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PREFACE

The present work entitled ‘The concept of causality in
Indian Logic : A critical study’ is an attempt to answer
different problems concerning causal theories in Indian
systems in a novel way. The discussions about this are arranged
into five chapters. In the first chapter, I have tried to offer an
account of the historical development of the causal theory in
Indian Philosophical Systems and their metaphysical
presuppositions behind the postulation of a particular theory.
In the second chapter, I have tried to give an exposition of the
nature of the concept of Kairana and Karya, the various forms
. of Kdrana & their philosophical significance from Indian

standpoint. In the third chapter, an effort has been made to

give a brief account of different causal theories in Advaita
Vedanta, Buddhism, Samkhya and Carvaka. In the fourth
chapter, I have tried to judge critically the opponents views
concerning causation from Nyaya standpoint. In the fifth and
conéluding chapter, I have made an attempt to solve some
philosophical problems, such as , whether causal relation is
a kind of Svaripa relation or not. Here I have also tried to
make a brief comparison with some views of the Western
thinkers concerning causation. .

In writing out the thesis, I am deeply indebted to Dr.
Raghunath Ghosh, Professor of Philosophy, University of
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North Bengal, Darjeeling, W. B., India, specialised in Navya
Nydya system of logic, Indian Philosophy, and Modern Indian
Philosophy without whose guidance and active co-operation,
it would not have been possible for me to submit the research
work. My words fail to express my deep sense of gratitude to
him. In this connection I would also like to mention that I
have consulted the writings of different authors who are
connected directly or indirectly with the preparation of this
paper, my debt to them all has been duly recorded in the
bibliography.

At last I would like to express my deepest gratitude to
my beloved family members and my devout parents whose

eternal blessings are the inspiration of the way of my life.

PARAMITA DAS

Malda Women’s College
Malda.
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CHAPTER -1

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE CAUSAL
THEORY IN INDIAN AND WESTERN
PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEMS AND THEIR
METAPHYSICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS BEHIND THE
POSTULATION OF A PARTICULAR THEORY

A conception which has played a very great part both
in science and philosophy is that of cause. It is indeed
sometimes said that science nowadays is able to dispense
with cause, but what the people who say }th-is have in view is
some metaphysical conceptions of cause with Which they do
not agree. In one sense at least science cannot possibly
dispense with cause, neither can the pracﬁcal man. It 1s
essential both to science and to practice that we should be
able to go beyond what has actually been observed and make
_infefences from it, whether in the form of generalisations as
to what usually happens or predictions as to particular facts.
Now, whatever else the concept of cause involves, it involves
this, that we can pass from what has happened in observed
cases to what is likely to happen in cases which have not
been observed, and this is absolutely necessary if we are to
have any science at all or if we are to take any sensible.
practical steps. This has always been a difficulty for the
empiricist: it cannot possibly be a merely empirical matter to

predict, as science does, for we have not empirically
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observed the future which we predict. Not that the topic is
without difficulties for the rationalist also. However in modern
philosophy it was hardly questioned till the time of Hume that
we knew a priori the principle that every change had a cause
and that this principle was a necessary presupposition of
science. Even Hume did not, as he is often supposed to have
done, reject it, but merely raised philosophical difficulties
which he thought made it impossible to justify or defend it.
The minimum sense of the principle of causation which must
be accepted if we are to have science is then that thé repeated

occurrence of a certain kind of event under certain conditions

is generally evidence which makes it likely that similar events
will repeat themselves under similar conditions. Without
assuming this much we can never make any scientific
predictions whatever or pass from the observed to the
unobserved. Besides this, things undergo change. But no
change is considered to be automatic. Eyery change in an
object is explained with reference to the conditions or
circumstances that are known to have contributed to its
occurrence. Thus change in one object is referred to the action
of other things. In common parlance, change occurring to an
object 1s said to have been caused by the action of some other
thing or things, which to a great extent 1S asceﬁainabl'e. Typhoid
fever is ascertained to be due to the operation of a kind of

living germs on the living body. Flood is known to have taken |
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piace due to excessive rain and so on. A set of conditions or
circumstances, so far as they have been ascertained to be
responsible for the occurrence of certain changes in a thing or
situation are said to be the cause of the occurrence of the
latter. Thus the phenomena of change leads also to the concept

of causality.

Causality, thus understood, is a relation of one sided
dependence of the present event on certain past events, or of
the future on the present. This is the general meaning ascribed

to the concept of cause by common usage and science.

The concept of “cause” has been dealt with from
different points of view both in Indian and Western philosophy.
From the ancient times to the present, we find that there are

different theories with regard to the problem of cause.

In Indian Philosophy, the Carvakas think that the causal
relation is not ascertainable, for, a causal or any other
invariable relation cannot be established rﬁerely by repeated
perception of two things occurring together. For, one must be
certain that there is no other unperceived condition (upadhi)
on which this relation depends. For example, if a man
perceives a number of times fire accompanied by smoke and
on another occasion he infers the existence of smoke on the
perception of fire, he would be liable to error, because he

failed to notice a condition (upadhi)memelypetness of fuel, on
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the presence of which alone fire is attended with smoke. And
unconditionality or absence of conditions cannot be established
beyond doubt by perception, as some conditions may always

remain hidden and escape notice.

In Bauddha philosophy, causal theory is regarded as
Asatkaragevada. For the Buddhistic philosophers, a seed has
no being (sattd) just before the production of seedling and

that state of seed is called abhdva and this abhava is the

material cause of seedling.

The Mimamsa formulates the theory of potential energy
($akti) in connection with the question of causation. A seed
possesses in it an imperceptible power (Sakti) with the help
of which it can produce the spr.out; when this power is -
obstructed or destroyed (as, for example, by the frying of the
seed), it fails to produce that effect. Similarly, there is the
property of burning in fire, the power of expressing meaning
and inducing activity in a word, the power of illumination in
light and so on. The necessity of admitting such unperceived
potency in the cause is that it explains why'in some cases
though the cause (i.e. seed or fire) is there, the effect (i.e.
sprout or burning) does not take place. The explanation is that
in such cases though the cause-substance is there, its causal
potency has been destroyed or overpowered temporarily, as
the case may be, by some o'bstructing conditions obtaining

these.
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Besides this, there are two main theories of cause In
Indian philosophy, viz., Satkdryavdda and Asatkdaryavada.
According to Satkdrya\)dda, the effect exists in the cause prior
to its production. Cause and effect are not two different things,
but the two names of the same thing. This theory is also known
as paripdmavdda. It is supported by the Samkhya system.

But the theory directly oppdsed to the Satkaryavada is
known as Asatkaryavada or Arambhavada. According to this
theory the effect does not exist in the cause before its
production. This view is supported by the Nyaya-Vaisesika.
Causation acéording to Samkhya is Abhivyakti or
manifestation. They hold that the effect pre-exists in its cause
before its production. The new effect ‘jar’ is not a new
production of its cause a ‘lump of clay’ but it is only the
manifestation of what was implicitly contained in the caus.e

namely a ‘lump of clay’. Satkdaryavada assumed two forms temely,

parinamavada and vivartavada. The former holds that the
cause actually forms itself into the effect. It is advocated by
the Sammkhya. The latter regards the change of the cause into
the effect is apparent and not real like the change of a ‘rope’
into a ‘snake’ in illusion. It is advocated by Sarhkara in the
Vedanta system. According to this view the nature of the effect
is indescribable (Anirvacaniya). |

The caﬁsal theory in Vedanta system is known as Satka-

rapavdda;.. According to this theory this phenomenal world
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aé an effect is unreal from the transcendental point of view;
but its cause Brahman is transcendentally real. The world is a
vivarta of Brahman just like a snake is vivarta of rope in
case of rope-snake illusion. |

According to the popular view, a thing or a substance
is regarded as a cause. When we say that the stone breaks the
glass, here the stone is taken to be the cause. But the more
lo gicdl notion is that a thing is not a cause, but it is the dynamic
factor involved in the production of the effect that is regarded

as the cause. The stone by itself'is not the cause of the breaking

of the glass, but the hurled stone in respect of its motion 1s the

cause.

Let us consider the different theories of cause from
Locke to Alexander in Western philosophy. Locke was the
first philosopher to give causality a definite shape. CausalitSI,
éccording to him, means transference of energy ‘or’ power’.
Martineau also said that causality implies force, which is
purposive.In other words, cause involves choice or will.
According to Locke, power is a simple idea which ‘includes
in it some kind of relation. (a relation to action or change)’'
That is, it is a relation to produce something dr to bring about
~ something. Fire, for example, has a power to melt gold; (that
is, it has a power to produce certain changes destroying the
" consistency of its insensible parts and consequently its

hardness making it fluid) and gold also has a power to be
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melted. The former is called active and the latter is called
passive power. According to Locke, mind receives the idea
of power more clearly from reflection than from sensation.
As he writes: “we find in ourselves a power to begin or
forbear, continue or end several actions of our minds and
motions of our bodies, barely, by a thought or preferehce of
the mind ordering or as it were commanding, the doing or not
doing such or such a particular action”. ? This power is what
Locke calls will. Causation involves ultimately will, will
reside in mind; so mind should be regarded as the ultimate
cause. According to Locke, a physical object cannot itself
create motion, it can simply transfer motion to other physical
objects. When a ball, for example, strikes another and sets it
in motion, we do not find any active power in the first ball,
but simply the transfer of motion it had received from another.
“ To quote Locke’s words: “we observe it only to transfer, but
not produce, any motion”.? From this, .Locké draws the
conclusion that physical objects account for the continuation

of the passion and not for the production of action.

According to Berkeley, when an event, say A, regularly
follows another event, say B, in such a way that given A, B
follows and that in the absence of A, B does not occur, we
call A the cause and B the effect. But by this Berkeley does
not mean that A produces B; because producing, for him,

requires power or activity which is found-only in God. The
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occurrence of A can be taken as a si'gn of the coming
océurrencesd B, As Berkeley himself says: “the connexion of
ideas does.not imply the relation of cause adeffect, but only
of amark or sign with the thing signified. The fire which I see
is not the cause of the pain [ suffer upon my approaching it,

but the mark that forewarns me of'it.””*

Mill, as an empiricist says. “the law of causation, the
recognition of which is the main pillar of inductive science,
is but the familiar truth, that invariability of succession is
found by observation to obtain between every fact in nature
and some other fact which has preceded it.”® For him, a cause
is an unconditional, invariable antecedent of an event; not
only this, a cause, is the sum total of the conditions positive
and negative taken together. The negative conditions, howevef,
of any phenomenon may be all summed up under one head,
ﬁamely, the absence of preventing or counteracting causes.
Among the positive conditions, there are some, to which, in
common parlance, the term ‘cause’ is more readily and
frequently awarded, so there are others to which it is, in
ordinary circumstances, refused. In most cases of causation a
distinction is commonly drawn between something which acts,
and some other thing which is acted upon; between an agent
and a patient. Both of these are the conditions of the
phenomenon; but it would be thought absurd to call the latter

cause, that title being reserved for the former. That means, for
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Mill, the distinction between agent and patient is merely
verbal. In a great proportion, of all natural phenomena, they
are so to such a degree as to react forcibly on the causes
which acted upon them. All the positive coﬁditions of a
phenomenon are alike agents, alike active; and in any
expression of the cause which professes to be complete, none
of them can with reason be excluded, except such as have
already been implied in the words used for describing the
effeét; nor. by including even these would there be incurred
any but a merely verbal impropriety.

Causation, according to Hume,is mere regularity of
succession, when an event A, for him, is followed by another
event B, we do not experience any force or power passing
from the first to the second. Repeated experience of A bein g
followed by B enables and impels us to connect the ideas of
fhe two events in such a way-that we believe, whenever A
will be given, B will follow it, in future dlso. Regularity of
sequence is the only thing that is observed empirically. The
succession has been invariable so far as our experience has
gone and nothing except the invariability of succession is

connoted by causality.

Kant held that cause is an a priori concept which is the
precondition of our experience of objective succession. It is

not given in experience but comes from within and is
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subjective in origin. It is an ~gpriori category of the
understanding. When we experience successive events we
connect the events according to a rule. This rule is the law of
causality. To say this is not to hold that we know in advance
of experience what causes what. All that we know in advance
in experience is that every thing that happens i.e. begins to be,
presupposes someth_ing upon which it follows according to a
rule. According to the law of cause and effect, we give them
order and fixty. This necessary order makes the succession
objective and real. The ordered world of knowledge 1s thus
made by the understanding. Causation 1s thﬁs subjective In
origin. But Kant makes a distinction between phenomena and
noumena. For Kant, causality is valid only within the world

of experience and not in the world of thing-in-itself. This may

‘be called disguised subjectivism, for necessary connection is

not admitted in reality. But if thought and reality are identical,
cause as the category of mind is also a category of reality.
The necessary order amongst events which we know, 1s also

objective and real.

According to Alexander, a modern realist, causality is
a necessary category which means continuity of connection
between phenomena. Existents are, according to him, motions

and every motion is continuous with other motions in the

-space-time continuum. So when a motion is viewed as

continued into some other motion, the former is called the
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céuse in relation to the latter, which is the ‘effect’. Alexander’s
conception of causality is, no doubt; marvellous, but we should
make further improvement upon it by saying that a supreme
spiritual dynamic reality moves itself through this material
cosmos foritsself-expression and when it expresses through
this physical world it expresses a continuous motion. Hence
the cause is a dynamic entity moving through the universe in

producing manifold of objects related to each other.

Thus the discussion of the concept of cause from different
points of view, Indian and Western, has thrown much light on
the problem. But ;chel'e is even now ample scope for developing
the concept of Cause from the scientific point of view. Though
science has been trying to investigate into the nature of cause,
the most satisfactory theory of cause has not yet been
established. Consequently the concept of cause is not only a
pliilosophica] problem but has given rise to scientific
discussion also. So this may be regarded as-a crucial problem

both for philosophy and for science.
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Chapter II

THE CONCEPTS OF KARANA AND KARYA IN
INDIAN LOGIC. THE VARIOUS FORMS OF CAUSE
AND THEIR PHILOSOPHICAL SIGNIFICANCE.

Let us consider the nature of karana and karya or cause
and effect from the Indian standpoint with special reference

to the Carvakas, Buddhism,Mimarisd and Naiyayikas.

According to the Carvakas, there is nb reason to suppose
that every event must have certain cause. Actually, what we
perceive in this world are certain objects, such as pot, cloth,
thread etc. We do not perceive any effect. or any cause. In this
world, we perceive the stream of objects. There is no causal
connection among these objects. For them, an effect is produced
accidentally. That is, production of an effect means its sudden

‘appearance. Effects are produced at any time without
depending on definite causes. An effect does not depend on
any cause, but suddenly comes into being. Accidentalism
believes in spontaneous generation of an event. According to
this theory, effects like pointedness of thorns and the like are
produced without any cause. It is no argument to say that our
reasoning is not satistied without determining the causal
relation among objects or without naming the events as cause
and effect. It is also no argument to say that without using the

terms ‘cause’, ‘effect’, language would not be applied because
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there is a possibility to construct a language without involving
the terms, ‘cause’, ‘effect’. etc.All these suggust that there is

no causal connection among the objects in the world.

Now to this view, the Naiydyikas raise a question. What
is meant by the term ‘accident’ (akasmat)? This term may
signify different meanings : (1) an effect ié not caused from
its antecedent event; (2) an effect is produced out of nothing;
(3) an effect is produced out of itself; (4) an effect is produced
accidentally out of an event which is asat like hare’s horn; or,

(5) an effect is produced accidentally out of its own nature.

- In the first alternative, according to the Naiyayikas,
kdranatva of effect is clearly denied. In the second alternative,
since the production of effect is denied, so the existence of
cause also is denied. In a word, these two alternatives, taken
-to gether, suggest akaranatva of effect. The third and the fourth
alternative suggest the alikahetukatva of effect in the practical
world ; it is not possible for an effect to be produced out of
itself or out of an event which is asat like hare’s horn. If we
analyse the fifth alternative, we find that here the Carvakas
want to mean that an effect is produced accidentally out of its
own nature. The Carvakas do not accept effect as kadacitka
(kadacitka means that which exists at one time and not at
other time). If they accept it, they cannot accept any of the

above-mentioned five alternatives because that which is -
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klidacitka cannot be said to possess any of the above qualities.
“The relation between kadacitkatva and ahetukatva etc. is
contradictory. Hence, to say that an effect is kadacitka is to

accept that it is svakarana ;that is, it must have certain cause”.!

