroken stream of thoughts pours forth
through his hundred-plus flawless works.

gaṅgādharâ-’dhvarī prājñas tanoti viduṣāṃ mude |
hṛdyāṃ kuvalayânanda-ṭīkāṃ rasika-rañjanīm ∥6∥
Gaṅgādhara Adhvarin the wise spreads out
for scholars’ delight
the delectable Delight for Connoisseurs,
a commentary on the Joy of the Water-lily.
Closing verses
śri-devasiṃha-sumates tanayaḥ pratītaḥ
śrī-viśvarūpa-yati-rāja-kṛpâ-’nubandhī |
śrī-candracūḍa-caraṇâ-’mbuja-garbha-dāso
gaṅgādharo ’dhvari-varaḥ śruta-pāra-dṛśvā ∥1∥
The renowned son
of the blessed Devasiṃha of great intellect,7
clinging to the compassion
of Viśvarūpa, lord of renunciates,
devoted from birth
to the feet-lotuses of Moon-crested Śiva:
Gaṅgādhara
best of sacrificers,
perceiver of the farthest truths of the Veda . . .

svaṃ vaiduṣīṃ prathayituṃ vibudhâ-’’valīnām
appayya-dīkṣita-kṛter vivṛti-cchalena |
tās tāḥ purātana-kṛtīḥ pariśīlya ṭīkām
enāṃ vyadhāt kṛta-dhiyaḥ pariśīlayantu ∥2∥
. . . has8
composed this commentary on the pretext

7. It is unclear if Gaṅgādhara’s father’s name is “Devasiṃha-sumati”, or if it is simply “Devasiṃha”,
with the word sumati being used as an adjective. I have followed the second interpretation as
“Devasiṃha” alone is more likely to be a name.
8. This verse and the preceding verse form a single grammatical unit.
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of explaining Appayya Dīkṣita’s text
in order to proclaim his scholarliness
among the rows of the learned,
after closely examining various ancient works—
abc
May the learned, with attentive minds, closely examine it too!

iyaṃ kuvalayânanda-ṭīkā rasika-rañjanī |
arpitā puṣpa-mālê ’va candracūḍa-padâ-’mbuje ∥3∥
This Delight for Connoisseurs—
a commentary on the Joy of the Water-lily—
is offered
as if it were a flower-garland
to the feet-lotuses
of the Moon-crested Śiva.
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