A WezLeRr, Hambutg ¢

A NOTE ON CONCEPT 4DRSTA AS USED IN THE
VAISESIKASOT RA

- 1. The meaning .the word adpsta-has in the VS (Vailesika Satra)
s still controversial. It appears that until recently there was general
agreement only in one¢ regard : scholars started from the assumption that
there is an otiginal conceptual unity to the word whatever the context
in-which it occurs. Opinions differed greatly, however, on the precise

“mature of the unity. I do not want to survey all of them here; instead 1

should like to, draw attention to two of them only, viz. that of E.
FrAUWALLNER and that .of A. THAKUR; these two can, to a large extent,
be regarded as representatives. ~

7 1.1, FRAUWALLNER, “to whom we owe the most penctrating and
teliable analysis of the. Vaifesika system™, touches upon the concept of
adygta first in connection with what he calls the supplantation of the old
atomistic-mechanistic world-view by new ideas ‘“which changing times
call forths. In the first place he mentions an idea ““which was intro.
duced at an early date into Vaieyika thought Where it Wwas inorganic and
destroyed the coherent sttuctate of the old natural philosophy”, viz. «the
belief in the power of good and bad deeds”. On the other hand he
observes ® *“In Vaifesika thought it was not neccessary to remodel the
teaching of the cosmic powet of deeds. It was simply assumed that the
good and bad deeds of men, functioning as metit and demerit, produce
the invisible (adystam), and it was taught that it not only determines the

1. Quoted from  W. HarBrass® article «Karma, Apurva and “Natural® Causes
Oberservations on the Growth and Limits of the Theory of Samsara”, published
in : Katma and Rebitth in Classical Indian Traditiens, ed. by W. D. O’FLAHERTY,

" Berkeley, 1980, p. 288.
2. Quoted from E. FRAUWALLNER, Geschichte der indischen Philosopkie, Bd. 11,
i Salzburg, 1956, p. 90{. (60, 63]—The translation from the German original is
mine. Numbers within square brackets refer to the pages of the English transla-
Cion (Hirtory of Indian Philosophy, vol. I, tr. by V.M. BepeKAR, Delhi, 1973).



16 Aruga Bharat¥
destiny of souls irt the cycle of mundane existences, but, like a natural
force, also has influence upon the physical world”. The latter function
of the adyyqa is explained by him by stating® : “Wherever the cause.of a
“natural” phenomenon could not be discovered, the facile explaoutlon
reso'rtcc'i to—it is in fact no explanation at all—was that it is caused by
the invisible; and thus one got accustomed to dispensing with - a penetrat-
ing inquiry into the nature of tlungs o

T / \?;

1.1.1, FRAUWALLNER does not discuss when this change of views
took place; but from scattered remarks and his exposition as a whole it
can be deduced that according to ' hirh “the “introduction of ‘the katman

theory antedates the doctrinie of “categories.'As in other instances also;

in FRAUWALLNER'& “stlmultttmg, yet’inevitably speculatlv e attempt to’

reconstruct the eatly Instory of the'natiiral phllosophy and the ‘Vaigesika’

system, in this case, too, it "is"not fcléar | what!'kind of textual evndence,
which observation$ or deliberations *havé¥led : him' to this -view of the
develt)pment_ ‘of the! system. “Indeed, orie would really like to know why:
dharmia and: adharnit?were not iricladed i the list of gupas-which; to be
sure, originally contained only 17 ‘qualities™~if the- karmadn 'theory-was
in fact adoptcd by Valéegl,kas before they, dcveloped their pecuhar thcory
of categories; for 1t is complquous that, the relevant Sutra, viz. 1.1.5,
forms part of those ,whlch unmastakably attest to this Iatter theory Was
FRAUWALLNER mﬂuenced by the fact that‘ “the belief in the power ‘of
good-and bad deeds -« is age- old in Indna that it is deﬁmte[y earller

than the theory of categones ? That 1s ,to say, was this the consnderatlon :

that led hlm to conclu:le that the( kcrman theory was mtroduoed ﬁrst mto
it 4 BT 1 SR RS

the system? i r,a e
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In this cdse one would have to make the following objectlon The
history of ndeas in Indxa is by no means lacking in clear examples for the

3, 0 1, p. 9563 T
4. Quoted from HaLBFasS, 1. C., P. 288
5. The interpretation of the conjunction caused in VS 1.1.5.as given by Prasasta-
pada and the “commentators of thié VS cannot” be accepted as corresponding to
this sutra's ongmal intention, - HaLBEASS". (/. c.. p. 285, fn. 55) draws. attention
to the iniportant téstimony of sthe Jdina author Jinabhadra- (probably sixth
_ Century and apparently not familiar with Prasastapada’s, work)” who: «‘states
‘explicity that the mimber of qualities in Vaisegika is seventeen; cf. Visesavasya-
‘kabhagya; ed. D.- MAl.wmu\ (Ahmedabad 1966-1968.) vv. 2972 ff; with
commentary”. - . . e
. 6. Quoted from his work noted in fo. 2 p o1 [61]
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coexistence, continuing for a long time, of two or more rival, even incom-
patible ideas; therefore; it is -practically impossible to decide without
additional evidence when by a ‘system’ of thought a certain conception
was sbandoned in favour . . of another, originally alien o it.  And
does not the history of materialism in India, though still largely veiled
in obscurity, also show that there were traditional schools of thought able
to withstand the pressure of widely acoepted ideas, of a mighty trend of a

' penod?

213 1.2. . THAKUR, - On the other hand?, entertains reasonable doubts as
regards the historical reliability of Prasastapada’s equation of adygfa with
dharma and adharma, and he starts from.the assumption that Prafas-

: tapada might well have been, influenced in this case, too, by “the then
-ayailable. exegetxcal Vanée;nka hterature no’ more avallable to us”®

P i !
HEREY]

» By an mdependent exammatnon of the occurrencs of the word adrgsta

in the V'S he wants to prove his thesns, stated right at the outset, viz. that
Kapada “seems to divide the entities into known and unknown ones

and to distinguish them by the terms drjta and adrgta™, "That is to say,
THAKUR comes to the conclusion that in. most cases adygfa, especially as a
member of the compound adr;takartta, means “‘upknown'’:

'

Yet, THAKUR too, has a pecuhar motive for arguing in this manner.

..

' Whlle FRAUWALLNER apparently reproached the Vaigesikas with having

become dlsmclmed to critical thought, it is obvxously THAKUR’s wish to
pass: Kanada off as a true forerunner of intellectually sincere modern

‘sclentlsts for he openly states 19 «. ... The method adopted by him”

(i e., Kanada) “is one of our richest hentages Modern sciences also
have adopted it. ‘Nobody will deny the fact that Kanada developed in
the hoary past a scieptific attitude which guided him and his followers
to ascertain the truth about ‘this mysterious universe”, and he does not
even hesxtate to add later the remark. ;1 «The spirit of the sage who

v

1. Cfs lus article <“Adrsta -and Dharma in the Vaitesika Philosophy™ in: Rfam,
" Journal of the Akhila Bharatiya Sanskrit Parishad, Vol.1(1969), pp, 51 -8 and
.- the «Introduction” to his edition; Vaisesikadariana of Kapada with, an gnony-
" mous commentary, Darbhanga, 1957, p. (1§ f.
8. L.c,p. 51.
9. L.c,p. 52
10, L.c., p. 52.
1. L.c.,p. 53

!
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seems to have firm faith'in the "graduai progress of human knowledge
cannot be sacrificed”. 'Indians have, no doubt, some right to be proud of
the philosophical achievements of the Vaisesika system; the conception of
its- assumed founder, Kanida, as a thinker who not only frankly con«
fesses the limits of his comprehension -of truth, but is also hopeful as
regards the progress to be attained by later generations, however, is
clearly inspired by quite modernWestern ideas about intellectual siice-
rity and constant progress.