According to Buddhistic philosophy, causality is not rcal
production. It is only functional interdependence. The cause
does not produce the effect. It has not time to do so. The cause
only precedes the effect and the effect merely follows the
cause. Existence is efficiency and efficiency itself is the cause.
Things arise neither out of self nor out of not self nor out of
both nor out of neither. They are not produced at all. The
effeéts are merely functionally dépendent upon their causes.
The seeming contradiction that Reality is efficiency and that
all elements are inactive is solved by the fact that there is no
efficiency over- and above existence, that existence itself is

causal efficiency (sattaiva vyaprtih)

Now to this view, the Naiyayikas say that the Buddhists
had upset all common sense convictions of cause and effect
on the ground that all collocations are momentary; each group
of collocations exhausts itself in giving rise to another group
and that to another and so on. But if a collocation representing
milk generates the collocation of curd, it is said to be due to a
joint action of the elements forming the cause - collocation
and the modus operandi is unintelligible; the elements

183761 08 JuL 2006
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‘composing the cause-collocation cannot seperately generate
the elements composing the effect-collocation, for on such a
supposition, it becomes hard to maintain the doctrine of
momentariness as the individual and separate exereise of
influence on the part of the cause-element and their co-
ordination and manifestation as effect cannot but take more
than one moment. The supposition that the whole of the effect
collocation is the result of the joint action of the elements of
cause-collocation is against our universal uncontradicted
experience that specific elements constituting the cause (e.g.
the whiteness of milk) are the cause of other corresponding
elements of the effect (e.g, the whiteness of curd); and we
could not say that the hardness, blackness, and other properties

of the atoms of iron in a lump state should not be regarded as
the cause of similar qualities in the iron ball, for this is against -

- the testimony of experience. Moreover there would be no

difference between material (upadana, e.g.clay of jug),
instrumental and concomitant causes (nimitta and sahakari
such as the potter, and the wheel, the stick etc. in forming the
jug), for the causes jointly produce the effect, and there was
no room for distinguishing the material and the instrumental

causes, as such.

Again at the very moment in which a cause collocation is

brought into being, it cannot exert its influence to produce its
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effect-collocation. Thus after coming into being it would take
the cause collocation at least another moment to exercise its
influence to produce the effect. How can the thing which is
destroyed the moment after it is born produce any effect? The
truth is that causal elements remain and when they are properly
collocated the effect is produced. Ordinary experience also
shows that we perceive things as existing from a past time.
The past time is perceived by us as past, the present as present
and the future as future and things are perceived as existing

from a past time onwards.

- According to the Naiyayikas, the Sarmkhya assumption
that effects are but the actualized states of the potential cause,
and that the causal entity holds within it all the future series of
effects, and that thus the effect is already existent even before

the causal movement for the production of the effect, is also
baseless, Sarhkhya says that the oil was already existent in
the sesamum and not in the stone, and that it is thus that oil can
be got from sesamum and not from the stone. The action of the
instrumental cause with them consists only in actualizing or
manifesting what was already existent in a potential form in
the cause. This is all nonsense. A Tump of clay is called the
cause and the jug the effect ; of what good is it to say that the
jug exists in the clay since with clay we can never carry water?

A jug is made out of clay, but clay is not a jug. What is meant
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by saying that the Jug was unmanifested or was in a potential
state before, and that it has now become manifest or actua]?
What does potential state mean? The potential state of the jug
is not the same as its actual state ; thus the actual state of the
jug muSt be admitted as non-existent before, [f it is meant that
the jug is made up of the same parts (the atoms) of which the
clay is made up, of course we admit it, but this does not mean
that the jug was existent in the atoms of the lump of clay. The
potency inherent in the clay by virtue of which it can expose
itself to the influence of other agents, such as the potter, for
being transformed into a Jug is not the same as the elfect, the
jug. Had it been so, then we should rather have sajd that the

jug came out of the jug.

In connection with the question of causation the Mima-
msa formulates the theory of potential energy (Sakti). A seed
possesses in it an imperceptible power (sakti) with the help
of which it can produce the sprout; when this power is
obstructed or destroyed (as, for example, by the frying of the
seed), it fails to produce that effect. The necessity of admitting
such unperceived potency in the cause is that it explains why
in some cases though the cause (l.e.seed) is there, the effect
(i.e.sprout) does not come into being . The explanation is that
in such cases though the cause-substance is there, its causal

potency has been destroyed or over-powered temporarily, as
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- the case may be, by some obstructing conditions obtaining

there.

To this, the Nyaya objects that this is neither a matter of
observation nor of legitimate hypothesis, for there is no reason
to suppose that there is any transcendental operation in causal
movement as this can be satisfactorily explained by molecular
movement. There is nothing except the invariable time-relation
(antecedence and sequence) between the cause and the effect,
but the mere invariability of an antecedent do-es not suffice to
make it the cause of what succeeds; it must be an unconditional
antecedent as well ; (anyathasiddhisinyasya niyata i

-rvavarttita). Unconditionality and invariability are
indispensable for kEzryakEzral.m-bhc;zva relation or cause and
effect relation. For example, the non-essential or adventitions
accompaniments of an invariable antecedent may also. be

- invariable antecedents; but they are not unconditional , only
collateral or indirect. In other words their antecedence is
conditional upon something else (na sva tantryena). The
potter’s stick is an unconditional invariable antecedent of the
Jar ; but the colour of a stick or its texure or siz;e, or any other
accompaniment which does not contribute to the work done,
is not an unconditional antecedent, and must not therefore be

regarded as a cause.

After explaining the inconsistencies of the analysis of
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the nature of cause and effect of different Indian systems, the
Naiyayikas give us an analysis of the nature of cause and

effect from their own standpoint.

According to them, it can be said that in this natural world,
certain composite objects such as pot, cloth, tree etc. are
produced at a certain time. They are also destroyed after
sometime. That which is produced cannot be said to exist
prior to its production. These objects are called effects. They
exist for sometime and not forever. A pot, for example, exists
at certain time and does not exist at another time. Such type of
object is called kadacitka because it exists at one time and
not at other time. So an effect is that which is sat after its
production and prior to its destruction. An effect is called

sapeksa in the sense that it depends on its cause. It is not
nirapeksa. That which does not depend on any thing must be
said to exist forever; for example, akasa ; it does not depend
on anything. Effect which is asar like hafe’s horn does not
depend for anything because it does not exist at any time. Like
wise, if effect was sat and at the same time nirapeksa, it
would have existence forever. And if it was asat, it would
not have existence at any time. But neither of the alternatives
is trﬁe regarding effect. An effect exists at one time and does
not at other time. This is why, it cannot be said to be nirapeksa.

It depends on something which is not other than the cause.
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An effect, a piece of cloth, for example, is called kad-
acitka, since it exists for sometime and does not exist at other
time. It waits for its cause, namely, threads. If it does not wait
for its cause, then it could have existed eternally. But effect 1s
not eternal since‘it exists for sometime and does not exist at
other time. A kadacitka effect is always sahetuka,that is
having some cause.An effect being kadacitka is non eternal.
So its cause cannot be said to be eternal. Now, to regard the
cause as kadacitka is to hold that it is occasional, existing at
sometime and not existing at some other time. We must then
seek a second cause to account for the first. The second cause
again cannot be eternal ; for in that case, its effect would have
been eternal— a possibility which is negated through
experience. Hence, the second cause is likewise non-eternal
and inevitably reguires a third cause, which,for the same
reason, requires in its turn a fourth, and so on ad infinitum. To
this, Udayandcarya replies, “Uktamanaditvat eti Vij-
ankuravat pramaniki yamanavastha na dog[zyelyarthalj””.
That means, the causal sequence is like a stream and is indeed
without a beginning (anadi). This involves, no doubt, infinite
regress, like that of seed (vija) and seedling (arkura) is not

vicious but an acceptable (pramaniki) one.

The Nyéya—Vais/egika thinker.;,deﬁne cause as “anyath-

asidelhisnyasya niyata purvavartita’’® By anyath-
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dsiddhi's’fnya , they mean an indispensable antecedent. Hence,
that which is proved to be antecedent through another 1s not
an indispensable antecedent. But what is meant by
‘invariability’? An effect must have certain antecedent events .
" but which of them is invariable ? An antecedent event is called
invariable when it is immediately present before the
production of an effect without fail ; for example, where there
is smoke, there is fire. On the other hand, where there is no
fire, there is no smoke. Hence, fire is invariable antecedent

of smoke. Similarly, potter, earth are the invariable antecedents

of pot.

According to the Naiyayikas, it is not necessary to
perceive all of the objects in order to say something about all
of them. Taking the stock example, when, one infers the
existence of smoke from fire, one relies on the condition

of fire to smoke, since fire is attended with smoke on the

condition of its being fire from “wet fuel”. Here the
condition “wet fuel” is alwalys related to smoke as there are

113

cases of fire without “wet fuel”. Hence, to
eliminate the suspected conditions of an invariable relation
between two things we must make repeated
observations - (bhdyodarsana) of agreement in

presence and in absence under varying circumstances. It is

clear therefore that the effect is that which is kadacitka and
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the cause is that which is invariable antecedent of the event.

I d . .
Gangesa also defines a cause “as a necessary invariable

antecedent which is synchronous and co-existent with it”,
that is, with its effect. Now if we analyse the definition of
cause given by the Naiyayikas, we find certain characteristics
of it. The first essential characteristic of them is that a cause
1s an antecedent ; that is, it precedes the effect (purvavrtti).
The second is its invariability; it must invariably precedethe
effect (niyatapirvavriti). The third is its unconditionality or
necessity ; it must unconditionally precedethe effect (anyath-
asidhasunya). The Naiyayika’s definition reminds us Mill’s
definition of cause as an unconditional invariable antecedent.
For Mill also, mere invariability of sequence cannot give rise
to causal relation. We repeatedly observe a renglar' sequence
between day and night, summer and winter in our experince.
But we do not regard the one as the cause of the other. The
truth is that they are co-effects. In other wo.rds, our experience
of the invariable relation between day and night is conditional
being dependent upon the rotation of the earth on its own axis.
So, one cannot be the cause of the other. The cause must,
therefore, be an unconditional besides being an invariable
one. By unconditional antecedent Mill means only that group
of conditions which, without any further condition, is sufficient

to give rise to the effect. But how do we come by the
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l@oWledge of'unconditionality? The notion of unconditionality
1s, on Mill’s view, derived from experience. But as our
experience is finite and limited, we cannot hope to know that
our experience is truly unconditional. For, what appears as
unconditional now, may not be so in future. So the only way
to determine the unconditionality and invariability of causal
relation is to take resort to an intuitive perception of sam-

anyalaksana type.

Nyaya recognises five kinds of invariable antecedents
which are not real causes : (1) that which is antecedent to an
effect by virtue of'its relation to its inherent cause is accidental.
The colour of stuff depends upon its inherent cause in order
to be invariably followed by a jar. But it is not the real cause
of'a pot. (2) That which is known to be antecedent to an effect
after it is known to be antecedent to some other effect as its
cause 1s regarded as its unnecessary antecedent. Ether is -
already known to be an antecedent evel‘lt of sound as its
inherent cause. So it is an unnecessary antecedent of a jar,
though it is its invariable antecedent, since it is not necessary
for its production. A cause is determined by its presence and
absence both—— not by its presence only. Eternal and
ubiquitous substances, which cannot be eliminated, are not
real causes. (3) That antecedent, which is other than the

invariable, necessary antecedent of an effect, is its unnecessary
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éntecedent. The prior non-existence of colour is an
unnecessary antecedent of smell due to heaﬁn g, since the prior
non-existence of smell is its invariable, necesséry antecedent
or cause. (4) That which cannot be known to be antecedent to
an effect without knowing its antecedence to its cause is its
unnecessary antecedent. The cause of a cause is not the real
cause of an effect, but its unnecessary antecedent. A potter is
the efficient cause of a jar and hence, its invariable necessary
antecedent. But the potter’s father, who is a cause of the potter
1s an unnecessary antecedent, it is not the real cause of the
effect, pot. A cause is not a remote antecedent, but an
immediate antecedent of'its effect. (5) That which is antecedent
to the effect, together with a cause, is its unnecessary
antecedent. A stuff is an auxiliary cause of a jar, whose
presence is followed by its production, and whose absence is
followed by its non-production. It is its necessary antecedent.
But the generic character of stuff is not followed by the
production of a jar independently of the stuff. Hence, it is its
unnecessary antecedent. A cause is an unconditional,

invariable, immediate antecedent of an effect.

The Nyaya regards a cause as an aggregate of
indispensdble, invariable and immediate antcedents. They are
also regarded as positive conditions of an effect. When they

are present, an effect is produced ; when they are absent, it is
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not produced. There is no causal power in addition to them.
Straw, fire and blowing taken together are the cause of burnin g,
each of which singly is not its cause. But they are it§ positive
conditions only, which can produce its effect when its negative
conditions are absent. A fire-extinguishing gem isi 'its negative
condition which must be absent in order that buréing may be
produced. Just as the presence of the positive cohditi011s s a
cause so the absence of the negative conditions is a cause.
The absence of any number of the aggregate of causal
conditions— the principal cause and the auxiliary causes is

the main counter acting cause.

The Nyaya rejects plurality of causes. The same cause
produces the same effect, and the same effect is produced by
the same cause. But sometimes we find that the same effect is
produced by a variety of causes, for example, burning is
produced by straw, fire and blowing together, or by two pieces
of fire-wood and intense friction together, 6r by a fire exciting
gem and concentration of the rays of the sun on it. The Nyaya
argues that the specific causes produce specific effects which
appear to be the same because they have special attendant
consequences. If they are considered with their distinctive
features, then specific effects have specific causes. If there is
a specific difference in the causes, there must be a specific

difference in the'effects, even though they appear to be
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homogeneous. If specific effects are not due to speéiﬁc causes,
the specific characters of effects will be uncaused. The specific
differences in the effects are due to the specific differences in
the auxiliary causes which produce different pec%:iuliarities in
the same homogenous cause and diversity in it;. A specific
cause has a specific effect. “Diversity of ef gt‘aicts require
diversity of causes”®. The cause of a generic effei(‘:% isregarded
as generic. The generic character of fire is the effect of
conjunction of a combustile substance with light ended with a
particular degree of heat. Specific effects cannot be produced

by a generic cause.

