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THE CONCEPT OF S A A P  
IN NAVYA N * 
INDRANI CHOUDHURY 

 The present paper deals with the concept of a a as a super-
normal means of knowing with special reference to Navya Nyaya. It is one among the 
three types of super-normal connection technically called  or alaukika 
sannikar a. The term  may be explained as something whose 
essential character is universal or . In other words, it is a kind of connection, 
which is in the form of universal (s ). When our eyes are conjoined with 
smoke, we acquire the cognition of smoke in which the chief qualifier ( ) is 
smokeness ( ). By virtue of being a qualified cognition (  a) the 
smoke which is a qualificand ( ya) is having its chief qualifier ( ) i.e. 
smokeness. Through this universal smokeness ( ) which serves here as a 
supernormal contact, the cognition of all smokes is attained. The contact of our sense 
organ with the object is normal (laukika). The universal i.e.  which has 
become a qualifier to the knowledge of the object i.e.  which is a qualificand 
serves as the supernormal connection called  (

). Due to the acceptance of such  the problem of induction, 
which arises in connection with inference, can easily be solved. This provides 
certainty about the future prediction that all smokes existing in different space 
( ) and time ( ) will be associated with fire. In other words, 
though we have not been presented with all smoky things, we are in a position to 
assert a true judgement about that class. Since whatever inference provides us is 
grounded on relation between two universals-smokeness and fireness. The 
Naiyayikas claim that we see the newly observed instances of a smoky thing as 
possessing fire, though the basis of our perception lies in the previously ascertained 
inference about the universals. 

 or nature. The connection 
in which universal becomes the nature of the object is called .1 If this 
definition is admitted, each and every person would have cognition of all smokes 
through the connection of smokeness which is eternal and remains through inherence 
( ) in all smokes. From smokeness we can get the knowledge of all smokes, 
had it been taken as a form of our cognition. In the practical life it does not always 
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happen due to fact that one attains a particular knowledge of an object from a 
particular universal. In fact, there is an object i.e., smoke connected with our sense-
organ which is taken as a  
a qualifier. Keeping this thing in view the Navya Naiyayikas have proposed a 
different type of definition of the same which runs as follows. The word 

 sannikar  means the universal becoming a qualifier of a 
cognition where the object connected with sense-organ becomes a qualificand 
(indriya-sambaddha- -j )2. In the context of knowledge of 
a particular smoke the smoke has become a qualificand connected with sense-organ. 

). In 
ificand in a 

cognition which is taken as a qualified cognition ( a-j ). All individual 
manifestations of smoke existing in past, present and future can be perceived with the 
help of super-normal connection through smokeness existing in a particular smoke.3 
Without the acceptance of this type of sannikar a the doubt regarding the invariable 
connection with fire which is beyond the reach of sense-organs cannot be explained. 
When a particular smoke, a particular fire and their co-existence are known, the 
corresponding universals of them like smokeness and fireness are known 
simultaneously. Through the universals all individuals having these universals 
become the object of knowledge.4  

When someone is going to ascertain  between smoke and fire, he might 

doubt does not arise al all in the observed case of  But it may arise concerning 
all cases of smoke and fire existing in different place and time that are beyond the 
range of sense-organ.5 Any type of doubt presupposes the knowledge of the object.  
Hence in order to justify doubt in the previous form (i.e., whether all cases of smoke 
are cases of fire), the prior knowledge of all cases of smoke is essential. This is 
possible through universal i.e., smokeness in this case. This is another need for 
admitting  as a form of connection, which ultimately assists in 
ascertaining .    

From the above standpoint of the Navya Naiyayikas one could raise the 
following questions. First, the case mentioned by the Navya Naiyayikas may be 
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justified with the help of an ordinary contact called samyukta-  (conjoined 

of admitting  as a super-normal connection? In reply, the Navya 
Nyaiyayikas may defend themselves by pointing out the fact that when a particular 
smoke is known through smokeness both are connected with our sense-organs. But in 
the case of knowing smoke remaining in different time and space as having 
smokeness is not connected with our sense-organs. Hence, through the universals 
only the relation between smoke and fire existing in different time and space which is 
not in proximity of the sense-organs can easily be known, because any type of 
ordinary perception fails to reveal such truth. 

Secondly, the Buddhists do not believe in universal which is eternal and 
inhered with many (nityatve sati aneka-samavetatva).The above-mentioned case of 

may easily be explained with the help the rule of cause-effect relation 
technically called tadutpatti. A relation of invariable concomitance can be established 
between smoke and fire remaining in different space and time with the help of 
causality, but not through universal. The trust on causality may empower us to tell 
that if smoke as an effect remains in future fire as cause also will remain without 
taking help of the universal. In reply, the Navya Naiyayikas might argue that though 

n as an effect caused by fire, all smokes and fires  in the womb 

through causeness and effectness. It should also be kept in mind that the smokeness is 
to be taken as universal or  binding all individuals of the same class being 
eternal, but the properties called causeness ( ) or effectness ( ) are 
limiting adjuncts ( -s) and hence they, being acquired properties, can bind 
others of the same class temporarily but not eternally (  For this reason for 
attaining a connection between two things remaining in different space and time these 

-s are inadequate. 
) may have at least three 

limiting adjuncts (avachhedaka-s)-  
(  Among these only smoke limited by 
smokeness ( ) may be the super-normal connector of 
apprehending all cases of smoke remaining in different space and time due to its  
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eternal character , but other limiters, being inherited properties and non-eternal in 
character can bind only non-eternal things, i.e., smokes limited by the property of 
effectness  i.e., ).  If smoke remains as a 

 or effect then effectness may be a connector of all smokes having property of 
effectness, which is not taken as smoke-in-general ) and hence 
universal or  is essential for having all smokes as a super-normal connection. 
For the Buddhists such problems do not arise due to the fact that the very notion of 
inference in Buddhism is completely different from that of the Naiyayikas. To them 
any determinate cognition which is associated with mental ascriptions or description 
called is inference, which is determinate perception (savikalpaka pratyak a) 
in Nyaya. Hence the concept of universal  and having connection with all 
individuals remaining different space and time with this is not admitted by them. 
Under this circumstance the relation of identity ( ) and causality (tadutpatti) 
may act as relation between smoke and fire, which is true in the phenomenon level 
(samv ti-sat), but not ultimately ( -sat)6. But the Navya Naiyayikas, being 
realists, do not believe in such dichotomy and hence for them  is 
needed as a form super-normal connection (alaukika sannikar a or ).   
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