1.2.1. % Nevertheless, the main result’ of THAKUR’s semantic investie
gation, viz. that adpgfa means  “not seen, i.c., not cognized, not known”,
deserves full attention though it calls likewise for a critical re-examination,
That in research ‘into the history” of Indian philosophy, one should
endeavour to free | oneself as far as possible of preconceived ideas need
hardly be stressed‘.‘ Both the scholars, referred to in the foregoing, seem
tolie under prejudices: FRAUWALLNER undera too negative- one and
THAKUR under one too positive, =~~~ o o

‘e $iv

2. From this” background ' boldly stand out the studies undertaken
during the last years by W. HALBFAssY, to whom. we not -only owe a
veritable revival of 'research into the Vaigegika system, but who has also
set a new and higl; standard of problem-consciousness and philological
cum-philosophical ‘analysis. In a recent article of his® he also deals
with “Karma, Adrga and ‘Natural’ Causality”, especially in Vaijesika
thought. In examining the sifras in which the word adygfa occurs he
comes to the conclusion that* «it is obvious that adrsia covers at least

.

12. The references are (apart from the article mentioned in fo. 1yfo the following
articles of his: ;
(1) ~“Remarks on the Vailesika concept of samanya™ in: Afjali, Papers on
Indology and Buddhisnt. A Felicitation Vol. pres. to O.H. de A. Wijesekera
on his 60th birthday, ed. J. TiLAKAsRI, Peradeniya, 1970, pp. 137-151;
() «Conceptualization of *Being’ in Classical Vaiiesika” in: WZKS 19 (1975),
pp. 183-198;
() ““Zum Begriff der Substanz (dravyq) im Vaijesika” in : WZKS 20 (1976), pp.
141-166; '
(4) *“The Vailegika Concept of guya and the Problem of Universals” in : WZKS
24 (1980), pp. 225-238; and - N
(5) “Praiagtapada’s Concept of Substance” in : Rtam, L, Sternbach Felisitation
Volume, Lucknow, 1981, pp. 537-544, ' '
13. Cf. above . 1.
14, L.c.,p. 285,
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étylo;diﬁ’ercnt sets of problems and implications, and it may be questioned
E;ﬁy{hcther‘or to:what extent there is an original conceptu:'al unity in these
.two usages. - As far as the physical and cogmological usage of adygya is
“concerned, its primary function seems to be to account for strange and
- extraordinary phenomena in nature which would not be explicable other-
;{yvise (magnetism, upward movement of fire, etc.), as well as for pheno-
“mena which seem to be signs or to contain an element of reward and
_ punishment,”14*

JHogee '
St He further remarks'® : “Although there is an obvious ethical implica-
V,_tionb in the second group of cases, the Sitra text does not indicate in any

- way that the adpgta, which is supposed to cause these events, is to be

‘understood as inhering in souls (G@tman). This assumption would seem

~tobe even more remote in cases like the upward flaming of fire, for
- which no ethical, retributive, or psychological implications are suggested.

- In cases like this, adyg¢a appears simply side by side with other causes of
physical motions like ‘gravity’ (gurutva) or fluidity’ (dravatva), which

inhere in those material substances which they affect....The Vaisegsikasitra

 does not state that the unseen physical power behind such phenomena as

" the upward flaming of fire and the retributive power of past deeds stored

in the soul are identical por does. it state that they are different. We do
not know when the identity, which is taken for granted by Pragastapada

* and later Vaidesikas, was first established in an explicit and definite

manner.... Yet, - even the great systematizer Prafastapada has not been

" able to harmonize completely or cover the ambiguities and dichotomies

inherited from the Vaijesikasatra.”

o I must say that I find these cautious considerations of a dichotomy in
the concept of adpgta inthe VS at the first go-off most plausible, i.e.,

“much more convincing than the interpretations given by FRAUWALLNER
and THAKUR. Therefore, I am inclined to accept HALBFAsS’ suggestion
that!® «adygsa, which may primarily have been a gap-filler in the explica-
tion of the universe, subsequently offered itself as a channel for a much

more decidedly dharmic and soteriological re-interpretation of the
Vaigegika theory of the universe”. B

S

14a. As fo the laiter type of phenomena, HALBFAsS seems to rely on Candrananda’s
- - interpretations which I, however, consider to be highly doubtful.

.15, L.c.,p. 286,

16. L.c., p. 289. S
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2.1, The'hypothesis, more hinted at by HaLprass than expressly
stated, to which'one ‘is nevertheless inevitably led by his important
observations, consists in assuming that the ‘conceptual unity in the two
tsages’,” obviously. presupposed by Prafastapida and those who have
written V.S commentaries in the strict sense, is not original, but the result
of the attempt to bring to a common - denominator disparate usages of
the word, belonging most probably to historically different layers of the
VS. Asfor THAKUR in distrusting the testimony of Prafastapada, he was
on the right track; yet he seems not to haye taken into proper account
that the extant text of the VS cannot be regarded as a ufitary whole,
je,asa work conposed in one piece.’ That it, on the contrary, contains
many historically different layers which can be—and have in part already
beent"—distinguished, and must indeed be held''apart, is the basic
assumption from which any research in the V'S’ has to start today.

FRREPRERt  F S 1 B R R Sapp Y b e e
‘The explanations offered by the commentators, including Prasastapida,
on the other hand, have to be looked at with utter reserve and examined
very critically, for they start from the opposite assumption and, hence,
consider it as: one of their ‘major ' objects to bring out into relief an
internal consistence, systematic ‘coherence and  terminological unity they
simply presuppose ; In effect;’ they cannot but be regarded as highly
biased witnesses] 'and the ' question whether they (still) are aware of an
original irreconcilability is, apart from being hardly answerable, of little
importance as regards ' the necessity of an independent interpretation of
the mila text and the method to'be applied towards this end. " B

2.2. Harprasse’ hypothesis does indeed furnish a miuch better ex-
plaiation of various strange elements over which one stumbles in
teading the VS, 'However, one wonders whether over and above its
apparert higher plausibility it can be supported by evidence that does
not antount to an, argumentun ¢ silentio, but is directly based on the
usage in the V'S, The condition such a piece of evidence has to fulfil is,
of course, that in the contest of the sidtra concerned the expression adysta

> , SR TSR

¥1. Cf. especially Vol. IT of E. FRAUWALLNER'S Geschichte der indischen Philosophie,
- Salzburg, 1956, his—still unpublisheds-article “Der urspringliche Anfang de
.- Vailegikasutren”, my article.«Remarks on the Definition yoga’ in the Vaijesika
- sutra”, to be published,in the Felicitation Volume for J, W, Dg Jgﬁo, ﬁna.]l'y, my
monograph : Textkritische und exegetische Untersuchungen zum_Vaisesikasitra,
1, Der sechste Adhyaya, still under preparation. R, , b

- activities",
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cannot be interpreted to stand for dharma and adharman, e, as having
the meaning “the’ “invisible’ [results and purposes of ritual and ethical
‘ Ia this connection attention has to be drawn first to the fact that, be-
sides adyyza, the opposite expression, Viz,, dygia, is likewise attesfed in the
l"S. Hence it appears that THAXUR is right at least insofar as the VS dis.
tinguishes between entities predicated of as dysta and adysta, respectively.
A.n examination of all the occurrences of drgta and adggia in the VS
yields, as regards the first expression, the result that in two cases viz.