Along with an analysis of the nature of karana as an
unconditional and invariable antecedent, the Naiydyikas
propose to undertake an-analysis of the nature of karya-or

- effect. For they believe that a definition of karana or cause
cannot be framed without any reference to theteffect or

kiarya. As a matter of fact, ‘cause’ and ‘et“”fect’ are correlative
terms and as such a proper understanding of thé concept of
cause demands an enquiry into the nature of the effect. The
only point of distinction between a cause and an effect is that
while the cause precedes, the effect follows. Western
philosophers, such as, Hume, Mill and others maintain only a
temporal difference between the cause and the effect. The

Naiyayikas too insert the term purvavri (antecedent) in their
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aeﬁ11ition of cause, and this they do to exclude the effect itself.
But the Naiyayikas attempt a definition of an effect as well.
An effect is customarily defined as “an entity which is counter-
correlative of its antecedent-non-existence (Karyarm pr.
agabhava-pratiyogi).” ¢ To understand the technical
expression involved in the definition, let us consider an
example. A jar, for example, is an effect. For it comes into
existence at particular point of time and was not before its
emergence.To say that the jar was not there before it was
produced is the same thing as saying that it has got its prior
non-existence (pragabhava). If, on the otherhand, the effect
does not exist prior to its origination, it must have a beginning
(arambha), it begins to exist when it is actually produced. -
Now, an effect having a beginning is contradictory (pmtiyogf),
to pragabhava. The word ‘pratiyogi ’ is used in the

‘context of negation. In this sense, a jar is said to be the
pratiyogi of the absence of jar. That is why, a pratiyogi is
regarded as the counter-correlative to its negation.. P~
agabhava has no beginning (anadi), though it has an end

- (santa) as soon as the product comes into being.'ThuS we find
that the antecedent non-existence of the effect in question is
also regarded by the Naiyayikas as a necessary paft of causal
mechinary. In the causal mechinary, the Naiyayikas include
several positive antecedents determined by niyata-

purvavrttitva and ananyathasiddhatva and two negative
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antecedents (karya-pragabhava and pratibandhakabhava)
as essential. According to the Naiyayikas, the cause must be
free from any counter-acting influence in order to be able to
produce the effect. Fire is said to be the cause of burning. But
if fire be accompanied by a jewel known as Candrak-
antamant, it can'not produce burning. Candrakantamani then
appears to be an obstacle to the production of the effect. But
it is not a true pratibandhaka, since as if another jewel known
as Stryakantamani. Hence pratibandhaka or siddhi is defined
as ‘sisadhayisa-viraha-sahakrta-siddhi”. By ‘sisadhaysa’,
is meant the strong desire to infer serving as uttejaka (impetus)
which inspite of the presence of an apparent obstacle gives
rise to an effect. By ‘viraha’ is meant absencé. Hence, siddhi
or pratibandhaka is characterised by the absence of uttejaka.
The Naiyayikas also try to give an analysis of the nature of
~cause and effect in respect of both property (dharma) and
relation (sambandha). For them, the cause and the effect must
co-reside in the same locus. This is called saman-
adhikaranya. This simply means that the cause and the effect
must be co-present in the same locus (tdcﬁdhikafa;;za vrttittve).
Let us suppose, a jar is produced, its cause then must be present
invariably and immediately before the effect in the same locus.
The cause and the effect must therefore stand in some definite
relation to the locus. The cause is limited by the property of

causeness ; kapala, that is, the components of the jar is limited
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by the property of kapalatva. Similarly, the effect is limited
by the property of effectness (karyatavaccehedaka) ; jar is
limited by the property of jarness. Now, the jar characterised
by jarness resides in the kapala which is its locus and the
relation between the jar and its parts, that is, kapala remains
in its lower half through samavaya or inherence.

Here the jar is determined both by a property and by a
relation. On the otherhand, the kapala which is the cause of
the jar, characterised by the property of kapalatva resides in
the Aepgje. where the jar is present in the relation of inherence 3
_but the relation of kapala to itself is one of identity (tad-
atmya). Hence, both the cause and the effect are determined

by a property and a relation.

According to the Naiyayikas, the relation between the
- cause and the effect is reciprocal and this relation is called
nirupya-nirupaka-bhava sambandha. A cause determines,
and is determined by, the effect. Hence éach is both nirpaka
i.e. determinater and miritpya i.e. determined of the other.
Thus we have karyatanirupita karanata (where the effect is
the nirypaka and the cause is nirlipya) and karanataniripita
karyata (Where the cause is the nirippaka of the effect which
is nirupya). In either case, the cause 'and the effect must co-
reside in the same locus (adhikarana). Here we must note

that the karyatavacchedaka as well as the karanat-
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avacchedaka sambandha in the case of samavayi karana
would be samavaya and tadatmya respectively. But in the
case of asamavayi karana, however, the relation is different.
When, for example, the conjunction of potsherds (kapala
Salﬁyoga) is regarded as the asamavayi karana of the jar,
both the karyatavacchedaka and karanatavacchedaka
sambandha would be samavaya. The jar stands in the relation
of samavaya to the kapala where samyoga (conjunction)
stands in the same relation,When, however, kapalaripa (the
colour of the potsherds) is regarded as the asamavayi karana
of the gha;arﬁ'pa (the colour of the jar), the karyat-
avacchedaka sambandha will be samavaya whereas the
karanatavacchedaka sambandha will be svasamavayisam-
avaya. The colour of the jar is inherent (samaveta) in the jar
and as such the relation between them is samavaya ; but the
colour of potsherds (kapalaripa) is inherent in the potsherds
where the jar is also inherent. Here the relation is svasamav=-
ayi-samavaya. The ghata is samaveta iﬁ kapala where the
ripa is present in samavaya relation. In shoﬁ, in the case of
asamavayi karana we have two types of prdlyfzsatti in the
samavayi karana ; karyaikartha pratyasatti (co-presence
in the same locus with the effect) karanaikartha pratyasatti
(co-presence n the same locus with the cause). In the former

case, both the karyatavaechedaka and the karanat-

avacehedaka sambandha are samavaya sambandha whereas
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in the latter case the karanatavacchedaka sambandha would
be svasamvayisamavaya although the karyatavacehedaka
sambandha is samavaya. In the case of stick (danda) as the
nimitta karana of ghata the relation is indeed conceived in a
different way. According to the Naiyayikas, here the relation
is svajanyabhrami-janyatva-sambandha. The stick produces
relation in the axle (cakra) which in its turn produces the jar.
So we see that the Naiyayikas want to analyse both the cause
and. the effect in respect of property and relation alike. But
we do not find such a thorough analysis of either cause and

effect in Western philosophy.
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THE VARIOUS FORMS OF CAUSE AND THEIR
PHILOSOPHICAL SIGNIFICANCE

The Naiyayikas admit three kinds of causes - samav-
fzyz asamavayi and nimitta. The first is the Ls*amavc'zyzT or the
inherent cause.lt is the substance out of which the effect is
produced. For example, the threads are the inherent cause of
a cloth and the clay is the inherent cause of a pot. The effect
inhei‘es in its material cause. The cloth inheres in the threads.
The effect cannot exist separately from its material cause,
though the cause can exist independently of its effect. The

material cause always is a substance (dravya).

The second kind of cause is asdmavfzy? or non-inherent.
It inheres in the material cause and helps the production of the
effect. The conjunction of the threads (tantusarnyoga) which
-inheres in the threads is the non-inherent cause of the cloth of
whic_:h the threads are material or the inherent cause. The
colour of the threads (tanturipa) is the non-inherent cause of
the colour of the cloth. The cloth itself is the inherent cause of
its colour. The colour of tbe clay which exists in the clay in
inseparable relation is the cause of the colour of the pot. This
colour of the clay is thus called the asamavayi cause of the
pot. Any quality (guna) or movement which existing in the
samavaya cause in the samavaya relation determines the

characleristics of the effect is called the asamav&yf—/c&ra{za.
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The third kind of cause, according to the Naiyayikas, is
nimitta or efficient. It is the power wﬁich helps the material
cause to produce the effect. The weaver is the efficient cause
of the cloth. The efficient cause includes the accessories
(sahakari), for example, the loom and shuttle of the weaver
or the stuff and wheel of the potter. The efficient cause may

be a substance, a quality or an action.

Aristotle also admits four kinds of causes; material,
formal, efficient and final causes. For him, “In every case of
the existence or-production of a thing, all four causes operate
simultaneously. Moreover, the same four causes are to be found
both in human and in cosmic production, in the making of
manufactured articles by man and in the production of things
by nature® “The material cause of a thing is the matter out of
‘which 1t is composed.It is the raw material which becomesithe
thing For example, in making of a bronze statue, the bronze is

the material cause of the statue.

~ The efficient cause is always defined by Aristole as the
cause of motion. It is the energy or moving force reguired to
bring about change. It must be remembered that by motion,
Aristotle means not only change of place but change of any
sort. The alteration of a leaf frpm green tohyellow 1S just as
much motion, in his sense, as the falling of a stone. The

efficient cause, then, is the cause of all change. In the example
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taken, what causes the bronze to become a statue what produces
this change, is the sculptor. He is, therefore, the efficient cause
of the statue. “The formal cause, Aristotle defines as the

substance and essence of the thing.” 1°

And “the final cause is the end, purpose,or aim towards
which the movement is directed. When a statue 1s being
produced, the end of this activity, what the sculptor aims at, is
the completed statue itself, And the final cause of a thing in

general, is the thing itself, the completed being of the object?’ !

We find that Aristotle’s conception of causation is much

wider than the modern conception.
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Chapter II1

CAUSAL THEORIES INADVAITA VEDANTA,
BUDDHISM, SAMKHYA AND CARVAKA.

According to the NaiyZayikas, all effects are due to certain
nimitta k@irana which may otherwise be called material
cause. The world is an effect and hence it must have an efficient
cause. This intelligent agent is God. The order, design,
co-ordination between different phenomena comes from God.
But many Indian thinkers do not accept this view. For them,
we should not imagine any extraordinary cause for a laukika

paddrtha or an ordinary effect like this world.

Samkhya is one of them. The Sénﬁkhya philosophers do -
not accept the view that this world as an effect is due to
Omnicient God. For them, the actual existence of God canﬁot
~ be verified either by perception or by inference. So God cannot
be said to be the efficient cause of the world. God is Purusa
or Self and God cannot be any doer. Self is inactive. Purusa
or Self has no authority. It is imposed on Purusa Just like a
crystal seems to be red in the presence of red flower, similarly
Puru.yd or Self according to S&mkhya, unfortunately, seems
to be doer, though actually, Self is not doer. Actually, this
indifferent Purusa is only silent saksin, So God or Purusa
cannot be the agent of this world. This world is an effect or

consequent of the root cause Prakrti . Prakrtiis an equilibrium
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of three gunas ; svatta, rajah and tamah. Prakrti is not the
object of our perception. It is inferred. But what is that

inference ?

In order to answer this, let us first see in what way sattva,
rajah and tamah — these three attributes are considered in
Sdmkhya system and then analyse their view about causal
relation. Sattva, rajah and ;amah are the constituents of
Prakrti and through it of the worldly objects are originated.
All worldly things possess certain common characteristics
by‘which they are capable of producing pleasure, pain and
indifference. If this be S0, can’t we say that there must be a
common source composed of three gunas, from which all

worldy things arise ?

To get the answer of this question we should cbnsider
the relationship between an effect and its material cause. If
we analyse the causal relation, we find two relata, effect and
cause. Now we can think of an effect as saf (existent) as well
as asat (non-existent). Same is true about cause. So regarding
the relation between effect and its material cause we get four
major theories as follows : (1) Satkfirya is produced out of
asat kiirana. (2) Asatk@irya is produced out of asat kZirana.
(3) Satk@rya is produced out of sat k&ra;;za. (4) Asatkarya is
produced out of sar karana. Accordingly, we find four types

~ of causal relation.
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1. Satkiiranavtida - This theory is proposed by the Veddntins.

2. AsatkBranavbda - It is proposed by the Buddhistic

philosophers.

3. Satk@ryavada - The Samkhya philosophers are the founders
of this theory.

4. Asatkiryavidda - This theory is proposed by the Nyaya
philosophers. Besides this, we must see the nature of causal
relation in Cirvikas system. Regarding causation, Cirvikas

view is called accidentalism.

Let us consider the fundamental tenets of these different

types of causal relation.

Satkqiranaviida — This theory is proposed by the .
Advaitins. Sarnkara maintains Brahma- Karana-vada as he
recognises that Brahman is the cause of the world. But his
" theory is called Brahmavivarta vada because it takes the:
world to be only a phenomenal appearancé of Brahman,
Sammkara is opposed to Brahman — parinfimavada. For him
the world is neither a real creation by Brahman nor real

modification of Brahman.

Brahman associated with its power Maya is the ground
on which the phenomenal world is super - imposed. When
true knowledge dawns and the essential unity of the jivétman
with the Paramatman is realised, the world is sublated.

Modification or change in a realistic manner, like the change
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of gold into ornaments or of clay into pots or of milk into curd
is called parindma or vikira. Unreal change or seeming
modification, like the appearance of water into waves, bubbles,
foam etc, is called vivarta. In case of rope-snake illusion,
snake is vivarta of rope; rope appears as snake; but actually,
there is no snake. Similarly, this world appears to be real, but
actually it is not real. It is not fictitious, but it has no real
existence. From the phenomenological standpoint, this world
is real; but transcendentally it is unreal. So effect, from the
phenomenological standpoint is non-existent, asat. But the
cause or the locus of it cannot be called asat. The cause or
the locus of effect is more real than the beingness of imposed
object. In short, this world as an effect has phenonenological
reality; but such effect is not real from the tramseendental
stalndpoint . It is asat; the locus of it or Brahman is
transcendentally real. Therefore we can say that effect which
has vyavaharika satta is produced out of that cause which
has paramfrthika sata. But the Sarmkhya philosophers do
not accept this theory, i.e., Satkdranavada . For them, there
is no proof in favour of the unreality of this world. In case of
rope - snake illusion we say that it is unreal in the sense that
after knowing that it is a rope, not snake, our knowledge of
rope invalidates our previous knowledge of rope as snake.
Now the Sarhkhya philosophérs say that we cannot have any

invalid knowledge about the world. Our knowledge of clay
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does not involve such knowledge that it is not élay, but
Brahman. That is to say, our knowledge of clay is not
invalidated by our knowledge of Brahman. So long the
potentiality of pot implicitly remains in its material cause clay,
our knowledge of clay remains as knowledge of clay, not as
knowledge of pot. When pot is produced out of clay then we
get the knowledge of pot. But such knowledge of pot does not
invalidate our knowledge of clay. Generally we say that a
piece of shell appears as silver; but we never say that pot
appéars as clay. Similarly, we can have knowledge like this
‘it is not silver; but we can’t have knowledge like this ‘It is
not the world’. So we cannot say that this world is only
empirically real. Actually, the question is : how can we -
impose the world on Brahman? We can impose the
characteristics of silver on a piece of shell as there are some
- similarities between the two. But is there any similarity
between the world and Brahman? Brahman is pure
consciousness whereas the world is material. Just like
darknéss cannot be imposed on light, similarly, this world
cannot be imposed on Brahman. So we cannot say that this
world is not real. Hence, Satkfranavida, for the Sarnkhya

cannot be accepted as flawless theory.

Asatk@iranaviida . The founders of this theory are the
Buddhustic philosophers. For them, bhfiva padértha is

produced out of abkéiva. Generally we say that a positive
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effect is produced out of a positive thing; for example, seedling
is produced out of seed. Here both seed and seedling are
bhava padartha. That is to say, a positive effect is produced
out of a cause which itself is positive. But the supporters of
Asatkz'zral;fzavéda do not accept this view. For them, it is not
true that a seedling is produced out of a seed.On the other
hand, it is obviously true that a seedling is produced after the
destruction of a seed. It implies that.the production of seed
depends on the destruction of seed otherwise a seedling could
have been produced out of a seed without its accessories. But
actually this does not happen. Hence we have to say that just
before the immediate production of seedling, a seed has no
being at all ; it becomes non-existent and out of that non- .
existence of seed, seedling is produced. This non-existence

of seed is regarded as the material cause of seedling. Same is

true in case of a piece of cloth. Destruction of thread is the
material cause of the production of a piece of cloth. It 1s true
that this abh@iva (destruction of thread) is not perceptible; but
thét does not mean that it can be denied.It can be known through
inference. In short, according to the Buddhistic Philosophy,

all positive effects are produced out of asatkarana.

But the Sarmkhya philosophers do not accept this view.
For them a bhaiva padartha cannot be said to be produced out
of abhliva-padartha. Though it is true that a seedling is

——

produced out of the destruction of seed, still, only for this
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reason we cannot say that production of seedling is due to
dertruction of seed. For them, seed with its avayava, as
bhiiva paddrtha is the material cause of seedling: Destruction
of seed does not mean a ‘nothing’ or an ‘empty’ortvoid’. Here
destruction of something does not mean a ‘negative abyss’;
we find, actually the opposite of it. After destruction of a
positive thing, the residual portion remains as positive ; e.g.,
we find threads as remaining portion after the de%struction ofa
piece of cloth or clay remains after the destruction of a pot
etc. So no destruction involves ‘negative abyss’, Every object
which waits for its cause is an order or permutation of its
constitent parts. Out of its constituent parts every object 1s
placed in order. This order may be destroyed, but its .
constituent parts remain as it is. In the same way a seed
becomes destroyed, but its constituent parts remain
- undestroyed. The order of the constituent parts of seed
becomes destroyed and this destruction helps those constituent
parts to make a new order. Hence we see that a seedling cannot
arise without the destruction of seed. Destruction of seed is
necessary for the production of seedling. But that does not
mean that a seedling can be produced out of the destruction of
seed. In fact, seedling is produced out of the constituent parts
of seed. Truly speaking, if we say that a postive effect 1s
produced out of abhiiva, then abhliva will be regerded as the

cause of every positive effect.
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That means, if the destruction of an object means the total
destruction of a thing, then we cannot expect any positive
effect out of that destruction. Just like hare’s horn cannot do
harm to any one or sky lotus is not used for‘the purpose of
worship; similarly, no object is produced out of abhfiva.

Hence asatkairanavada is not acceptable.

Satkaryavada : The basic question involved in any theory
of causation is : does the effect exist in its material cause
prior to its production? Those who answer the question in the
negative are called Asatk@ryavadins and those who answer
in the affirmative are called Satkaryavadins. The theory of
Satkétrya is proposed by the Sarnkhya philosophers. According
to this theory an effect is not a new cfeation, but only an explicit -
manifestation of that which was implicitly contained in its
material cause. The effect and the cause are equally real, .the

former being a modification of the latter.

The Samkhya offers the following arguments to prove
the pre-existence of the effect in the cause. “Asad Akaraniit,
Upadanagrahanit, Sarvasambhavabhavat, S/aktsya
sakyakaranat Haranabhavat ca satkaryam.” !

1. Asadékarandt : If the effect is non-existent in the cause
prior to its operation, none can bring it into existence out of
the cause, blue cannot be turned into yellow even by a thousand

artists. The effect is related to its cause. If it is non-existent
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prior to the operation of its cause, it cannot be related to it.
The causal relation exists between two entities which are
existent. So the effect exists both before and after the operation
of the cause. Effgctuation is nothing but manifestation. All
that is done by the cause is the manifestation of the pre-existent
effect. A pot is produced out of clay. A non-entity is never
found to be manifested or produced. So the effect pre-exists
in the cause in a latent or unmanifested condition.

2. Upadanagrahanat : The Satkaryavédins say that
there is an invariable ralation between a material cause and
its effect. Only that which has an invariable relation with a
particular effect is capable of producing that effect; e.g., a jar
1s produced from a lump of clay. Otherwise, what 1s there to -
prevent the production of a piece of cloth from a lump of clay
or the production of a jar or from a number of threads? The
| presence of such a relation, however, proves nothing but the
pre-existence of the effect. There can be no relation between
the existent and the non-existent, for relation is never possible

in the absence of either of the relata (sambandhin).

Now one question may be raised here namely, what is
meant by the term ‘grahana’ 7 To this, the Samkhya
philosophers say that generally the term ‘grahana’ is used in
two senses : grahana means (1)‘taking’; (2) grahana means

relation. Here this particular term is used in the sense of
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relation. ‘Upadana’ means cause. Relation always implies
two elements: pot is related with the clay . There is a causa1
relation between the two. And in order to admit the causal
relation between them prior to the production of effect, we
must admit the satta of pot because of the two relata of that
causal relation. A particular effect can be said to be produced
out of a particular material cause. If the effect is not related to
its material cause in any way, it cannot be said to be produced.
Such relation is not possible if the effect is pure non-existent.

Here the ‘relation’ involves the relation of identity.

(3) Sarvdsambhav’c‘zbh‘&vat . The Satkaryaviidins here
say that if the effect unrelated to the cause could be produced,
then every effect would arise from every cause; for example,
curd would arise from threads inspite of milk and cloth from

milk inspite of threads. But in the actual world, we do not
| find this. So the effect is pre-existent in the cause and the
cause produces that effect with which it is related. A
non-existent effect unrelated to the cause cannot be produced
by the cause unrelated to the effect; only an existent effect
related to the cause can be produced by an existent cause

related to the effect.

e
(4) Saktsya Sakyakaraniit . The effect presexists in the
cause, since it can be produced by a potent cause only. A

potent cause has causal energy to produce a particular effect.
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The causal energy in the cause is inferred from the perception
of the effect. This accounts for regularity in the production of
particular effects by particular causes. The causal energy to
produce a particular effect resides in a potent cause only. If it
resides in all causes, then any effect will arise from any cause.
If it resides in the potent cause oniy, the cause cannot be
unrelated to the effect; the causal energy unrelated to the effect
cannot produce it. So the causal energy residing in the cause
must be related to the effect, and the effect must be existent in
the cause. If it is non-existent, the causal energy cannot be
related to it. If the causal energy is unrelated to the effect then
any effect will arise from any cause. Fire is said to be the
cause of burning. Fire, when it is attached to a
fire - extinguishing jewel known as landrakantamani cannot
produce burning because of the destruction of its power
favourable for burning. Hence, we have to accept that this
power of fire is the cause of burning and it is something

different from fire itself,

(5) Karana-bhavat ca sat karyam : That the effect is
non-different from the cause is further shown by the fact that
there is a relation between them. Rélation presupposes the
existence of both terms, for there cannot be any relation
between terms one of which is non-existent. The cause being
existent, the effect cannot but be existent at one and the same

time. The effect is the essence of its material cause and as
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such identical with it. When obstructions in the way of
manifestation are removed, the effect naturally flows out of
its cause. The cause and the effect are the implicit and the
explicit stages of the same process. The cloth is contained in
the threads, oil is in the oil-seeds, curd is in the milk. Hence

it is proved that the effect pre-exists in its material cause.

According to the Satkaryavadins, the effect is identical
with the cause in essence. They offer the following arguments

to prove the identity of the material cause and the effect.

(1) The effect is not different from its material cause,
since itis a préperty of the cause and inheres in it. A piece of
cloth is not different from the threads Which constitute it,
because it is a property of the threads and inhéres in them. If
an object is different from another in essence, it can never
inhere in it. A cow is different from a horse, and so cannot

inhere in the latter. But a cloth inheres in the threads, and so

does not differ from them in essence.

(2) The Satkaryavidins argue that the material cause
and its effect are essentially identical. Their argument can be
stated in Kantian Fashion. According to Kant, space and time
are empirically real, but tran.scendentally ideal. Apart from
our faculty of knowing, they have no being as things in
themselves. They are merely ideal, that is, belong to our faculty

of knowledge and not to things in themselves. But there can
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be no object of outer experience which is not in space and
time. This means that they are empirically real. Similarly, the
causal relation, according to the Satkaryavidins, holds good
between events which are essentially identical, but apparently
different. “A jar and a piece of cloth, for instance, is proved,
ultimately to be nothing different from a lump of clay and a
cluster of threads which are their material causes. Thus, since
thé material cause exists even before the production
of the effect, the effect too — being essentially identical
with the material cause --- cannot be totally absent

2

prior to its production.” * Vdcaspati Misra also says :
“Karyasya karanatmakatvat na hi kiranat bhinnam karya
karanam ca sat eti kathamtad abhinnam karyam asat

bhavet.’>

(3) Arguing from the Samkhya standpoint, Vécasﬁati
~ Misra says that “a cluster of threads and a piece of cloth are
not proved to be different in spite of their serving different
ends because even the same object can serve different ends
under different circumstances. A palanquin - bearer cannot
carry the palanquin individually, though he can act as guide
for the road. The same bearer, however, can carry the
palanquin when other bearers join him. In the same way, the
threads taken singly cannot cover anything ; yet when they

jointly form a piece of cloth, they can serve that purpose.”™
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ACCIDENTALISM AND N ATURALISM

The Svetdsvatara Upanisad refers to accidentalism
(vadracchavada). Safkara explains it as the doctrine of
accidental production of effects. They are due to chance. It is
the doctrine of accidental conjuﬁction of two events.
Production of an effect is its sudden appearance.
Acbidentalism is also called the doctrine of sudden emergence
(Gkasmikatvavéasla). }t is the doctrine that effects are produced
at any time without depending on definite causes. An effect
does not depend on any cause, but suddenly -comes into being.

Accidentalism believes in spontaneous generation of an event.

It had antecedent non existence and has subsequent existence
at any time. A thing by its nature comes into existence at a -
particular time without any cause. Its appearance is uncaused.
Accidentalism is also the doctrine that an effect is produéed
with.out any cause like sharpness of thorns and the like. The

Carvakas are accidentalists.

Naturalism or svabh&vav&dq is the doctrine that all
effects are produced by their very nature, and that they cannot
be produced voluntarily. Sharpness of thorns and .various
colours of beasts and birds are due to their inherent nature.
They are not produced by anybody. Fire is hot, water is cool
and air has cool touch. Who has made them various ? Their

differences are due to their inherent nature. Some entities are
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eternal beings, others eternal non-beings. Different things have
different characteristics. Their pecularities are due to their
different natures inherent in them. The Cdrvakas are

naturalists.

They do not believe in causality and its universality.
Causality is an imaginary relation between antecedents and
consequents, which are perceived together on many occasions.
Only antecedence of one event and consequence of another
event are perceived. Invariable antecedence of one event and
invariable consequence of another event are never perceived.
Perception is confined to particular instances. It can never
apprehend all instancs in the present, past and future. The
sequence of two events perceived. in the past on numerous -
oceasions may fail in future under unforeseen circumstances.
No necessary cah))ection can be known to exist betweeﬂ an
antecedent and a consequent. Repeated observation of one
event being followed by another produces an expectation in
the mind that the antecedent will be followed by the
consequent in future on all occasions. Conjunction of two
events on numerous occasions produces an éxpectation that
they will be conjoined. The Carvikas db not believe in the
production of an effect by a definite cause and in necessary

and invariable connection between them.
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Chapter IV

A CRITICAL EVALUATION OF THE OPPONENTS
VIEWS AND A DEFENSE OF NYAYA POSITION

Before considering the Nyaya position regarding the
theory of causation, let us first evaluate the different theories
mamely, Satkaranavada, Asatkaranavada, Satkaryavada, Asatka-

ryavada from the Nyaya standpoint.

| The Naiyayikas do not accept the Vedantin’s theory Sarka-
ranavada. For the Naiyayikas, it cannot be said that this world
has only vyavaharika satta, Actually the Nyaya cannot divide
satta into phenomenal (vyavaharika ) and transcendental
(paramarthika) aspects. It is meaningless to do so. Whether
a particular experience (anubhava) is valid or not is

determined by our behaviour. According to the Advaitins, -

something is called transcendeﬁtally real if it remains .
(avadhita) unvalidated in past, present and futu.re,
- Trikalavadhitatva. But for the Naiyayikas, in order to be
something existent, it is not essential for that thing to remain
uncontradicted in past, present and futﬁre. For them, something
can be said to be sar (existent) if it appears as sat. A piece of
cloth is sar as well as a pot. Hare’s horn, sky-lotus — these
are called absolutely false or absurd (alika) though hare is
not false as well as horn. Hence nothing can be said to be
absolutely false. In case of rope - snake illusion, our

knowledge of snake is false but that does not mean that the
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object ‘snake’ is false. We cannot say that our knowledge of
true object is true and knowledge of false objecf 1s false.
Rope appears as snake is not false. This snake is beyond time
and space. Our knowledge of snake instead of rope implies
our knowledge of snakehood in rope in samavaya (inherence)
relation. But in fact, there is no such snakehood in rope in
samavaya relation. This is why our knowledge of snake
instead of rope is false. So it is not necessary to say that our
knowledge of snake is false as it is due to our ignorance. The
Naiyaujkaes say that something which appears as false does not
signify its falsity. We cannot have false knowledge of that
thing which is actually false. Rope - snake illusion presupposes
our valid knowledge of snake otherwise such type of illusion -
will not arise. That means we have to say that false knowledge
of a particular thing requires true knowledge of that thing which
actually exists in the world. Hence it is clear that in order to
say that this phenomenal world is false or the object of false
knowledge, then we have to admit that this world is true.
Therefore, we cannot accept that theory which says that a
physical effect is produced out of a cause which 1s not physical,

but transcendental.

Asatkaranavada is also rejected by the Naiyayikas. For
them, abhava (absence)is dseperate category. Just like a

positive entity becomes an object of knowledge, similarly
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abhava or a negative fact becomes an object of knowledge.
Abhava also becomes a cause because it is always present
before the production of any effect. Ether is activityless, still
it is regarded as a cause of sound. Similarly, abhava is
regarded as cause though it is free from activities. For the
Naiyayikas, it is also a padartha (category) . It can only be a
nimitta karapa (auxilliary cause) though it cannot be
samavayi (inherent) or upadana karapa (material cause).
This is why Asatkaranavada is not acceptable. According to
the Buddhistic Philosophers, destruction of seed is
samavc’zy?kc'zfapa of seedling. But for the Naiyayikas,
- destruction of seed is nimitta or sahak‘dr?kc'zrana of the effect
seedling. The Naiyayikas admit that seedling is produced after -
the destruction of seed. But they d@not admit that the destruction
of seed (which.is called abhava) is the material cause of
' see'dling. They also say that when the previous constituent
parts of seed is destroyed, a new order among the constituent
parts is made and seedling is produced out of that new order.
So we cannot say that seedling is produced out of the
destruction of seed. Not only this, we cannot also say that the
destruction of seed is the cause of the production of seedling.
If we say that the destruction of seed is the cause of the
production of seedling, then we have to say that the dust of

seed is also the cause of seedling. But actually we do not find
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so. We find that seedling is produced out of the‘ perished seed
in presence of sahakari karana (associate causes) such as,
earth, water, air etc. What is the cause of this difference? The
difference between the two lies in the fact that we must note
that seedling is produced not from the destruction of seed ,
but from the new order of the coustituent parts of destroyed
seed. This new order is not produced from the dust of seed ;
because the grinded condition of seed cannot create any
favourable condition out of which this new order can be
produced. This new order is produced when seed becomes,
destroyed with the help of its sahakari karana (associate
causes) such as, air, earth, fire etc. So it becomes clear that
seedling is produced out of the new order of the copstituent -
parts of the destroyed seed. Vz}c’zbhc’zva (the absence of seed)
is not the material cause of seedling. In fact, a positi{/e
substance is regarded as a material cause or samavayi
karana. Vijahava cannot be said to be samavayi or asamava-
yi karana .. of an effect. Vijabhava is the efficient cause of
seedling. A positive effect cannot be produced out of a negative

cause. Therefore Asatkaranavada cannot be accepted at all.

Let us consider whether Satkaryavada can be accepted

Or not.

If we analyse causation, we find two elements cause and

effect. For the Naiyayikas, a cause like an effect may be of
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both positive and negative character (bhava padc'zrtha and
abhava paddartha). As Udayana writes g “B_hdvo
Yatha tatha bhavah karanam kc'zryavc'in“h’zatb”‘ .The
production of a jar, for example, is a positive effect while its
ceasing to be or destruction is a negative one. According to
the Naiyayikas, a negative effect is always caused by an
efficient cause (nimitta kc'zrana) alone. But for a positive
one, we require the conjunction of three céuses — samavc'zyz:,_
asamavc'zy; and nimitta besides some negatiVe causes. The
Naiyayikas are of the opinion that pragabhava (prior absence)
and pratibandhakc’zbhc’zva (absence of an impediment) are to
be regarded as essential and indispensable for the production
of an effect. To illustrate, hurning is uSually caused by fire.
But the mere presence of fire will not produce burning when
fire 1s accompanied by Candrakantamani (or moon stoné).
So (’a.ndrakc'z'ntamani (moon stone) is regarded as a
pratibandhaka or obstruction. Hence the absence of
Candrakantamani is also to be regarded as a cause. It may be

mentioned here that if another mani, known as

Suryakantamani, (sun stone) gets associated with
Candrakantamani, (moon stone) fire is seen to produce
bﬁrning. It follows, therefore, that Candrakantamani is not
the real pratibandhaka, for even in the presence of
Candrakantamani, fire may produce burning. So the real

pratibandhaka should be Candrakantamani as characterised
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by the absence of $aryakantamani (uftejakc’zbh&vd—vis’ig{a -
pratibandhakabhava). Hence the positive cause of an effect
i1s the threefold causes whil_e. its négative; cause 1s
prc‘zgabhava and pratibandhakabhava. For th‘e'Néiyéyikas
both cause and effect are real and existent.

Regarding causation, there are two principal theories
Satkaryavada and Asatkaryavada. The Sathkhya admits the
doctrine of Satkarya as distingnished from the Nyzya doctrine
of Asatkarya.