VS 8. 13 and 2. 1. 10%!, even the plural is used; in the first instance’witI;

) thc.e eran?ng “‘seen (1 e. perceived) [things]”", whereas in the other case
. “visible (i. €. perceivable) [entities]” seem to be intended. Yet the lattet
- satra, viz., 2. 1.'10 ¢ na ca d{_;;dnam sparsa ity adystalingo vayup, requires

closer study,

2.2 l Tuaxur obviously regarded the use of adygta in this satra
as exceptional, for he says*t 1 «OF course we find the use of the expres.

'sion a-dysta in the sense of ‘not visually cognized’ in...... VS L 1. 107,

Unfortunately, he does not state explicitly how he interprets the sifra as
a wh91e; but from his rendering of adryta it may be deduced that he
took it to mean: <«And/but since touch (or tangibility) does not belong
to [the type of] visually cognized [marks}, wind has for its mark
[something] not visually cognized, [but cognized by the sense of touch]”.

.18, According to a—still unidentified—quotation from a (lost?) Vaisesika work,

preserved in Abhayadevasgri’s Tattvabodhavidhayin (Acgryasrisiddhasenadivg
karaprapitam Sa;hmatitarkaprakaranam. v+ » Ahmedabad, Saivar 1985 p 685m
t-he Dparoksadrstasvaripa was thus described by Vaiesikas: “kaﬂf;lla.ladﬁ_});
B atmagupa atmamanapsamyogajay,  svakaryavirodhy Qhainzadkarmarapatayf
© bhedavan adystakhyo ganay”|; cf. also Kamalasila’s Pawjika on S'antaraksita"sl
Tattvasarmgraha, v. 6%0 (ed. E. KRISHNAMACHARYA, GOS, 30-31, p. 23; ed. Sv'vam'i

i i
A Dwatikadas Suastry, Bauddha Bhgrati Series 1-2, p. 286).
- #19. Quoted from HaLBFasS, /.c. (¢f. fn. 1), p. 285.
. 20, They can easily be traced with the help of «An Index to the Philosephical

s ”» in e 2,
o Stitras™ by M. HoNba in i Proceedings of the Okayurayama Oriental Research

: ~‘;i: ‘lnstitu{e, Vol. 1 (195’4), pp. 244-305. 1t should, however, be noted that this
bt - index is based on Sarkaramijra’s sitrapatha; a new consolidated Vaisesika

" satrapatha and word index is present]y being
Satre 1 prepared b,
institute, Mrs, U, PLewnia-Ers. : i Y @ student of our
1.. The numbering I follow is always that given in s Vaisesikasntra of Kanada with
the commentary of Candrananda, critically ed, by Muni Sr; JamBuviA
(GOS 136), Baroda 196 - ' Yo

i
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This interpretation is, indeed, in principle conceivable. Yet it would

imply that by V.S'2.1. 8. (vigani kakudman pranteviludhih sasnavan iti

gotve dgstam lingam) either the term liaga is defined ¢as refesring oaly to

sonieth}ng visually cognized) or the term dystam lingam is exemplified.
It has to be admitted that the example given in 2. 1. 8, viz., the character-

istic marks of a cow, or rather an animal of the bovine species, might

be taken to point in both these directions. However, in this case one
would expect 2. 1.9 to read naca spariah, “but touch (or tangibility)

is not [ a visually cognized liaga }”, not sparias cu; for, otherwise one
would have to make the most unlikely assumption that only lisgam is
still valid (anuvptta) in 2, 1. 9, thatis to say, that the author has, quite
'n'eedlessly, used a rather obscure‘wording. Besides, as to the first alterna-
tive, the argument could not but be styled as almost foolish : to define
first the concept of linga as something that is only seen and to add later
that it likewise includes something cognized by the sense of touch, i. .,
is ultimately 'something'pcrceived by any sense-organ whatsoever, would
reveal a deplorably low standard of almost pre-logical thinking that
should not be imputed even to a philosophical text of a comparatively
early period of thought. And, to be sure, thereis no evidence that the
distinction between ‘characteristic marks’ in terms of the semse organ
they are perceived by was ever deemed in Indian philosophy to be of
significant importance.

Therefore, one cannot but arrive at the conclusion that dyga in
2. 1. 8 means ““perceived, cognized by the senses”, that the particular
example given was chosen because it is hallowed by tradition, i.e.,a
mirdhabhigikta udakarana, and that drstanamin 2, 1. 10 is not a genitivus
partitivus,—which, by the way, would also be unnecessarily unequivocal.

2.2.2. There is, however, another interpretation of VS 2. 1. 10
that calls for a more detailed critical examination; it immediately leads
into the intricate problems cofinected with the theory of inference
(laingikam [jnanam ])in the VS. What I am referring to is the study
of N. ScHUSTER, the last one to deal with them extensively®®. She is of
the following opinion : «The mark is, normally, something perceived,

as horns, dewlap, etc., are the ‘dpstam lingam’ (perceived mark) of the

cow”,—in a note she refers to VS 2. 1.'8. “In some cases, the' connec-
tion between the entities and their marks is not perceived—wind (vayu),

23, «Iafcrence in the Vaisesikastitras™, in : JIPh I (1976-72), pp. 341.395.
4. L.c.,p. 342,
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@:.«:f_.‘thus has tangibility or touch (sparia) as its ‘adyspelingam’ (unperceived
- mark)”; in another note™ ghe quotes V'S 2. 1.9 and 10, tendets them
. by “And tangibility Gsa mark of wind). And tangibility is not the
- mark of things (which are) peroeived—therefore it is the unperceived
- mark {with respect) to wind”, and adds the explicatoty remark : «This
expression which I translate as ‘unperceived mark’ as contrasted with
“perceived mark’ is a technical term; it does not ean that the mark

itself has not bﬁel! perceived, but that its conpection with its possessor
has not been”, - '

‘That is to say, aceording to ScHUSTER the Vs distinguishes between
the technical terms dygtap, Ji

igam amd adygialingam, Yet she does not
come up with any further eviderrce for the latter one which ohe would

in any case expect to read’ adystam ligam. Her sole argunrent being the

vecurrence of the word adpgtalingo in V'S 2, 1. 10, itis her interpretation
of this sifra on which ritical attention has to be focused.

" 222.1. The first question that arises here is whether the intepre-
tation of the setond part of the siitra, i. e, of ity adystalingo Yayuk, as
given by her is at all grammatically possible. This much is clear right
from the beginning : to be precise, this expression cannot be equivalent
_to “therefore it is the unperceived mark (with respect) to wind”; for, the
possibility of a substantival compound having been attracted in gendet
to the word it refets to, can be safely ruled out, Adysialingo cannot but
be a bahuvrahi; and, on the assumption made by Scm‘anan, it has to be
translated verbatim as “therefore wind is sopfthing the characteristic
mark of which is not perceived”. But in view of the undeniable fact
that the particular linga of the wind, i e., $parda, i on the contrary
actually perceived, the interpretation to be preferred with Schuster would
be ‘“......is something the characteristic mark of which is an ‘unperceived
mark”, and this would, according to SCHUSTER’S interpretation, have to be
taken to ultimately mean. «..,.. is something the characteristic mark of
Wwhich is a mark the connection of which with its possessor has not been
perceived”. 1t must be allowed that ScHUsTER has assumed a resqlution
of the compound that is, no doubt, possible, not only accotding to the
better feeling for words the indigenous grammarians ¢annot be denied?s,
25, Viz. 8, L. c., p. 3861,

- 26. Cf. Varttika 12 on Pan. 2.2.24 (Mahabhayya, ed. ¥. KieLHorN, Vol. 1, 1962,
o p.42321 ff.); although according to Katyayana and Pataiijali one would expect
the prior member to be in the locative, itis tobe noted that there are also

. bahuvrihis of this type with the stem as prior member; ¢f. J. WACKERNAGEL,

Altindische Grammatik, Bd, 1I, 1, Géttingen 1957, [109 a] 5) aswell as A,
DeprUNNER’s “Nachtrige”, ib., p. 78, o '
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.~.'The other assumption . of hers, however, viz., that Vaigesikas in
order to name a characteristic mark “the conneetion of which with its
possessor has not been perceived” have coined a technieal term adygsa-
Imgam or adysfam Imgam, 1s hi ghly problematic.

12223 This assumptnon whxch seems to have suggested itself to
SCHUSTER because of the expression drytam ligam in 2.1.8, has the follow-
ing implications : One would have to assume

1. that both these terms are extraordinarily pregnant expressions
insofar as—in strong contrast to what is actuaily denoted by
them—the meaning intended would be “a mark the connection
of which with nts possessor has (not) been perceived”;

2.. that VS 2.1.15 (vayur iti. sanmikarge?® pratyakgabhavad dystam
lingam na vidyate), whatever the argumentative function it may
have within. the given context, is either redundant—because
accordingto SCHUSTER it is stated already in the forgoing that in
the case of wind the particular mark is of the agrgta type (in the
sense assumed by her for. this term)—or it is nonsensical—
because in none of the preceding siitras the existence of a dysta
linga would have been asserted;

3. that the stage reached in the development of reflexion on
inference as a means of valid cognition could not but be consi-

‘dered to be quite anvanced, since the VS would, on her assum-

. ption, clearly distinguish between two types of conclusive marks

.- . both based on whether their connection with their possessor
... has been perceived or not, i.e., on the basis of the lingin being
perceptible; that is to say, one would have to assume that the

V'S makes a distinction similar to that drawn by Candramati?®
between drgtasamanya and “adygiasamanya®®, however what

27. The reading sati sannikarge, found in Candrananda and anonymous Vyakhya (cf.
the edmon of the VS noted in fn, 7, . 21), is most probably of later
origin. "

28. H. Ui, «“The Vaijzsika Pmlosophy according to the Dasapadﬁrtha-éastra

London, 1917, p. 97 and E." FRAUWALLNER’s article “Candramati und sein

Dasapadarthasastram” in Studia Indologxca, Festschrift fir W K:rﬁel Bonn, 1955,
pp. 3. . ¢ fre

29, Infn. 13 (. ., p. 73) FRAUWALLNER remarks “One is tempted tosee in this
expression” (of the Chinese' translafion) «the Indian samanyato drstam; the

...Chinese rendermg, however, rather pomts to d[;iasamanyam and admasama-
nyam. .

?M"‘ AL pe Wil by ) .
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ScHusTeR in fact supposes—and it now appears that it was this
assumption that has inspired her to offer this peculiar interpre-
tation—is the . influence of the Samkhya philosopher Vrsagana,
for she says,® “...._.it looks very much as though much of

‘what the Vaisegikasatras discuss was borrowed directly from
the Sastitantra”.

. As to the first implication, already the manner in which I have stated
- jtabove indicates that T consider the existence of a technical term adrgta-
lingam, or adrstam lingam, to bz extremely doubtful. Even if it is
assumed that the counterpositive term drgtam lingam was created first
and later re-interpreted so as to mean a mark the connection” of which
with its possessor has been perceived, one still fails to understand why
Vaigesikas should have coined the term adygtalingam, or adystam lingam,
that is indeed open to misconception. Just because it is neatly parallel
to the other one ?

There is, however, no evidence to show that drstam lisgam in VS
2.1.8 does not mean what is actually denoted by it, viz., “a mark that
has been perceived””. This does not, of course, preclude the possibility of
a later re-interpreation of the term, either within the stages of develop-
ment comprised by the extant VS itself or in the course of its reception
by later commentators or Nyaya-Vaidesika authors of independent
works. In fact, drstam lingam is met with again in Bhasarvajiia’s
Nyayasara and -bhijana®. According to his definition®® this term is
equivalent to pratyaksayogyarthanumapakam; that is to say, drstam lingam
is conceived as a mark “that allows to infer an object which could in
principle also li:e perceived”, and which must have been previously
actually perceived, for Bhasarvajiia gives in his Bhisana the additional
explanation®® : ‘pratyaksayogyati ca parvadysiatvenaivivagamyate|yasmad
yo'rthah  parvam pratyaksena dyrstah, sa eva deiantaritah kalantarito
vanumiyate *tas tad anumanam dygtarthavigayatvena dygtam uktam)...

Hence it follows that Bhasarvajiia, too, though fully aware of the
decisive role which the connection between linga and lingin plays in

+30.. L. c., p. 352, cf. also p. 349. .

“31. Srimadicirya bhasarvajrapranitasya Nysyasarasya svopajiam vyakhyanam Nyaya-
" bhasapam tadetat. . . . Svami Yogindrananday. . . . sampaditavan, Varanasi, 1968,
Spe229, .

32, O.c.,p.272.
33. O.c., p. 230,
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inference™, uses the term qfstam lisgam not figuratively, but in the sense
(the word dr;;aZgne actually expects) to have when attributed to Ii'izga.
Thus Bhasarvajita’s conception comes close to what SCHUSTER read into
drstam lingam in VS 2.1.8; yet, significantly enough, the term Bhasarvajna
uses for a linga of the opposite type, i. €., “a mark that allows to i_nfer
an object which by its nature is outside the range of perce;?ti?n"
(svabhavaviprakyggarthanumapakam®) is samanyato drstam | Th'is distinc-
tion, however, is Bhasarvajfia’s own, and though probably influenced
dlso by the V'S, has to be regarded as a later development. . SCHUSTER
cannot be said to have adduced a circumstantial pro»of for the assumption
that the author of V'S 2.1.8-10 had in mind an equally eleborate
dichotomy. Whatever the reason that inspired SCHUSTER to make her
bold assﬁmbtion—the occurrence of the complex expression adygialingo
in V§ 2.1.10 or the alleged influence of Vysagapa or both these points
taken together—there is no reason to believe in the existence of a term
adystaliigam, or adystam lingam.