The Satkaryavadins say that if the effect is non existent
in its material cause prior to its operation, none can bring it
into existence out of the cause, blue cannot be turned into
yellow even by a thousand artist. Now the Asatkaryavadins
say that it is true pure non-existence cannot be said to be
produced. It is also equally true that which is existent in its
cause prior to its production cannot also be said to be
produced. For how can that be producéd which is already
existent 7 Production according to the Naiyayikas, simply

means the origin of that which was not before. -

To this, the Satkaryavadins may say that the term
“production’ means not origin, but manifestation. Prior to such
production an effect remains latent in the material cause in a
very subtle form. The materiali cause. of a particular effect is

constituted by the particular substance in which that particular
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effect remains latent. Thus a piece of cloth appears out of the
threads only and not a lump of clay or anything else, since it
remains latent in a very subtle form in the threads, which are

1ts material cause.

‘Now if a pot exists in its material cause prior to its
production, then we have to say that it exists as asattavisista
(qualified by its nonexistence) and after its production, it is
called sattc’zvis?ﬁa (qualified by its existence) and to say this

is to impose two contradictory qualities on the same pot.

To this, the Satkaryavadins reply that to say that an effect
is asattaviSista prior to its production and sattavisista after
its production is meaningless because if there is no pot,
(dharmin), then how can we say that its dharma, namely, asatta

exists in it ? To say that pot exists as sattc'zvis?,s_ta and asatta-

viSista at two different times, that is, prior to and after its
production, is to accept pot as existent. ‘ Dharma’ means that
which inheres in a substpatum vbrttimattv'aﬁz dharmattvam
asatta inheres in a pot. We cannot have knowledge of a pot if
two properties asatta and satta— are not related with each
other. So it is better to call an effect pragasat (non existent

in prior stage) rather than pure non-existent.

Now one may say that if the effect pre-exists inits material
cause prior to its production, then what is the necessity of

efficient cause? If the pot already exists in the .clay, why should



©3)

the potter exert himself and use his implements to produce it?
To this possible objection, the Satkaryavadins reply that an
effect pre-exists in its material cause in a latent or unmanifested
condition. The activity of efficient cause like the potter and
his tool is necessary to manifest the effect, pot, which exists
implicitly in the clay.
The Naiyayikas do not accept the theory of Satkarya.
For them it is true that prior to its production, an effect is
called pragasat. It is also true that an effect is characterised
sttecessively by both the properties of non-existence (asatta)
and existence (satt@) — so long as it is not produced, it is
characterised by the former and from the moment it is produced
to the moment it is destroyed, it is éharacterised by the latter.
Th}erefore, prior to its production, it is possible for an effect
to become dharmi (bearer of the property) asatta dharma
(property of non-existence). “But that does not mean that
dharmi means that which carries dharma on its back just like
a horse carries a passenger on its back. Dharmi means the
relata of dharma™. A pot may be sarta and asattavisista at
two different times. We know that pothood resides in pot. The
Satkayavadins cannot say that a pot, limited by pothood is
present in its material cause, namely, clay, then we could not
have knowledge of the absence of pot. Same is true to other

effects. Hence, it is proved that an effect can be said to possess

two qualities, satta and asatta at two different times.
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According to the Satkaryavadins, if we accept the
Naiyayikas theory viz., Asatkaryavada, then we cannot say
whether the cause related to the effect produces effect or it
produces effect when there is no relation bétween cause and

effect.

In answer to this, the Naiyayikas argue that since the effect
is not an absolute non-entity, there can be a relation of the
cause with the effect inspite of its absence prior to production.
From the moment a positive effect ié produced, there subsists,
between the effect and its material cause, the ‘relation of
inherence’ (&anzav&ya-saq:bandha). Such a relation which
determines the material cause and the effect respectively as
the substratum (adhara) and the éuperstratum (adheya) 1s not
possible in the absence of the superstratum or the effect. But
this does not imply a total absence of relation between the _
cause and its non-existent effect, for on the basis of inference,
it is established that a particular kind of object only and thus,
the general relation of being an effect to a cause is well proved
between two entities even before the one is actually produced
by the other. In other words, the effeét is said to be related to
the cause, since it is the locus of an “effect - hood conditioned
by the causé-ness resident in (a particular) cause”. *
(karana - gata-karapatva, niri pita-karyatva) and such an

effect - hood would act as the relation for the effect. Similarly,
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the cause is said to be related to the effect, since it is the
locus of a “cause-ness as conditioned by the (said) effect hood”*
- (Karyatva-niripita-karanatva) and such causeness would
act as the relation for the causes. Such relations unlike the
relations of conjunction and inherence — do not characterise

the relata as substratum-superstratum and hence, they can
relate even what would be produc_éd in a later moment.
Besides, it cannot be argued that an object to be produced in
the future can have no relation with any other existing object.
Every piece of knowledge is admitted to have a relation with
the object it reveals, for, otherwise, each and every piece of
knowledge would have revealed each and every object. Again
when the Satkaryavadins say that an efficient cause, for
example, a potter is necessary to produce a pot which is
present in its material cause, namely, clay in the unmanifested
‘condition, the Naiyayikas reply that the Satkaryavadins then
would have to accept the view that the changed or unmanifested
form of the effect was absent in its materiél cause. In short,

the Satkaryavadins would have to admit that there is something

in the effect which is absent in the cause. Hence,

Satkaryavada cannot be accepted at all.

Again the Satkaryavadins say that there is an invariable
relation between a material cause and its effect. Only that
which has an invariable relation with a particular effect is

capable of producing that effect, for example, a jar is produced
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from a lump of clay. Therefore it is true that a particular effect
can be said to be produced out of a particular material cause.
If the effect is not related to its material cause in any way, it
cannot be said to be produced. Such relation is not possible if
the effect is pure non-existent . Here the ‘relation’ involves

the relation of identity.

To this the Naiyayikas argue that there is also a causal
relation between our future inevitable death and our knowledge
of that death. If there is no relation between knowledge and
object of knowledge, then we cannot say ‘I have knowledge
of this object’ 6r ‘I do not have any knowledge of that object’.
Sothere 1s a relation between the particular object and
knowledge of that object. Simila.rly, we must accept the -
relation between our future death and our present knowledge
of death. Such a relation, again, presupposes the pre-existence
of future death, Which, however, can hardly be accepted, for
it leads to an absurd position, that a living person is dead
already. This proves that Satkaryavada cannot be accepted

as a plaushible theory.

Besides this, the Naiyayikas do not accept causal energy
or Sakti as something diferent from cause. Sakti (poteney) is
not different from its substratum. It is true that burning cannot
be produced in the presence of fire-extinguishing jewel,

namely, Candrakantamani. Candrakantamani then appears
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to be an obstacle to the production of the effect. Butitisnota
trﬁe obstacle inasmuch as if another jewel known as
Stryakantamani be present even when Candrakantamani
accompanies.fire, there is the usual effect of burning. Hence a
real obstacle is not Candrakantamani by itself, but
Candrakantamani being characterised by the absence of
Suryakantamani. Fire, then, in the absence of fire
extinguishing jewel and other obstacles is the cause of burning.
It is not true that fire as a substratum of the s/czkti for burning is
the cause of burning. Fire as such is the cause of burning, We
know that no cause can produce an effect in the presence of
obstacles. So how can fire produce burning in the presence of
fire-extinguishing jewel? Hence, there is no need to accept -

Sakti as something different from cause.

To this, the Satkaryavadins may argue that how can we
say that the absence of fire extinguishing jewel is the cause of
burning? We find that only the existent objects are the cause
of the effects : for example, clay, potter etc., are the existent
causes of pot. That which is nonexistent cannot be said to be
the cause of something because it has no power to produce an

effect. Hence, absence of fire-extinguishing jewel cannot be

said to be the cause of fire.

To this objection, the Asatkaryavadins reply that that

which is nonexistent can be regarded as an effe_ct; for example,
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a pot may be destroyed after its production. When it is
destroyed, and its specific nature lost, it has posterior non-
existence; that is, dhamsdabhava. The production of
dhvaisabhava is also called effect. So if non-existence can
be regarded as an effect, why not can itA be a cause? In this
world, we find different events which are célled kadacitka.
From the one point of view, they are called cause and from
another, they are effects. Hencé, Satkc‘zfyavc'zda can not be

accepted at all.

Still the Satkaryavadins may argue that if the effect be
reélly non—exiétent in the cause, then we have to say that when
1t is produced, the non-existence comes into exi_stence, that is,
something comes out of nothiﬂg which is absurd. The
Satkaryavadins do not accept abhava as a separate category.
For them, in experience, we do not find any abhava
padartha as a cause of something. It is not possible for an
abhava padartha to produce something which is called
bhava padartha. Only bhava paddrtha can produde

something; so it can be called a cause of something.

- In reply to this, the Naiyayikas say that a cause is an
arificedent event in relation to its effect which is always a
consequent event. Although anecedent to the effect, the cause
is not merely so. It must be invariable also. By invariable

antecedent is meant that if the cause is present, the effect is
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present (karana-sattvekaryasatta) and if the cause be absent,
the effect is likewise absent (karapsisattve karyasatta), For
example, fire is said to be the invariable antecedent of smoke.
For whenever smoke occurs, we find fhat fire invariably
precedes it; and whenever there is abs?nbe of fire, we
experience that there is absence of smoke as well. That means
smoke is never found to be perceived without fire and the
ébsence of fire is never found to be perceived without fire
and the absence of fire is never found to give rise to smoke.

This is confirmed by our experience.

Therefore; in order to establish causal relation, the Naiya-
yikas insist on the formula : sahacdara darfane sati
vyabhicaradarsanam,(that is , obéervati’on of instances of
agreement in presence) and vyatireka sahacara (that 1s,
observation of instances of agreement in absence). Anvaya is
| usually stated as : sa satta niydtcz@attc‘zkat?’a. This simply
means that the existence of an effect must‘ invariably be
preceded by the existence of the caﬁse. On observing , for
example, a regular and uniform agreement in presence between
smoke and fire, we conclude that whenever the cause (fire)
inveriably precedes, the effect (smoke) follows. Watireka is
often stated by the Naiyayikas as . sa vyatirekah
prayukta vyatireka pratiyagotva. This simplyAmeans that the
absence of a cause will lead to the absence of the effect as

well. On observation, for example, a regular and uniform -
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agreement in absence between non-fire and non-smoke, we
conclude that whenever the cause (fire) does not invariably
precede, the effect (smoke) does not follow. By
vyabhic&%adar{ana, the Naiyayikas mean the non- observation
of any contrary instance. If, for example, we find an instance
where smoke is present while fire is not, that will constitute
an exception (vyabhicara), and the causal relation will at
once be vitiated by the presence of such contrary instances.
Hence, to establish the cause as an invariable antecedent to
the effect, we must be assured of the fact that no contrary

instance 1s involved in the case under consideration.

The Satkaryavadins say that the effect is identical with

the cause in essence. But the Naiyéyikas do not accept their °
view. For them, cause and effect are not identical because the
essence of these two is not the same. Avayavi is something

| more than the avayava. Just like quality and that in which
quality inheres; action and thét in which action inheres are
different from each other; so also avayava and avayavi . The
relation between avayava and avayavi is inherence. An effect,
for example, a piece of cloth is produced out of the conjunction
of the threads. In short, any effect must have certain constituent
parts which constitute a composite body. The relation between
the composite whole and its constituent parts is inherence.

The composite body is something more than its parts. Hence
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it is proved that material cause and its effec.tla_re not.identical.

Still the Satkaryavadins afgue that the material cause
and its effect are essentially identical. Their argument can be
stated in Kantian fashion. According té Kant, space and time
are. empirically real, but transcendentally ideal. Apart from
our faculty of knowing, they have no being as things in

themselves. They are merely ideal, that is, belong to our faculty
of knowledge and not to things in themselves. But there can
be no object of outer experience which"i's not in space and
time. This means that they are empirically reai. Similarly, the
- causal relation, according to the SatkérYavédins, holds good
between events which are essentially identical, but appérently
different. “A jar and a pi'ece of cloth, for instance, is proved, '
ultimately to be nothing different from a lump of clay and a
| cluéter of threads which are their material causes. Thus, - -
since the material cause exists even before the prdduction of
the effect, the effect too — being essentially identical with the
material cause — cannot be totally absent prior to its

production™

Such a contention, however, is refuted by the Naiyayikas
on the ground that the material cause and the effect are 4‘
established to be different on the strength of perception. It is,
in fact, proved by observation that a jar with its peculiar

configuration is something quite distinct from a lump of clay
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out of which it is shaped; they are understood to be identical
only because an effect'always inheres in—— that is, is
inseparably connected with its material cause. Nor does the
fact that both.a lump of clay and a j-ar made of it share the
- same universal of earthness (p_rth‘z"vi"tva) disprove the
individual distinction between the two, for, in that case, one
would be faced with the absurdity that all objects are idéntical,
since all of them equally share the universal of probability
(prameyetva). Besides, a jar and a lump of clay are proved to
be different on the ground that they serve quite different

purposes, the former helps one in collecting water but the

later does not.

- Now to this, Vacaspati Mis’rc.z says that “a cluster of
threads and a piece of cloth are not pfoved to be differgnt
inspite of their serving different purposes because even the

| same object can serve different ends under’ different
circumstances. A palanquin - bearer cannot carry. the palanquin
individually though he can act as guide for the road. The same
bearer, however, can carry the palanquin when other bearers
join him. In the same way, the threads taken singly cannot

cover anything; yet when they jointly form a piece of cloth, -

they can serve that purpose.” ¢

But it is to be noted, however, that the instance does not

disprove the Nyaya standpoint. The bearers can carry the
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palanquin jointly, though they are not-inseparably linked with
one' another. A cluster of threads, however, can cover an object
only when they are conjoined wifh one another in some
specific way— and not arbitrarily — as constituting a compact
and distinct entity in the form of a piece of cloth. That is why
the threads when clustered together in the shape of a ball, for
instance, cannot serve as a covering for anything. Thus, the
distinction between the threads and their effect, a piece of

cloth, can hardly be denied.

As a further argument against the theory of Satkc'zrya, the
Naiyayikas point out that it is self - contradictory to say that
‘production’ and ‘destruction” — these two activities exist in
the same cause at the same time. Same matefial cause cannot
be a substratum of the two self - contradictory activities like

‘production’ and;. “destruction’. Accordiﬁg to the principle of
production, an effect, for example, a piece of cloth s produced
out of threads. If cause and effect, that is'threads and cloth —
these two are identical — then how can we say that cloth is
produced out of t‘hr_eads because one thing cannot be said to
be produced out of itself ? The same is true to destruction. If a
piece of cloth and fhreads are identical, then the former cannot
be said to be destroyed in the latter. Again, when we say that
a piece of cloth is contained in the threads, we mean the former

is adheya (superstratum) and the lffer is adhara (substratum).
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And the relation between them is adhara — adheya —
relation. But if cause and effect are identical, then the relation
between adhara and adheya will not hold good on them. But

at the same time we cannot deny this relation.

Now the Satkaryavadins say that the above argument
suggested by the Naiyayikas cannot prove that cause and effect
are not identical. Two different or self - contradictoky activities
like production and destruction can exist in the same cause at
the séme time because of the persistence of a material identity
between cause and effect. A tortoise, for example, can expand
and withdraw its limbs according to its own will. But neither
it creates its limbs nor destroys fhem. When its limbs appear
as manifested from its body, then it is called avirbhava and
when they disappear in it, it is called tirobhava. Its limbs are
not different from its body. A gold ring 1s not different from
its material cause. So the Naiyayikas’ argument does not hold

good.

But this argument, according to the Naiya'iyikas does not
prove that material cause and effect are essentially identical.
We cannot say that effect is the extended form of the cause
and sometimes it is contracted in it like the limbs of a tortoise.