It has, however, to be admitted that it is net p0ssib.lc to argue
against SCHUSTER in the following manner also ¢ Since dygge in .VS 3.1.14
(pravettinivytts ca pratyagatmani dyste paratra lingam®) agrees m. gender
and number- with the dual subject and not with lingam, dystam in 2.. 1.8
too cannot be taken to be an attribute of lingam. For, the syntactical
differences obtaining between these two sitras must not be overlooked,
and the existence of a (terminologically) fixed expression dystam Ii.i;g.am
does not, of course, preclude the possibility of a “free’ use of the partwn_ple
drsta. This means that inspite of the apparent internal ‘connectlon
between VS 3.1.14 and 2.1.8, established by the term dpgya (i. €., by the
fact that in botl cases something perceived is spoken of as forming a
conclusive niark), it is advisable to keep both formulations apart and to
take 2.1.8 to mean : “......this (iti) is the m;,rk perceived with refe;enge

4. Cf. his definition of anumtina, ¢.¢.; p. 194; samyagavinabhqvma paroksinise
bhavasadhanant anumznam, and its explanation by the Bhagand.,
3. 0.¢.,p. 272,

36. Candrananda gives the following explanation ; prafyagitmeti jariramjsarire

“pravettinivptty dygfe  atmiandm  anumapayatap|ariraim prayatnavatddhi;;hitmh
«  hitahitapravyttinivyttimattvad ghajavat,| ,

“The interpretation of pratyagatman apart, this seems to qoquwnd to tha

author’s infention,

AT
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to the nature of a'cow [by which it can be inferred that an animal which
is only partially in the field of vision is a cow, or bull*”,

"To continue now with the last, i. e., third implication : It may well
be that Vrsagana exercised influence on some parts of the ¥'S. But as far
as the particular influence assumed by Scuuster is concerned, it would
fail to accountin a convincing manner for the change in terminology;
for, one would have to assume that in the VS, Vrsagana’s vifesato drgtam
was replaced by drgtam lisgam and his samanyato drstam by adystalingam
(or adyrstam lingam). This would in many respects be a terminological
step backwards, a passage from preciseness to ambiguity the motive for
which would be anything but intelligible. Of decisive importance, how-

ever, is the fact that Vrsagana's distinction between vifesato drstam and

samanyato dystam has nothing at all to do with the perceptibility of the
connection between /inga and lingin. Instead it aims at the character of

the object inferred, viz., whether it is a particular thing (e. g., the

particular fire), perceived already previously, or something general (e.g. a

fire), that either in a given situation happens to be outside the range of
perception or that by its very nature canmot be perceived at all®,

- Now, SCHUSTER seems to assume® that the relation between
Vrsagana’s distinction and that allegedly found in the VS consists in that
the object inferred by-a vijesato drstam anumanam (drstam lingam) has
already perviously been perceived, whereas in the case of a samanyato
drsta inference (adrstaliiga) it has not been perceived at all; and on the
basis of her, I think, untenable interpretation of VS 2. 15-17, she further

*37. Cf. Candraninda’s introductory remark on VS 2.1.9: yarhg apratyaksayam
govyaktau kathasrcid grhyamana visanadayo lingam dystam anumapakgs tathg. . . .
If it is all the marks (referred to in V'S 2.1.8) taken together and not just one of
them that constitute the linga of a cow, then one woaders which situation Can.

‘ drananda had in mind when exemplifyi

- ng the operation of this mark; for it is
+ " hardly imaginable that all the marks are perceived, yet not the possessor itself.

‘A further question posed by V5 2.1.8 is why, instead of the marks themselves,

the passessor as chg'racterized by them is named; Candrananda’s explanafion,

- Viz. visanyadibhiy }abdais tadvatpratipadakair apy arthavyaparad dharma eyq

_vyapadisyante, is not at all convincing; it seems rather that the author of y's

'2.1.8 wants to describe the actual cognition of a person who sees an animal and
thus knows that it is “characferized by horns, efc.”

38. On Vrsagana’s theory of coguition cf. in the first place E. FRAUWALLNER'S article

“Die Erkenntnislehro deidassischen Samkhya-Systems”, in : WZKSso 11 1958)
pp. 84-739. ‘ ,

~38a. L.c., p. 248,
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makes the assumption that Kanada himself distrusted the conclusiveness
of a samanyato.dygta inference (adrstalinga). However, the wording of
VS 2. 1. 8 does not by any means indicate that its author refers to a spe-
cial inference by which a partrcular, individual cow, that was previously
perceived, is now cogmzed ‘Of, at least, equal importance is another
quite unplausible consequence of Sf‘HUSTBR s assumption: one would have
to assume thatin 2. 1. 9 only Imgam is still valid (as inthe case of
THAKUR'’s interpretation of 2. 1. 8; see above). Besides, the fact,too,
admitted by ScHusTer herself that in the case of ether no doubts are raised
against the samanyato drsta inference by which its existence is established,
namely in VS 2. 1. 20, does not speak in favour of her assumption.’

Therefore, one cannot but arrive at the conclusion that, whatever the
influence Vrsagana may have exercised on the V'S elsewhere, at this parti-
cular point it,is nowhere tangible, in any case not in the sense apparently
assumed by SCHUSTER. " } . i S

* Ido notyof coui'se ‘want to drspute that Vrsagana (in paving the way
for his ‘rational’ exposrtron “of Samkhya metaphysrcs) was aware of the
distinction between an anumana that allows to infer the existence of an
object in prmcrp]e perceptrb]e and an inference for things lying outside the
1ange of perception,. (atwndriya bhavak), but obviously this was not the
dichotomy intended by the terms vijegato.dystam and samanyato dysiam,
FRAUWALLNER too, only assumes, Vrsagana’s  influence on Candramati,
but he does not at all gverlook . the differences between the inference
theories of both these philosophers which he explams by statmg“b that
the latter “has altered many an element”.

As to the second ishplication, it too involves considerable difficulties;
they are indicated by SCHUSTER herself, yet obviously not realized in their
full srgmﬁcance, for she states.® «The case is somewhat different with
wind (vayu). First, sitras 2. 1. 8-10 ‘contrast the perceived marks of the
cow (horns, eic.) with the unperceived mark’ of wind which is tangibility
(sparia). Tangibility is, nonetheless, the mark, percepuble as sound is,
and following. the model of the argument for sound and physical space*®,
one would expect it to suffice as proof for wind. Satras II. 1. 15-17,

however, find it‘ not~suﬂicieng; as a mark because it is impossible to

€ gt

“,

38b Cf. his article mentioned in fn. 28, p. 79.
39, L.e, p.32f. ,
40. Read : ether |
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observe its connection with what possesses it; therefore wind, the possessor
of tangibility, has no perceived mark (drstam likgam) and no particular
possessor can be established by seeing from the general’. To compound
the readet’s amazement, no further attempt at an inference of wind is
even made, and the Vailesika Satrds, which are supposed to admit only
two means of cognrtron, perception and inference, conclude that the only
way to know that wmd exists is ftom scripture”,

' ScHUSTER contrasts S 2. 1,9 f. with 2. 1. 101, i. e, the sitras
mtenﬂd to prove the existence of ether (akasa); It is most significant that
neither in 2.1.20 itself nor in one of the nmmednately following siitras thé
expression ady;tam Imgam is used; instead the term actually used is Jiaga
only; likewis¢ due attention has to be given to the fact that objections
like those raised in 2.1, 15-17 against the inference of wind are lacking in
this case, and that on the dther hand the objections of 2.1. 1517 agree
(except for the very first word) verbatim with those raised in 3.2. 6.8
against the proof for the existence of the soul, although in 3.2.4 the term
used is again'not adrstd linga, but atmalingani. Therefore, the conclusion
suggests itself that a “term’ adysgalingam, or adpgtam lingam does not exist
atall. But there are further and even more convincing arguments that

~ can -be brought -forward against the central hypothesis framed by

ScHusTER. 1t should, however, be borne in mind that in the following

I shall only summarr;e what has been dealt with elsewhete by me in
greater detailtt, = v .. -

iy B S

" First, it should be noted that Du\naga who in his Pramanasamuccaya
devotes consrderable space to a critical examination of the theory of
knowledge as taught by the Vaisesikas®s, apparently does not know of a
distinction between a&;tam lingam and adystalingam, or adystam lingam.
Otherwise, one would expect him to have mentioned it at least in the con-
text of the criticism he directs against the Vaigesika theoty of inference
and he weuld have framed his refutation of the Vaisesika «proof for the
existence of ether, etc.” in a different manner ; his argument against this

T particular mference, vrz., that neither the dlzamun nor its connection with

crag : yo

PR [T

41. Viz. in the study referred to above in fn. 17, !
42.  For the sake of convenience I refer to the appendix p. XXXI ff, in Jambgvijaya’s

edition of the VS (cf above, fa. 21) as well as to his “saptamam parisiglam”, p. .
197 . -
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the dharma are proved®®, would have a different form had he referred to
a Vaiesika argument which already - admitted that in these cases the
connection between the linga/dharma and the lingin/dharmin is not seen or-
perceived. And, to be sure, there is no reason whatsoever to believe that
what Dinnaga’s criticism is directed against is only the inconsistency of
the VS in which the inference for wind adduced first is refuted later,
while in the case of ether no such scruples are voiced. . :

-

_ Secondly, apart from the fact that SCHusTER’s. interpretation of V'S
2.1.17 (tasmad agamikam) does not stand a critical. examination®, it is to-
be noted that she either did not realize or overlooked that in fact another.
inferential proof for the existence of wind is adduced later, viz., in 2.1.13
and 19, and that these latter two satras ‘have, judged from a synchronic
point of view, the function of a siddhinta, As to the entire portion of
the VS beginning with 2.1.8 and ending with 2.1.19, ScuUSTER obviously .
fails to recognize its true dialectical structure; this becomes particularly
conspicuous in'the case of 2.1.15-19 where in reality the first -three siitras
form the objections. of an opponent against 2.1.9 ff. and the following
two siitras are meant to refute them,** Regarding the relation in which-
VS 2.1.15-17 stand to - 3.2.6-8 it can be shown not only that the Jatter -
have served as.a model for the former, i.e., that 2.1.15-17 are of later -
origin than 3.2.6-8', but also that the opponent of 2.1.15-17 is only’
fictitious in the sense. that the doctrine itself could never have existed;:
for, it can hardly be assumed that an adherent of a rival school ever
denied the existence of the ‘substance’ wind alone, The reason for the
later insertion of 2.1.15-17 is-most probably that a transmitter or redactor

of the V'S came to realize that the objections raised in 3.2.6-8 against the.
atmanumgna are likewise valid with reference to the proof for the exis- -
tence of wind as given in 2.1,9 f. and, hence, did his best to fill in this .
gap in the argument by adapting the objections formulated in 3,2.6-8 to -

G

3. cf Jambgvijaya, . c., p 198.

. 44, In tho study noted in fn. 17 it will be shown in great detail that dgamikam (nofe'
that this is a neutre) cannot but mean what Candrananda gives as explanation,
viz. pravgdamgtram, “nothmg but an (tradntlonal) assertron [of your s that lacks
any proof whatsoever).” ‘o

45. In this respect Candrananda’s mtcrpretauon of these two sjtras, mtroduccd by
" naitat, i8 clearly correct. e
46. But these latter, in their turn, were apparen(ly equally unknown to Dinnaga.
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N

* the new context (=2.1, 15-17) and by addmg what he considered a ¢ons
. Vlncmg counter argument( =2.1.18 and [9)4%

Although SCHUSTER a]ready in the introductory passage of her article

) speaks of her impression thatt? «there seem to be d/ﬁmte strata within
" those sections of the sitras dealmg with inference”, she obviously did not
: take i into account this possibility as regards the section of the VS now
- under discussion: nonetheless, this text-critical interpretation suggests

itself to any critical and unbiased mind. Her view that it was Kanada

himself who*, “tejects this possibility” (viz., of proving the existence of

wind by means of an samanyato dysta inference) “because no particulac
entity can be inferred by this method, only something in general™, is

rather strange, to say the least; in any case, it is untenable.

" As soon as the mal dialectical purpose of V'S 21, 15-17is taken into
aocount, i.e., as 500 as these siitras are recognized to be formally objec~
tlons, one cannot but admit that the opponent in 2.1.15 denies (na) the
existence (wdyate) of a drslam lixgam.  Because of the argument adduced
in the - preceding part of this satra, viz. »» eyt iti sannikarge pratyak g
bhavad" however, it cannot be gainsaid that the authog's coneeption of

the term drsiam lingam includes the essential condition that the connecs

tion between the linga and its possessor must have been perceived pre
viously, i.e., that he takes the expression to mean that the chatacter of
being a conclusive mark of something perceived is likewise realized by
having pemerved previously both liaga and lingin, together.

Yet this observatron does not invalidate what has been stated above
on this term in 2.1. 8; the criticism of 2.1.15-17 as a whole attests to a
much more advanCeﬁ stage of reflexion on logical problems, and these
latter sitras can be shown, as already mentioned, to be of later origin}
therefore, it may be assumed without hesitation that this is a later, more
elaborate mterpretghom Had the author of V'S 2.1.8 himself realized

A6a. Viz., that the existence of wind is ptoved by vthe word ‘wind® because the word

was created by persons who are ‘asmadpitisia’, i. e., who have perceived wind
: before coining its name. :

47 L.c., p. 331,

48. L.c.,p. 342,

49, .Cf. Candranandasexplanat\on yatha ‘ayam gaup’ iti pol cak;ma sannikars?
sati pratyaksena visanadini tadyogxtaya drstani kadgcil lingam, naivam tvacg vayop
. sannikarge sati ‘ayasp vayup iti pratyaksena tadgupataya sparia upalabdho vengna
oalabkyamanai, kadicid vayum anumapayet!. :
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the importance of the connection between liiga and- lingin, he could not
have expressed himself the way he actually does, nor argued in' the
manner of 2.1.9 f. ! That is to say, my own mterpretatron of 2.1.15 f.

rmphes that the author of 2.1.8 ff. (which belong to an carlier stratum of
the VS) was—-—lrke ‘the” author of NS 1.1, 5"—aware of the fact that
mference presupposes perceptlon, but was yet unable to recognize what
was, to be sure, drscovered only later and called avinabhava, vyapti, thog
ie., he had taken the step from linga, “charactertstrc mark”, as used
in everyday ]anguage to the logrcal term Imga, k“conclusrve mark”, but
had not yet clearly reahzed what is lmphcd uncomcrously by the laukika
word viz, that the connectron of the mark with its possessor should have
been perceived prevrously

Inspite of the apparently hrgher level of reﬂexron revealed by dmam
lingam as understood by the author of ¥S2.1.15 (ff.) it has to be
admitted that his demal .of the existence of a “percerved mark” makes
sense—not on Scrwsrak s assumptron" but-only if in the foregoing this
exrstence had been asserted either’ explrcrtly or impl tcrtly The only
siitra he can be sald[fo is 2. 1 10. Therefore, one canhot but, arrrve at
the conclusion that Scnvsms interpretation of this Sutra does not
eorrepond to rts orrgmal rntentron ‘ ‘

2 2.3. Thus the way is cleared for another and 1 thmk much better*
interpretation of V'S 2.1.10. 1 propose to translate it thus: «But (ca)

since touch (or tangibility) is not [a charactefistic and conclusive mark]’

of [entities]** that are seen (i.e., perceiveds3), that of which [this] conclusive
mark (namely touch, or tangibility) [allows inference] is [an entity] not
seen. (1. e. g percerved), [namely] wind”,

N R

it ‘ .', (R

That is to say, I take the sitra to be a rather.complex, pregnant:

argument in three steps, viz. : (1) spar.ra is not a characteristic and con-:
clusive mark of visible or perceivable entities; (2) therefore, it must be :

that of something ighvisible or not perceivable; (3) the invisible or imper-
ceptible entity the existence of which can be inferred by spar.%a is wind

50. Cf my article «Die ‘drerl'ache Schlussfolgemng im Nyiyasutra 1.1.5" tn 1w
XI (1969), pp. 190-211,

51." Quoted above.