In our experience, we do not find any effect like a pot limited
by pothood resides in its material cause, namely, clay. Hence

it is true that the material cause, and the effect is identical.
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Now against the view of the prior non-existence, of the
effect, Vacaspati MiSra raises some objections. First, if every
effect be really non-existent before production, the production
(utpatti) itself of the effect too must be non-existent and one
would have to admit a further production of that production
itself. Again , on the same ground, further and further
productions would have to be admitted for each successive
production and there would be no escape from the fallacy of
infinite regress. To avoid this fallacy one may try to maintain
that the production of the jar is something identical with the
jar itself and hence, the question of a further production of the
production does not arise. But such an admission involves
another difficulty. In this view, statements like ‘the jar is -
produced’ etc. involve tautology and become meaningless
because, the jar and its production being identical, the use of
~only either of the terms ‘jar’ and ‘produced’would suffice.
Even if we admit the distinction between the effect and its
production, the Naiyayikas have to define production only as
the inherence of the universal of existence (safta) in the effect.
And since inherence is admitted as eternal, so the production
of the effect too becomes eternal. If this be so, what then,
would be the necessity of a causal operation according to

Naiyayikas themselves ?

To the above question, the answers given by the

Naiyayikas are as follows.
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| First; even if the production of the jar etc. be admitted as
a form of inherence which is eternal, the causal operation
would be necessary for bringing the jar etc. themselve into
existence, which are non-eternal and ‘absent prior to their

production.

Secondly, production may also be defined as a temporal
‘relation’ with the first moment of existence
(adyaksana- sambandha) and such a relation is really
identical with the effect . Thus the success of the causal
~operation would lie in making such a relation a possibility.
The charge that; on the identity of the effect and its production
statements like ‘the jar is produced’ etc. involve tautology is
not justified, because the terms ‘jar; and ‘produced’ though
referring to the same object (dharmin), characterise it qui.te
differently - the former as a locus of the property of
| producedness (utpannatva). So the objections are piaushible.
Therefore, the theory of Satkarya as proposed by the Samkhya

philosophers can not be accepted in all-its aspects.’

. Aneffect is a new creation. It is non-existent in its material
cause but it is produced a new out of its material cause owing
to the rearrangement of its atoms. Curd is non-existent in milk,
but it is produced from milk owing to the disintegration of'its
parts and a fresh collocations of its atoms. The particles of

milk endoued with a particular colour and a particular taste
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produce curd with a particular taste due to the pecularity
produced by heating. Likewise a sprout is produced from a
seed owing to the rearrangement of its atoms due to heat. The
atoms are qualified by a pecularity due to heat and produce a
new effect. They produce a first peculiarity in the shape of
‘the first swollen condition, then an intermediate swelling, and
then the last peculiarity in the shape of germination. A
peculiarity is an aid produced in the material cause by the
auxiliary causes for the production of an effect, which is

therefore not momentary. It is an intermediate aid favourable

to the production of an effect.

Regarding causation the Naiyayikas also do not accept
acctdentalism proposed by the Cérvr';ikas. For the Naiyéyikas,
an object which exists at a certain time and does not exist at
anéther time is called kadacitka. This kadacitka (effect)

| object proves that nothing happens accidentally in this world.
It is self contfadictory to accept kadacitka padartha on the
onehand and not to accept causality on the other: So the
accidentalists cannot deny the fact that this world is full of
kadacitka padartha which has an occasional occurrence as
an event. They cannot also deny the fact that these kadacitka
padartha is not free from antecedent events. A pot, for
example, is a kadacitka padartha. The pfoductibn of a pot

necessitates the different parts of the pot, (kapala), their
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conjunction (kapala samyoga) and the potter together with
his tools (kumbhakara, danda, cakra etc) whiqh are also
kadacitka. It is clear therefore that there are many antecedent
events before the production of effect and these antecedent
events as well as the series of events become our object of

knowledge.

Let us consider whether these kadacitka padartha have
any antecedent \;vhich we call niyata purvavriti or
niyata purvabhavi. We know that an invariable relation is
agreement in being co-present or co-absent. There is an
invariable ralation between smoke and ﬁre. Whenever, we
see smoke, we find fire. Wherever there is no ﬁre, no smoke.
Again, when we see that production of a pot, we find certain
anteeedent eventsof pot like kapala, potter etc. always presént.
These antecedent events are called niyata parvabhavi
.according to Nyaya philosophy and there isa relation between
the effect and its antecedent events out of which the effect is

produced.

Here the accidentalists may raise a question: how can
we be sure about the invariability of the effect such &
antecedent events which we call niyata pi'zrv'abhc'zva in all

cases of past, present and future?

To circumvent this difﬁculfy, the NaiyéYikas say thatitis

not necessary to pereeive all instances in order to assert
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something about all of them. We can conclusively say that fire
is the invariable antecedent of smoke on perceiving smoke
issuing forth from fire in the kitchen in one case, Repeated
perception of smoke and fire cannot help us to draw the
conclusion because repeated perception amounts to many
singular perceptioris, each being piled upon another, Répeated
observation is,in fact, unique observation made many times.
Therefore, perception of one case should be considered as
enough. What we learn not from one object, we can never
learn from a hundred, which are all of the same kind, and are
perfectly resembling in every circumstance. Now one may
ask that if perception of one instance is enoﬁgh then what is
the necessity of repeated observation (bhiiyodarsana)? To
this, the Naiyayikas say that in order to remove doubt, whether,
fire is the invar;’able antecedent of smoke, repeafed

“observation is needed.

Still a question arises: namely, what is its use of
perception of one case of fire and smoke is considered enough?
In answer fo this the Naiyayikas say that it is true that we take
the help of repeated observation in order to settle any doubt
with regard to the invariable antecedent of the cause over the

effect. But that does not mean that doubting should be endless.
There must be a limit to doubting and it must have a sound

basis.Endless doubting without any apppreciable ground is
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meaningkss. Hence, so long as no sufficient ground is being
shown to the contrary, we must maintaiﬁ that fire is an
invariable antecedent of smoke. And this can be done on the
basis of perception of one single instance. ‘;.‘ifi_»;-‘;,ﬁ?.v Still, the
accidentalists raise another question : They say that it is due
to our habit or custom that we associate fire with smoke. Hence,
there is no point in asking whether we do this. The question
lies deeper : whether we are justified in substituting an

objective relation for subjective expectation. In otherwords,

how do we know that fire and smoke are related objectively?

To this, the Naiyayikas argue that it is not possible for us
even to think of the objects as sub)j eétively associated if they
are not objectively related. We know that knowledge itselfis -
formless; it takes the form of that which becomes its object.
Hence, there can be no objectless knowledge . Knowledge
 becomes different because of its differeht objects. Knowledge
of a pot is different from the knowledge of a piece of cloth
and the difference lies not in 'knowledge, but in objects.
Grasping knowledge without the object of knbwledgé is simply
impossible. The nature of knbwledge is such that it cannot
create any new relation which appears in knowledge. It can -
just change the order of objects and their relation, but cannot
form any new reiation. Now. one may say that sometimes

knowledge creates new relation which does not have any
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actual existence ; for example, hare’s horn, sky-lotus etc. To
this, the Naiyayikas say that here the hare, the horn, the

sky,- the lotus have objective existence but the relation
between them is unreal. And the question is: how do we know
that the relation between them is unreal ? The answer is that
this is because in our experience we do not find such relation.
We can relate horns even to hare because in our experience
we find that certain animals such as, cows, buffaloes etc.
possess horn. It follows therefore that sometimes knowledge
introduces a relation which is not found among objécts. But
that does not mean that it creates altogether new relations.
Knowledge only reveals the reiation which only binds the
objects as found in nature. Knowledge reveals, for example,
a pot as characterised by pothood. And the relation between
pot and pothood is samavaya. That is, if knowledge reveals
“pot and pothood, it also reveals the relation between the two.
Hence it can be said that, if there is no defect in knowledge,
then it binds the objects in such relation as is found in nature.
There is no sound basis for doubting whether such objective

relation between objects exist — a relation which is really

discovered, and not invented by knowlege.

Now one may raise a relevant objection here. He may
argue that there is really no invariable antecedent of an effect

which is non-eternal. In our experience, we find that a
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particular effect may be produced out of differerit causes.
“Death, for example, may be due to diseases, accidents and
other causes. Likewise, fire my be ‘pfoduced by straw (&rna)
in one case, by tender-sticks (arani) in another and by jewel
(mani) in a third circumstance™”. But none of the antecedents
1S réally invariable. We do not have any agreement in presence
(anvaya) and agreement in absence (vydlireka) in such cases,
Of course, there is agreement between fire and straw;that is,
fire is produced in the presence of straw. But there is no
agreement in absence between fire and straw, because fire
may be produced out of tinder-sticks in the absencé of straw.
Same thing happens in other cases as well. According to the.
Naiyayikas, this difficulty can be removed if we treat the effect -
not as same in all cases but only similar. Let us illustrate it
with examples. F ire produced by tinder-sticks is different frém
fire produced by straw. There is agreement both in presence
and in absence between straw and fire produced by straw ;
between jewel and fire produced by jewel,between tinder-
sticks gnd fire produced by tinder - sticks, We can testify
that one fire is different from another through our experience.
Suppose, I want to .l'ight my room, here I must seek fire
produced out of flame and not fire present in red-hot-iron-
ball. Now if we recognise the differences in fire

(vahnivaijatya), then no difficulty will arise regarding the
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invariable antecedence of fire. Some Western logicians also.
maintain the view that we can specialise the effect in order
to overcome the difficulty arising out-of the plurality of causes.

This is called specialising the effect, The Naiyayikas remove
the difficulty in another way. Like the Western logicians, they
hold that, if we generalise the effect, we must generalise the

cause as well. This is called generalising the cause. To fire in
general (vahnisamanya), the Naiyayikas maintain that
‘vzjc'zti}zg_ugnaé’._par;avat teja; is the cause of fire in general.

The feeling of heat is there in fire; but fire as hot is not the
cause of fire because one is not of different nature (vijatiya)
from the other. In other words, the significance of adding the
component ‘vijatiya’ (heterogenbus) is to exclude the
possibility of fire which feels hot, thét is, (usna
sparsavan: fgg) is homogenous (svajatiya) with fire (vahni)
in general. Hence, by ‘vzjc"ztfya'u;;’pmpar.s"a’ we ‘mean the |
feeling of heat as present in rna, arani and mani (straw,
tinder-sticks and jewel). In short, the fire which is present in
straw, tinder sticks and jewel is not homogeneous but

heterogeneous relation to the effect, ﬁre, and so is regarded

as the cause of the latter.

It is clear , therefore, that kc'zrya'is that which is
kadacitka and karana is that which is invariable antecedent

to the effect. Every effect exists for sometime. This is why,
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we must have to accept that nothing happens, accidentally in

this world. Hence accidentalism cannot be accepted at all.

The Naiydyikas theory of causation is calléd
Astkaryavada: For them, an effect is a new creation. It is
non-existent in its material cause, but it is produced anew out.
of its material cause, owing to the rearrangement of its atoms.
Curd is non-existent in milk, but it is produced from milk
owing to the disintegration of its parts and a fresh collocation

of its atoms.

The particles of milk endowed with a particular colour
and a particular taste produce curd with a particular taste due
to the pecularity produced by heating. Likewise a sprout is
prouduced from a seed 6Wing to the rearrangement of its atoms
due to heat. They are qualified by a'pecula'rity due to heat,
and produce a new effect. This new effect is distinct from its
cause and can never be identical with it. It is ﬁeither an
appéar-ance nor a transformation of the cause. It is newly

brought into existence by the operation of the cause.
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Chapter V

SOME PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEMS AND
THEIR SOLUTIONS. NATURE OF CAUSAL .
RELATION WHETHER IT IS A KIND OF SVARUPA
RELATION OR NOT. COMPARISON WITH SOME
VIEWS OF THE WESTERN THINKERS.

- In this concluding chapter, I like to consider some

philosophical problems and also try to solve them.

First, in different trfe;?;fise;s, the Naiylyikas have defined
cause (karana) and superfluity (anythGsiddha) very
carefully. For them, causality is the invariable immediate
antecedent of what is not a superfluity (anyathasiddha).
That is, the cause must abide in the substance in which the -
effect is produced, at the moment immediately preceding that
of its origin. But what is superfluity? Whatever is not striétly
~ necessary to explain a phenomenon is a superfluity ; for

example, the donkey that carries the earth for making a jar

because the earth could be carried otherwise. For the Naiya

yikas, superfluity is of five types:

(1) The particular aspect in which a cause 1s known to
be anteeedent to its effect is a superfluity with regard to that -
effect; as the characteristic attribute of staff (dandatva) is
with regard to a jar. Actually, a staff is the-auxiliéry cause of
a Jar, and it is so by virtue of its being a staff, and not as a

substance or one of the categories, or anything else. That
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particular aspect in respect of which it is a cause-in logical

* language, the determinant of its causality.is the first superfluity.

(2) That which has no independent agreement and
difference (anvaya-vyatireka) (with the effect), but whose
agreement and difference with the latter are known only
through those of the cause, is a superﬂuity, as the colour of the
staff . That which has no independent bearing on the existence
or non-existence of the effect. If there is a staff, a jar is
produced. This is agreement. And if thefe is no staff, no jar

is produced. This is difference.

(3) That which must be known to be antecedent to -
something before it is known fo be _émtecedent to a particular
effect, is a superfluity with regard to that effect; as ether is to |
a jar etc. It is a cause of the jar etc, only aé «ether. And ether is
| that which is the inherent cause of sound. Hence it can be
known as a cause of the jar etc, only after it is known to be a

cause of sound. Therefore it is a superfluity.

(4) That which is known tovbe antecedent to a particular
effect only after it is known to be antecedent to its cause, is a
superfluity with regard to that effect; as the potter’s father is_
with regard to a jar. He is superﬂuoﬁs if he is considered to
be the cause of the jar only as the father 6f the potter (who

made the jar).

~ 5) Since an' effect is possible only from what is
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indispensable and invariably antecedent, whatever is other
than that is a superfluity. Although with regard to a particular
jar a donkey may be an invariable antecedent, yet, since with
regard to jars in general the staff and the rest have been

universally accepted to be the cause, and can therefore produce

that particular jar as well, the donkey is a superfluity.

The above five cases are the cases of anyathasiddha.
They are not the causes of a particular éfféct. Now though the
Naiyayikas have made a distinction between k@rana and
anyathasiddha regarding a particular effect, still it 1s very
difficult to show a demarcating line between kdrana and
anyathasiddha. An object which is a cause in the context of a
particular effect may be anyath‘c'zsicé’dha in another case orin
énother situation. A teacher, for example, may be a cause for
teaching privately a naughty boy. While teaching student’s
mother may visit the room with some other work, ‘and in this
case mother, though antecedent, is to be taken as anyath-
asiddha. The same mother may be taken as a cause behind
the teaching of a naughty boy who does not care for the teacher.
Here mother’s presence is essential for his teaching. It is clear
therefore that the status of cause or anyathésiddha in respect

‘of an effect is not fixed but changeable or sitnational. Naturally,
question arises: whether an incident should be taken as a cause
or anyathéisiddha ? This is the vital éoﬁstituent of the theory

~of causality. The answer would be in favour of its situational
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character. Apart from this, the term ‘cause’ cannot give us an
exact meaning so that it leads to ambiguity. Sometimes ‘cause’
means a cause related to the generation of result
(phalopodhtiyaka) or sometimes mean something having
intrinsic potentiality of being a cause (svaritpa.yogya). The
Naiyayikas have admitted svariipayogya cause as a bonafide
cause. But this standpoint again is not problem free. A cause
which is svarﬁpayogyd, e.g, stick existihg in the tree of a
forest is not directly related to the cause that is , the stick in
the hand of the potter and hence it is anyathisiddha in the
true sense of the term. How can it be described as a cause? It
is clear therefore that something may be taken as superfluous
or anyathasiddhain a particular case, but it may have potential -
or 'essentially fit for being a cause which is called

svarupayogya cause. Hence it is very difficult to givé a

- demarcating line which can differentiate a particula.r anyath+
asiddha from a cause. Rather it can vary from caée to case.
We must keep this flexible character of cause while analysing

the nature of 'is, Now the above mentioned problem may be

avoided if the governing factor of qualifica'tive cognition

(Visistadhiniyamaka) is taken in the same sense of being the -
object of cognition. In this case Gadadhara’s suggestion may
be mentioned here in the following way— “ x is a relation of
y if x is the object of the cognition of something z as qualified

by y and at the same time x is not z. Literally, relationhood



62

with respect to y is that contentness of a cognition which is
conditioned by the qualifierness in y and at the same time is

different from the qualificandness of that cognition.”!