52. It looks very much as though V'S 2.1.10 is based on’ the assumption that it has

.« - still to be determined to which category these entities belong; seg below. ’

53, Candrananda’ adds by way of explanatron yadi khalv ayam k;xtyaduparso
*bhavisyad gandharasaripaiy, sahopalabhemabhi, . S T

o Concept.of i Adrsea - ' 53

(the 'other invisible or inperceptible entities, i.e., ‘substances’, being
-excluded because in order to prove their exrstence other specrﬁc marks

~are adduced). As to syritax, I take ady gtalingo to be equivalent to adygte

or adr;tasya lisgam yasya sak "and to ‘be the subject of the sen-
tence‘“ The constructron is admittedly a bit awkward; nevertheless, it
rs, to be sure, not only possible, but also the only one that really makes
sense in the narrower and wider context. The complexity of this formu-
lation was apparently felt also by . the commentators as only too often,

. they do not, however try to explam it hterally, but confine themselves
to reformulate 1ts grst

’2 2.4. After what has been said i in the foregomg it need hardly to be
emphasrzed that this hypothesrs passes muster more easily than that
framed by ScHuster. But my hypothesis also leads to further questions.
Thus, what should perhaps be stresséd is that there is every appearance
that the' conception of linga evident in V'S 2.1.8-10 forms the oldest stage
m the development of the Vaigesika theory of inference. This conception
is-—similar to that of the NS—charactenzed as already suggested, by a
palpable lack of reflexion on the true nature of logical reason, and this is
why 1t was rejected by later logrcrans, e. g by Dinnaga.

The analysrs of 2 l 8-10 has, however, yielded the result that here
the author dtstmgurshes de facto between a mark that allows to infer
somethmg which is in prmcrple itself perceivable and a mark by which
the existence of somethmg can be mferred that by its nature lies beyond
the range of perception.”’ Nevertheless, this distinction—like that of NS
1.1.5 between piirvavat and jegavat on the one hand and samanyato drgtam
on the other—does not imply that the logtcal character of the lisga and
its connection with its possessor had already been reflected upon; on the
contrary, e.g., the Nyayabhasya on NS 1.1.5 clearly shows that this was -

not the case, and the fi urther development of Indian logic no less corrobo-
rates this assumption.

However, it may be questtoned whether in the VS, e.g. in 2.1.20
ind 3. 2.4, astill older stage is attested, one characterized by the fact
hat not even the perceptibility or imperceptibility of the object to be

-54. That ‘is to say, my translation is, for stylistic reasons, not in every respect

- % faithful to the original.- A literal translation would be: <, . - (i. e. perceived),

«.ithat of which the characteristic mark (i. e. touch or tangtbrhty) is one [that
allows to infer] what is not seen (i, e. not perceived), is wind,”
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inferred is taken notice of. - I do not dare to decide this questijon, but T
gather the impression that this assumption is confirmed by the criticism
Dinnaga directs against.the Vaisesika theory of inference. :

It was?hxen'tioned above that the kind of influence by Vrsagdna on
VS 2.1.8-10 assuned by Scuuster is most unlikely. . What has prompted
her to make this assumption was obviously the belief that this approach
has'been suggested by FRAUWALLNER; for she expressly states thatss «it {s
FRAUWALLNER'S suggestion that the Vaigesika inference theories” should
be exarttined in the light of Samkhya epistemology that T am here pursu-
ing”. Now, when going through the two articles of FRAUWALLNER'S
referred.to by SCHUSTER®®, one fails to detect such a general suggestion;
instead what is actually found are quite explicit and clear statements show-.
ing that FRAUWALLNER himself while reckoning with specific influerices.
exercised by Vrsagana on the VS, nevertheless saw them only in the first.
ahnika of adhyaya I11; for he says¥: «Itis here. that we mieet with a.
theory of inference that is likewise independent of dialectics and -that is-
based on the stable connection between two things, the different types of:
which connection one secks to, determine.* Here, too, perception - falls
back on the second position -behinid the theory . of inference; and the-
Vaigesika system makes use afso of inference by way of exclusion” (i.e.,
pariseqa or rather avita as called by Vigaganay, =~ . . §

On the other hand : FRAUWALLNER advocates the -opinion thats.
“already the bipartition of .inferenee’’ (viz., into drgtasamanya and
adygtasamanya® “as taught by him”, i.c., Candramati’is a striking proof -
of his dependence from Samkhya”. .. That is to say, according to Frau-
wALLNER a further influence: of Vesagaga can be shown only onthe
Vaisesika author Candramati whom he dates®? “between 450 and 550

-

55. L.c,fn, 1, p. 386.; . RS

56. Viz. inf. 1, p. 386; these articles are noted above in fos. 28 and 3.

57. L.c. (cf. fn. 38), p. 134, '

58. For significant arguments against FRAUWALLNERs assumption that the divisions
of sambandha into different types as taught in the VS is influenced by Vysagana,
of. ScHusTER, I ., p. 368. - '

9. L.c., (cf. fn. 28), p. 79,

60. Cf. above fh. 29. .

é1. L.ec., p. 80.-Note that FRauwaLLNER"s Trypothesis regarding the refative chrone-
logy of Candramati and Prajastapada is questioned by B. K. MATILAL, Nyaya-

. .+ -Vaisesika Literature (A History of Indian Literaturs, ed. by J. Gonpa, VI,2),
‘Wiesbaden, 1977, pp. 63 &, . : o : :

o

\
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AD.”, Ina foo.thdt'e' he adds “the rcmar'k‘ that “this bipartition is met
with in the Vaidesikasatras only at two points (11, 1,15-17 and 111, 2,6-8)”
which he, however, considers to be “later additions”. '

As regards the last three sitras—2.1.15-17 are of no importance in

 this respect since they were modelled on 3.2.6-8—to account for the

objections raised here by a Buddhist opponent, it is not necessary to
assume the influence of Vrsagana or Dinnaga. The arguments brought
-forward in these satras against the Vaigesika proof for the existence of
the soul (@tman) can have been likewise inspired by Ch’ing-mu®#; that is

- to say, similar objections were  raised already by earlier Buddhist

thinkers, . =~ - o

As to the Vaidesika theory of inference as a whole, FRAUWALLNER
speaks only of “beginnings”®* of such a theory in the 'S “which due to
their complex stratification call for a separate discussion”. Since unfor-
tunately he could no longer deal with these (in fact intricate) problems,
his own interpretation of ¥ 2.1.8-10 is unknown. Yet, from his remark
just quoted it can be inferred that he, too, was of the opinion that on
the whole the Vaisesika inference theories -attest to a stage in the deve-
lopmqnt _of reﬂexion on logical problems that can hardly be called
advanced. In any case, this much becomes highly probale : FRauwALLNER
did not, apparently, consider even privately, as it were, an influence of
Vggagang’s_ teachingAuponv VS 2.1.8-10, not to speak of indicating or
adserting it. o