This definition again is not ﬂawless. It ereates a problem
in case of false knowledge. According to the Naiyayikas,
though colour remains in a substance through the relation of
inherence, one may wrongly take coloﬁr as existing in a
substance through the relation of Conjunctioni (samyoga). In
this case though conjunction bgcomeé the object of false
knowledge, this should not be taken as a relation. But according
to the above rﬁentioned definition, conjunction here comes
under the scope of relation. This viewpoint may be ratified
by Saying that though conjunction c.ioes not remain between
colour and substance it is a relation subsisting between two
objects as found in pot and ground. There is no problem
therefore to describe it as a relation. But-the Nai}'}éyikas do
not accept such view. For them, conjunction cannot ekist
between colour and substance and henbe it comes under a
non-entity. That is, by virtue of being an unexampled
(aprasiddha) the conjunction subsisting between colour and

substance does not come under the definition.

- Secondly, it is.a remarkable fact that the Naiyayikas have
given much intellectual labour and pain in formulating the

definitions of samavayi and asamavayi karana. According



O

to them, an inherent (samavayin) cause is that inhering in which
an effect is produced for example, ‘threads’ are of a ‘cloth’
and a cloth of 1ts own colour and other quahtles “An
asamavayi-kdrana is that entity which is a cause as inhering
in the self-same object along with the effect or the cause; for
example, the conjunction of threads (tantu-samyoga) in
relation to the effect “clotlf or the colour of the threads

(tantu-rupa) in relation to the effect colour of the cloth” 2

Now the problem is that in defining nimittakarana they
have accepted the method of residues. To them, it is a kind of
cause which is aifferent from sam@\ic'zyi- and asamavayi karana.
(abhyam samavayikaranasamavayikaranabhyam
param bhinnam karanam t_rtzfvaﬁz n-imittakc'zralgah z'tyarthah)f’ '

*In this case we do not find any informative characteristic
features of it so that we may have a clear idea about this.

Hence it bears some logical weakness of the Nai}?ﬁyikas.

In a subsequent commentarial literature called.
Nrsimhaprak@sik&' on T arkasarhgrdhadi}aik’&, ‘we find
another definition of Nimittak@irana which also cannot solve
the problem raised above, The ch.ief qualifierness
(prakaratva) in a prakara or chief qualifier of the cognition
attained through the term nimittakarapa or the property of
being the possessor of the above mentioned type of cognition

attained through the relation of prakarata is



oy

nimittakGranatva, (Atra nimittakc'wapn:nrc/zbdd dhina —
Jﬁc’in,gyaprakﬁratvaﬁz prakarata sambandhena tadrsa-
jh‘fdna_v.attazrb} Ve nimittakarapatvasamanya-laksapam) This
definition is also not accurate because this definition also
cannot point out clearly the object defined (laksya). If it is
said that the content or pivikara of the knowledge of a cow is
‘cow! it is insignificant to the hearer, as it fails to give a picture
of a cow. Hence definition of nimittakéirana cannot be taken
as a definition, but it is nothing but introduction (uddesa). We
do not find its definition in latter literature and hence it is a

logical weakness of the Naiyayikas.

In fact, a large number of objects remains under the
category of nimittakGrana.lf v&;e can know the exact
characteristics of samavayi and asamavayi kiirapa, the rest
which covers a large area may be understood as

| nimittakdrana. It is very much difficult to br-ing a common
connotation among the whole class of nimittakarana. For this
reason it is described as distinct from the two. For the Naiya-
yikas, samavdya is an independent category. ;‘Pré;féstapéda
defines it as ‘the relationship subsisting anioﬁg thifigs that are
inséparable, standing to one another in the relation of the
container and contained, and being the basis of the idea, “this
is in that™ It is inseparable relationship. It is eterhal because

its production would involve infinite regress,Samavaya has
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no locus or substratum. It remains in itseif.

. | While justifying the eternality _of samavaya as a relation
tf’le Naiyayikis. - have accepted the absence of a pot in a
particular locus even after the pot is ‘brought. Because this
particular absence is connected with a particular time. Even
after a pot is brought, the &wWaprenés of absence of it within
that particular span of time cannot be lost and hence it is

eternal.

If this standpoint of the Naiyayikas is taken for granted,
it may create problem in the .. -case oF "> pragabhtiva
WhiCh is taken as having an end but no 'begining
(&nﬁa?{y santah). An effect is defined as the negatum
(pratiyogin) of a prior-absence (pfﬁgabhﬁva). The word
‘pratiyogin’ is used here in the context of an absence
- (abhava). Tt means the negatum o'r.thait whose absence is
spoken of or cognised. In the case of.‘absenc'e/: of a pot’
(ghatabhava), the pot is the negatum or the pratiyogin of the
absence. So by the ‘negatuin’ or ‘pratiyogin’ of a prior
absence would be meant ‘that whose prior-absence is spoken
of’. ‘Prior-absence’ (prdgabhiva) of x is the objective basis
of a correct usag.e and cognition like ‘x will be’. In other
words, it is a factual situation answering to a correct usage or
cognition like that. If we speak of ‘prior absence of a pot’v, the

prior absence would be the objective basis justifying such
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speaking or cognition and the pot would be the negatum of
such absence.Now an entity like a pot, a table or a tree etc. is
said to be an effect. It comes into being at a certain time,
Before that time the particular pot or table was not in existence;
that is to say, before that time there was its absence. And as
we have a feeling of the absence of a pot in a particular point
of time, it would remain as such even after the pot is produced
as per the logic involved in justifying eternality of
samavaya. If it is accepted, the definition of an effect will
fajl.

Lastly, the Buddhist view that éause and effect relation
cannot be accepted because it is seen that when a cause exists
an effect does not and when an effect comes into being, the.
cause is not there is not true. For it gives us a partial view of
the idea of cause and effect. It is trﬁ_e that a cause does not
remain when an effect is produced; for examplé, mud, the
material cause of a pot does not exist as soon as a pot is
produced. But the fact is that it is true only in the case of
material cause (upfzdéﬁa karana) and not true in the case of
auXiliary cause (nimitta karana).When a pot is produced, the
nimitta karana like God, potter, wheel etc. are very mucfl N
present, but not destroyed. In such case both cause and effect
are found present. It is clear .thereforé 'thét Dharmakirti’s
account of causation is not flawless, It suffers from the defect

of avyapti (under-coverage).



)

Nature of causal relation whether it is a kind of Svaripa
relation or not

For all systems of Indian philosophy except the Buddhists,
‘relation’ is an existent category because without relation day
to day behaviour through language becomes impossible.
‘Relation’, between things of our experience is a pervasive .
characteristic of any object of knowledge. It is a prescientific
assumption of commonsense thaf the world consisfs of a
number of interrelated things and events. Causal relation
between successive events in time is one specific class of
various relations that appear to hold between objects, like
etluality, identity, greater or less, to the north or south of, to
the east or west of, above-below, right-left etc. Ina relational
situation, a relation cannot subsist without some terms of the
relation, so that relation is not possible without terms. Relation
plays an important role in our day to day behaviour in general.
It is a tool to the communication of certain thought required to

form a particular system.

| .In Indian system, though the Buddhists do not accept
‘relation’ as an existent category, the Navya Naiyayikas,
another system in Indian philosophy realise the fact that we
cannot do anything without language. And language is not
possible without relation. This is why the Na,vya,Nagygl}ude

accept relation between a word and its meaning (iabd;‘z‘rtha).
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Now for the Naiyayikas, the sense-object contact which is a
cause of perpetual knowledge is of six kinds and conjunction
and inherence are the two majof félations- contact among
them. In many cases these two relations —contact serve as an
operative. But there are certain cases where these two
relations—cohtact do not éerve as operative. In such cases,
the Navya Naiyayikas accept a péculiar relation called
svaripa (self linking). This relation is inevitable in any
philosophical discourse. Let us clarify such relation. It is a
relation which is essentially an accepted object or identical
with some accepted objecté. and at the same time it possesses
the characteristic features of a relation ha\}ing been qualified
by a particular attribute. For example, the absentiness
(pratiyogita) in the case of a negation exists in the absentee
(pratiyogi) and hence it should be regarded as an acceptéd
‘entity. In the same way, the absentiness (pratiyogiti) may also
be regarded as a relation from the standpoint of it§ being
qualified by an extra-ordinary property called absenteeness.
The absenteeness (pratiyogita) exists in an absentee
(pratiyogf) through the relation called absenteeness
(pratiyogita). Here we do not find any difference between -
ﬁﬁatl.%?[f[ and its relata (pratiyogi), In the same manner,
éontentness (visayatd) that is, the property of being the locus

of the content (visayitd) exists in self - linking relation with
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content (visaya) and something having content (visayi). This
type of relation is called svarupasambandha according to
the Navya Nyaya. Another example, namely, (viSesanatii)
qualiﬁemess exists in the absence of a jar through the self
linking relation while qualificandness (visesyata) is related
to ground (bhiutala) through the svarapa sambandha as f)er
the definition ‘the property existing in the anuyogi or subjunct
i1s called relation. In this manner, different self-linking relations
can be established. Putrata (property of being a son), pitrta
(the property of being a father) are the instances of self linking
relations. Before having a child, an individual cannot be said
to be a pita (father) but he can be said to be a putra (son) of a
father, And when he gets a son, he acquires a new proberty of -
being a father. Now it is true that the property of ‘fatherhood’
(pitrtva or pitrata) does not exist in an individual when he is
“ason ; still this property exists in him implicitly. The properly
called ‘fatherhood’ (pitrtva) exists in father directly by the
self - linking relation called astayata (i.e, the property of
being a substratum) and indirectly in a son by the relation
called niriupakata (the property of being a determinator).
Substratumness exists in self-linking relation with substratum. -
(@dhara). In the same manner, the property of being a cause
(kfiranata) and the property of being an effect (karyara)
exists in the cause and the effect through the self linking -
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relation; that is, the property of being a cause (kranata )

~and the property of being an effect (k@ryata).

The fundamental characteristic of relation is that it ‘exi'éts
in two relata (dvisthah sambandhah) because, relation binds
one with another. Relation also acts as a connector
(sannikarsa) and this sannikarsa determines the property of
being qualificand and qualifier between two objects totally

different from each other.

Now the idealistic philosophers like Buddhists do not
accept any relgtion because they do not accept the ultimate
reality of this world. To him like other relations causal relation
is a myth. Dhannak-i'rti, é celebrateq Buddhist logician holds
that there is no relation between cause and effect. He gives

 the following arguments in favour of his view.

1. For him, relation holds bet§veen two objects as existing
simultaneously; but cause and effect do ﬁot exist
simultaneously. Hence they are not at all dvistha that is,
existing in two at the same time. And if this be so, that is, if
they are advistha (hon-existing in twb simultaneously), how
can we say that there is a relation between cause and effect?

“Karyakarana bhc’zvobitayorasahabhc'zvatah/prasiddhyaii .
kathat dvistho 'dvisthe sambandhata katham”* According
to the Naiyayikas, any typé of rélatidn ‘involves the

characteristic of d¥isthatva~property of existing in two. If
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‘cause’ and ‘effect’ these two relata dox no exist simultaneously,
there cannot be the property of dvi,s?}@a. In order to avoid
this difficulty, if one accepts cause and effect as simultaneous
occurences, then-also causality cannot be shown to be
operative because mere simultaneity cannot regard an event
as cause and the other effect. The left and right horns of a cow
occur’simultaneously, but neither of them is regarded as cause

of the other.

2. One may argue that cause ahd effect may occur
successively either in a cause or in an effect and not
simultaneously - therefore this relation does not presuppose
two relata. This relation may occur in one in the absence of
another one. And if this be so, no relation in the true sense of -
the term can be said to exist in one relatum. “Krame;;za bhaiva
ekatra vartamBno 'nyanisprhah / Tadabhave’ tadbhivirt
sambandho naikavrttimin™. In fact, the concept ‘of relation
or sambandha implies certain questions as ‘relation of whom’
and ‘relation with whom’. And if one of these Questions is not
answered the meaning of the term ‘relation’ will be
insignificant . It is clear therefore that rélation always

presupposes two relata and not one. - N

3. Even if one argues that the causal relation exists either
in a cause or in an effect successively, it follows that the

relation is not concerned with either a cause or an effect ; that
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is, it may exist even without connecting itself with both the
relata at the same time. And if this be so, then the relatum
cannot be accepféd as a relatum because the concept of
kfiryak@iranabhfva (cause and é‘ffect) relation implies the
connection of both the entities — k@rya and kdrapa at the
same time. But the fact is that when theré is a cause, there is
no effect and when effect comes into existenée, the cause is
not there. So how can we accept a relation abiding in one
relatw? Hence No relation 3 between cause and effect is

possible.

Besides céuse and effect, if we accept another entity, -
calléd relation, then the left horn will be the cause of the right
‘horn due to having the connection wi'th the property of existing
in two. “Yadye-ktirthttbhisambandhiit kBiryakiiranatl tayoh/
pript dvitvadisambandhtit savyetaravi.g’d;;zayoh 26 The
term ‘adi’ in ‘dvitvadi’ denotes proximity, re_’inoteness,
distinction etc. If two objects are related by virtue of being
related with the property of existing in two (avisthatva), then
proximity, remoteness, distinction etc. are als‘o be regarded
as relation because fhey are related with‘two’ Proximity,
remoteness etc.— these concepts are relative in the sense that -
they presuppose the existence of two entities. And thése
relative concepts are not relations at all,.though they are

connected with the property of ‘existing in two’,
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4. Let us consider another problem : that is, whether the
cause and effect are different or identical. If they are taken as
completely different, there would be no relation between them.
And if, on the other hand, they are‘ taken as identical, they are
no longer separated and hence, there is no scope for accepting
any relation between them. In this way Dharmakirti has refuted

the reality of relation in cause and effect.

Now though Dharmakirti has giveh much emphasis to
refute the existence of any relation between cause and effect,
the historical apaly'sis of Buddhism shows that their philosophy
is based on the law of causation.'The causal theory in
Buddhism is known as praﬁtyasamutp’éda gives us the idea
that everything in this wbrld is dependent on another and
hence it is relative, conditional and impermanent. The causal
~ theory is the pillar of the four noble truths, law of karma etc.

| accepted by the Buddhistic philosophers.

According to Dharmakirti, no relation can be hold

between cause and effect as they do not exist simultaneously;
4

at the same time, they do not have dvisthatva in character.

- But for the Naiyayikas, this view is not tenable because
mere simultaneous existence of two objects cannot be a
criterion of determining cause and effect relation; other criteria
must be fulfilled for being a éause and this criteria is that a

cause must be free from superfluity (anyathbsiddha). Again,
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dvisthatva i.e., the pr(;perty of being existent in two is not a
definition (laksan@) but only a symptom that may be used by
an individual for identifying the causal relationship. Not only
this, the status of being a ‘cause’ or an effect’ on the part of
events is a situational matter; that is, it is the situation that
determines which of the two events would be the cause or the
effect. It can be said, therefore, that Dharmakirti’s critique of

causal relation is based on misconception.

Apart from this, the property of being a cause (kzranatva)
and an effect (k& ryatva) are acquired properties and therefore
whether an object is to be regarded as a cause and an effect
depends on the situation. An object which is regarded as cause
in a particular occasion may be takén és an effect in a different
situation. It is essential to consider the given definition of
cause while describing an object as the same. Two objects
remaining simultanously cannot always necessarily be a cause

and an effect in a different case.

As the causal relation does not come under the purview
of the wellknown relations like contact, inherence etc, it would
be taken as a kind of svaripa relation. Like other properties
these karyatva and karayatva are acquired properties on

account of which inherence is not applicable.
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Comparison with some views of the Western thinkers

Human reason is troubled by certain questions, which it
cannot avoid, because they spring from its own nature, and
which at the same time it cannot answer, because they transend

its power.