- =.3.1. Returning now to our starting point, viz., the term adysia as
used in the VS, the first result to be noted is thatin VS 2.1.10 a(}r.s‘ta is
used as an expression that stands in contradistinction to drsta in the‘ s;;;mc
safra. Since it is not prior to 2.1.11 that an argument is brought for-
ward to prove that wind is a .material ‘substance’, adygsta and perhaps
also drsea in 2:1.10 have to be taken to refer to entities in general, i.e,, of
which, in the context, it has not yet been decided as to which category
they belong. Therefore. one cannot but draw the conclusion that the Vs,
at least at some point of its development, makes the basic distinction
between elements of reality that can in principle be perceived and others

62. CY. the book of H. Ut (noted in fa. 28), pp. 86 fT., as well as M. WALLESER, Die
buddhistische Philosophie in ihrér geschichtlichen Entwicklung. 3. Teil : Die mittlere

+" Lehre des Nagarjuna. . . ., Heidclberg, 1912, p, 106 f. '

63. L.c. (¢ fn. 28), fn, 30, p. 79.
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that by their nature lie beyond the range of (normal, human) perception;

and, to be sure, ‘there i is no eyidence whatsoever nor even the least like-

lihood that this btpartmon was originally connected with ethical and

retnbutxve oonoeptlons.

TN TIEE e ',"g,

This conclusion does not, of course, necessa .rxly imply that adpsia
when used as a prior member: of the compound admak drita must have
the meaning “something unperceived or imperceptible”; yet,. I think, the
. assumption has become much more likely that the VS has mdeeo origi-*
nally accounted for strange and : otherwise unexplimble' phenomcna.- by
resorting to a cause - “not : perceived: or unperceivable”, ie., a cause that:
could ot be determined and for that very reason also not classified as.
regards the category to whxch it belongs .

T AR R ITIS

In vnew of meun s mterpretatnon of the term, however, it seems
advnsabIe to try to decide also whether adpsfa in such. comtexts is usefi in |
the sense of “not perceived”’—which might amount to “rot yet perceived |
[loy me, but, I trust, perceptible to later philosophers]”,-‘—-,'or, on tho con-‘
trary, in the sense of “‘not percetvable ie., beca,use by 1ts» nature it lies-
outsnde the range of perception”.’ . : S '

N pooredl e

There 1s strong ev1dence for. the latter possubxhty, for, this dygfa--
adysta dichotomy remtinds one of - the similar .. distinction drawn by
Mimansakas and Dharmafastrms between acts that fave a: visible mtotive -
or purpose and those to ‘which an unseen or spiritual purpose is to be
ascribed®. Yet, there is another parallel, in terms of chronology and
historical relation even’ closer, namely NS 1.1.8: sa (fabdaf) dvividho
dr;tadr;tartlzatVat P'aksn[avamm s explanation can be relied on in this
case; for- he says® 1 yasyeha drsyate’rthah sa dr;tarthalz/yasyamutra
pratiyate so’ dr;tarthaﬁ/evam tsilaukikavakyanam vibhaga iti]. The NS’s
dlstmctnon, though referring to fabdz asa means of valid cognition, is
tantamount to a dichotomy of thing gs perceptible and things 1mpercepuble
here; i. e. in this world of ours. Therefore, the assummiption seems to be
warranted that it is this very distinction, albext conceived of as 2 genera!
one, the author (s) of the Vs ongmally had in mmd

64. On which cf. P.V. KaNE, Iﬂsfdryof Dharma‘astra. . . .,'Vol. I, 2nd ed; Poona,
1973, po836E.
65 Nyayasittra of Gautama, A System of Indian Iog:c, ed by G. Jua (POS 58);
Poona 1939, p. 21. A } .
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g 25 HAvLBFASS’ hypothesis can thus be supported by an additional
phllologloal argument and may, henr:e, be said to gain still greater
likelihood. Therefore, one' will not rest satisfied with the repeated remark
", of FRAUWALLNER'S thate® «the two qualities, merit (dharmah) and demerit
- (adharma}), are frequently subsumed under the name “invisible’ (adrstam)™.

Certainly this is true; .for, e. g, Praéastapﬁda while interpreting the

_ conjunctlon ca.in VS 1.1.5. as intending the inclusion of seven other
- qualitites®”, actually enumerates only six, i. €., substitutes the term adysta
4 for dharma and adharma and only by stating the final total to be “saptaiva”
s does he make 1t clear that adysta is used by him as a comprehensive term
for the two. Howevcr, ,what FRAUWALLNER does is obviously not
: adm1§sxble that s, one .may not deduce from an observation of the

corresponding ysage in Praéastapada and other later Vaidesika authots

v that adrgza as used,in the V'S has but one conceptually ;unitary meaning.
~ Likewise abortjve is THAKUR's attempt. to gainsay the fact that adysta is
introduced into the ¥S “to ensure the retributive efficacy of actions which

have a ritual and moral significance”.%

Yet, it is, of course, not enough justto state that adrsta used

in such contexts comprises both the concepts of dharma and adharma;

instead, one has to pose the question when and why this use of the word

. adrsta was introduced into the VS. As to this, in the light of the obser-

vations and considerations of HALBFAss, the assumption suggests itself
that this happened when the “soteriological re-orientation” of the

- Vaidesika system took place. That is, by expanding the concept adysta

from its older use in physical and cosmological contexts in such a manner
that it now became a wider concept also covering both dharma and
adharma, an outwardly seamless connection between two highly different
ranges of understanding was established, and two different sets of sgtras
were bound together superficially, merely by the identity of a word.

In view of the palpable d1fﬁcult|es even the ¢“great systematizer”
Praéastapada had in trying to keep to an original conceptual unity, one

66. Geschichte der indischen Philosophie, Bd. I, Salzburg, 1956, pp. 141 and 235
[98 and 169).

67. Prasastapadabha;ya (Padarthadharmasangraha) with Commentary Nygyakandali
of Srldharabhatta (Ganganatha-Jha-Granthamals 1), Varanasi, 1963, p. 27:

caiabdasamuccitg} cq gururva-dravatva-sneha-samskara adrsia-Sabdgp saptaivety
evai caturvimiatir gunap|
+ 68. Quoted from HaLpFass sl c. (fn. 1), p. 286.
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cannot simply take for granted that this development was a conscious one.
It is likewise possible that we have to do here witha phenomenon of
terminological interference that become possible because of the lack of
vigilance when the term adygta—dharma and adharma—was taken over by
Vaidegikas and incorporated into the text of the VS. :

It should be noted that apart from V'S 5.2.19, i.e., a sitra that for
other reasons, too, seems to be of later origin®, the use of adysta—dharma
and adharma—is confined to the ‘second dhnika of adhyaya VI. While in
the V'S itself no attempt is made to reconcile the disparate usages of the
word, the indigenous commentators did feel the need for an explanation;
for to them the internal conSlstcnoe and hence also the terminological
unity of the mila text was a matter of course. That in reality the whole
~ of adhyaya VI of the V'S was inserted only later is not something they

could have thought of or would have admitted. However, itis precisely
this what I hope to show ina study stlll under prcparatxon 0
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