The difficulty is not of its own creation. It starts with
principles which are amply verified within experience, and
one does not suspect that their use will be illegitimate in any
case. One such principle is the law of causality which says
that every event must have a cause. The validity of this law is
well proved in experience. But as we go on asking for cause,
we find that the causal chain cannot be completed. We therefore
take refuge in a first cause to which we believe the causal |
series leads. But in so doing, we fall into obscurity and
- contradiction, because we do not understand how the first
cause was led to begin its causal operation. As the first cause
goes beyond all ¢xperience, we cannot verify any of our
assertions with regard to it and so our controversies about it

cannot be decided by any test of experience.

Now it is true that we cannot verify any of our assertions
with regard to the first cause by any test of experience, but we
can verify the validity of the general law of causality which
says that every event must have a cause through our experience.

In experience, we find that the events of nature exist in two
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distinct relations to one another; that of simultaneity and that
of succession. Every event is related in an uniform way to
some other events that co-exist with it, and tb some that have
preceded and will follow it . Among all the uniformities in
the successlion of phenomena, we recognise a law which is
universal. This law is universal in the sense that it is
co-extensive with the entire field of successive phenomena,
all instances whatever of succession, being example of it.
This law is the law of causation. The truth that every fact
which has a beginning has a cause is co-extensive with human

experience.

Now if we analyse causation, we find two elements; cause
and effect. The invariable antecedeﬁt 1S terméd the cause; the -
invariable consequent, the effect. And the universality of the
law of causation consists in this, that every consequenf is
related with some particular antecedent or set of antecedents.

An analysis of ‘effect’ requires an analysis of cause because
when we treat something as an effect, we search for the cause
of it and we do not get relief until we show something as the
cause of it. Regarding causation some fundamental questions
arise, namely, what is ‘cause’? What is meant by an ‘effect’?
How long may the time interval be between cause and

effect ?

Different philosophers define cause in different ways. 1
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shall first consider here the view held by the empericist \
philosopher David Hume who maintains the supremacy of
sense experience over the faculty of reason. And then I will
cbnsider a comparative estimate of cause and effect both from
the Indian and. Western standpoints. I will specially devote
my attention to Nydya on the Indian side and to Hume on the

Western side.

Regarding causation, Hume’s view is that causes and
effects are two distinct and separate events. So no amount of
rational analysis would enable us to discover the one in the
other. The effect is totally different from the cause, as such it
is not discoverable in the cause by any apriori arguments
whatsoever. If on the contrary, the effect is discovered in the
cause there must be a tie or link binding the events together.
As aresult, cause and effect could not be separate. If théy are -
not separate, we have no right to talk of cause and effect, but
only of continuous process. Surely, to name one event as cause
and to distinguish it from another célled effect, we are to
observe and depend on repeated successiohs between the two
events, one preceding and the other folloWing. Hume says
that there is no necessary connection between the cause and
the effect. On observing particular events repeatedly
conjoined, we are, says Hume, determined as it were to draw

én inference. And the principle which underlies such inference
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is custom or habit. Our minds being influenced by the principle
of custom or habit, at once jump to the idea of necessary
connection where there is only customery conjunction. It is
due to the principle of custom or habit that repetition tends to
give rise to a tendency in the mind to renew the same act or
operation without being impelled by any reasoning or process
of the understanding. Hume concludes that all inferences from
experience, therefore, are effects of custom, not of reasoning.
He maintains that the analysis of céusation simply raveals
uniformity of sequence or constancy of conjunction between
two events, say, flame and heat. We think that these objects,
flame and heat have appeared in a regular recurrent order of
contiguity and succession. So these dbj ects become associated
in the mind with the result that when one appears, the idea of

the other occurs to us and is raised to the status of belief . .In
‘other words, if we always see flame followed by heat, we
get into the habit of expecting heat when. we see flame. The
formation of this habit, according to Hume, is independent of
rational choice. So causal inference is nothing more than

custombred expectation.

Now before expand the discussion of the Nyaya theory
of causality vis-a-vis Hume, let us consider some of the main

points of resemblance between-Hume and Nyaya.

Both Hume and Nyaya agree that the relation between
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cause and effect is a factual relation, the knowledge of which
is derived entirely from experience. Indeed from the first
appearance of an event we cannot recognise it either as a
cause or as an effect. The events do not at all bear such
descriptions written on their face.That is why, to name an
event as cause or as effect we need but take the help of
experience. As Hume puts it; let an object be presented to a
man of ever so strong natural reason and abilities if that object
be entirely new to him, he will not be able, by most accurate
examination of its sensible qualities, to discover any of its
causes or effecfs.Thus both Hume and Nyaya, do not, unlike
some rationalists, believe in the apriofi status of cause.
Another point worth observing in tﬁis connection is whether -
the cause and the effect are both regarded-as events by Hume
and the Naiyayikas alike. Now both of them regard the effect
as an event as it is an occasional occurence. But it seems
doubtful whether the cause is also an event for both, especially
for the Naiyayikas. For the Naiyayikas, effects are of two
types; positive and some are negative, for example, the
destruction of the jar is a negative effect while the production
of it is a positive one. The negative effect is always caused
by an efficient cause (nimitta-karana) alone. But for the
positive effect, the Naiyayikas admit the necessity of three

causes — samavayi (inherent) asamvayi (non-inherent) and
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nimitta (efficient) karana. Thus production of a jar necessitates .
the different parts of the jar (kapala), their conjunction
(kapalasarityoga) and the potter together with his tools
(kumbhakara, gia;;zda, cakra, etc..). These different causes of
an effect réveal the fact that the caﬁse is not always an event
for the Naiyayikas. According to Hume also, cause is not
always an event, the meaning of cause includes something
more than an event. Regarding the definitions of cause, Hume
writes in the Enquiry, a cause is “an object followed by
another, and where all the objects similar to the first are

followed by objects similar to the second.” ’

In a similar way, Hume also writes in the Treatise that
“the idea of causation must be dervied from some relation
among objects.” * When, for example, Hume says that ‘bre.ad
is the cause of nourishment’ or fire is the cause of burning’,
he certainly means by cause not only an event. Therefore,
there is really no substantial difference between the

Naiyayikas and Hume regarding the nature of cause and effect.

The striking resemblance between Hume and the
Naiyayikas perhaps centres round the definition of cause. Both
. of them maintain that a cause is an invariable antecedent of an
effect “Karya-niyata-pawavartii kc'zrdiyam’,’ °in the language
of Nyaya. The temporal precedence of cause over the effect

has been regarded by both as an essential feature of the causal

relation.
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There is alsp a similarity between the Naiyayikas and
Hume regarding the nature of effect. For both of them effect is
entirely different from cause, According to the Naiyayikas,
there is no prior existence of an effect in the cause; an effect
is a new creation. There is no necessary connection between
cause and effect though cause and effect — these two are

altogether different.

Hume also maintains that causes and effects are two
distinct and separate events. So no amount of rational analysis
would enable us to discover the one in the other. The effect is
totally different from the cause, and as such it is not
discovérable in the cause by any apriori argument in
whatsoever. If on the contrary, the effect is discovered in the
cause, there must be a tie or link binding the events togéther.
As a result, cause and effect would not be separate. And if
they were not separate, we would not have no right to talk of
cause and effect, but only of continuous pfocess. Surely, to
name one event as cause and to distinguish it from another
called effect, we are to observe and depend on repeated
succession between the two events, one preceding and the

other followi'ng.

There is another similarity between Hume and the
Naiyayikas regarding the meaning of a particular word used

in a language. According to the Naiyayikas, if a particular
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word used in aﬂlanguage means something and the same word
in another language means a different thing, we cannot say
that they are inconsistent. Meaning depends on the systematic
use and consistent interpretation within a given framework of
language. Hume also says in the Enquiry “the whole
controversy (with regard to necéssity etc), has hitherto turned
merely upon words.” So at this point we find a -similaﬁty

between the Naiyayikas and Hume.

 Both Hume and Nyiya agfee that the relation between
cause and effect is a factual relation, the knowledge of which
is derived entirely from experience. Indeed from the first
appearance of an event we cannot recognise it either as a
cause or as an effect. The events do not at all bear such -
descriptions written on their face. That is why to name an
event as cause or as effect we need but take the heip- of

/

experience.

As Hume puts it ; let an object be presented to a man of
ever so strong natural reason and abilites — if that object be
entirely new to him, he will not be able, by most accurate
examination of its sensible qualities, to discover any of its
causes or effects. Thus both Hume and Nyaya do not, unlike

some rationalists, believe in the apriori status of cause.

Let us consider the différence between the Naiyayikas

and Hume regarding causation.
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According to the Naiyayikas no reasoning or inference
can be said to be purely inductive or pﬁrely deductive. In
order to be certain, any inference must not ohly follow the
deductive principle or ideal, but also must conform to actual
experience. In Western logic, the conclusion follows

necessarily from the premises taken jointly; for example.
All men are immortal
Plato is 2 man.

Plato is immortal.

This argument is absolutely valid, being in the first ﬁgure‘
of the mood Barbara. But according to the Naiyayikas, this is
one kind of fallacious reasoning; it i$ false as it is contradicted .
by actual experience. We have in fact experiences of men
who are mortal. Hence the truth of the major premise being
- unproved, the entire argument is false, in the sense that it ends
up with a false conclusion. We have keep in mind that
anumana, the Naiyéyikas’ equivalent of inference, is always
treated as a way of knowing, and as such, can contain true
premises alone. That is why, in their explication of the different
avayavas (members) of an inference, the Naiyéyikas lay much
stress on udaharana since it is used as a supporting evidence
for the inference. For them,. an inference consists of five
essential and indispensable mémbers and an udaharana is

one of them. The truth is that for the Naiyayikas, every reasoning
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must be both deductive-inductive, formally valid and.
materially true at the same time. That is, every feasoning must
be a combination of formal material,- deductive-inductive
process. This formal-material or deductive-inductive
procedure turns on the establishment of the invariable
concomitance between the hetu and the sadhya. This vyapti
relation is confirmed by a concrete example that constitutes
an indispensable step of inferential reasoning. With regard to
the truth of the propositions occuring in an inference, the
Naiyayikas maintain that so long as the propositions are not
falsified by our actual experience or that anybody else, it must
be accepted as true. But this view, that is, every inference
must be both inductive-deductive is contradicted by David
Hume. That is why he failed to recognise any objectwe

necessity in our knowledge of causal relation.

- Let us consider another difference between the Naiyayikas
and David Hume. Hume starts his enQﬁiry by making a
fundamental distinction between two kinds of - Teasoning,
namely, reasoning relations of ideas and reasoning concerning
matters of fact. This distinction is fundamental in the sense
that it paves the way for what Hume is going to put forward
subsequently as his distinctive view on the,natme of causal
relation. These two kinds of reasoning, for Hume, are

dissimilar. Of the first kind are, the sciences of Geometry,
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Algebra and Arithmatic. Relations of ideas give us absolute
cértainty and require no help from experience. That is, the
truths, concerning this group are deductive ih character.
Mathematical truths are those truths the opposite of which is

inconceivable for it leads us to self contradiction.

Matters of fact which are the second objects of human
reason are not ascertained in the same way. No propositions
about matters of fact are absohitely certain, for we can very
well conceive their opposites without involving us in self-
contradiction. That the sun will not rise tomorrow is no less
intelligible as proposition and implies no more contradiction
than the affirmation, that it will rise. All reasonings concerning
matters of fact seem to be foundéd on the relation of cause’
and effect. By means of that relation alone we can go beyond
the evidence of our memory and senses. In Hume’s own
language “if you were to ask a man, why he believes any
matter of fact, which is absent, for instance, that his friend is
in the country, or in France; he would give you a reason and
this reason would be some other fdct; as a letter received
from him, or the knowledge or his former resolutions and
promises. Or, a rﬁan finding a watch or any other machine in a
desert island, would conclude that there had once been men
in that island. All our reasonings concerning rriatters of fact
are of the same nature.” 1 Hence truths felating to matters of

fact fall short of deductive ideal.
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But according to the Naiyayikas, mathematical truths are
not exempt from experience; the very essence of knowledge
for the Naiyayikas, lies in fevealing the objects
(visayaprakasa—svabhava), that is, there is no objectless
knowledge. All our objects must be derived from éxperience.
~ Again, it is also not true to say that. mathematical truths are
absolutely certain; that is, we cannot conéeive the opposite of
mathematical propositions. In experience, 'We find that the
children and sometimes even the grown up do commit mistakes
in solving a sum. This is clear proof that we conceive the
opposite of mathematical -truths.l Had it not been so, we could
not have even erred any time during our entire existence in
solving any mathematical problem: Agaih, it can be said that -
the mathematical truths have no speciality or distinctiveness
which is demanding in the case of truths concerning maﬁers
~ of fact. In mathematics, first wé define symbols gﬁd then we
use them,; that is, We apply them in a sjzstematic way. If we
accept different symbols, than the fémiliar ones, define them
precisely and apply them consistently, we can develop an
alternative mathematical system. In this way; one system is
not contradicted by another because each system uses special - -
symbols and notations. Our task is 0 see whether' in a given
system, the symbols are all ysed consistently. The same is |

true about factual truths. Here we use different words which
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staﬁd for different objects and we see whether the words are
all used accurately. If we use a particular word now in one
sense and afterwards in a differeht sense, wé will involve
ourselves in .contradictions. But if a particular word in a
language means something and the same word in another
language means a different thing, we cannot say that they_ are

inconsistent.

The difference between the Naiyayikas and Hume is that
where the Naiyayikas regard the proposition “the sun rises in
the east tomorrow”” is as certain as “two plus two make four”,
Hume regards' mathematical proposition like “two plus .
‘two. _ make four” as absolutely certain because we cannot
conceive the opposite of it. For H.ume, the proposition“the
sun rises in the east” is not absolutely certain as “two plus
two make four” because the latter proposition is concerned
with matters of fact. No propositibns about matteré of fact' are
absolutely certain, for we can vefy well conceive their
opposites without involving us in self-contradiction. But
according to the Naiydyikas, the east, west are nothing but
limitations of one épace which is all pervading. It is no matter
whether or not the sun actually rises in the east. For, the
direction in which the sun will be seen in the morning is to be
regarded as the east and the west only. Thereforé, there is no

justification for arguing that the sun will rise in the east or in
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the north. That is, the proposition, the sun will rise tomorrow
in' the east is a certain proposition as it conforms to, and is
validated by our actual eXperience. 'We cannot doubt the truth
of this proposition, because if we doubt it, we have to state
the ground for such doubting. Endless- doubting, f;or the
Naiyayikas, without any solid ground is a mark of mental
disorder. It is not enough to say that the o"pposite of any factual
statement is conceivable. We have to state on what grbunc‘l
suéh statement in fact is made. According to the Naiyayikas,
if any proposition in question is never falsifiable by our
experience or that of anybody elSe, it must be accepted as
true. And there cannot be any ground for doubting the truth of

the proposition.

Now both Hume and the Naiyayikas maintain that it is
necessary to discuss first of ali two in?ortant pr/inéiples of

| causality: general and particular principle'/ samanya

karya-karana-bhava and fis’e.ga-l;&rya-’k&mlga-bhc'zva.

Let us begin, in the Humean fashion, with the discussion
of the second question first, namely, why do we hold that such
particular causes must have such particular effects from the
Naiydyikas’ stand point, because this will help us to
understand the total force of the argument implied in the first
question. The first point worth mentioning in connection with

visesa-karya-karapa-bhava is that both the Naiyayikas and
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Hume argue that our belief in particular causalities is derived
from experierice. That fire causes smoke is derived, from our
repeated observation (bhigzodaridna) of two entities smoke
and fire. Of these two entities, fire is said to be the cause of
smoke since it is always found to précede smoke. A cause is,
therefore, an antecedent event in relation to its effect which is
always a consequent event. There is no othérway to exclude
the effect from the cause than to maintain the temporal priority
of the cause over the effect. That is why Annarhbhatta remarks .
that the word parvavr#tio (antecedence) is inserted in the
definition of cause only tb exclude the effect itself. In order o
determine, which one, if any, of the antecedént events, is the
cause, both the Naiyayikas and Hume refer to the invariable,
as against variable, antecedents (myata-pz'lrvmgg@gﬁ invariable
antecedent is meant that if the cause is 'pre'sent, the effe;:t 1S
present (karanasatte karya satt@), and if the cause be absent,
the effect is likewise absent (karanasattve karyasattd). For
example, fire is said to be the invariable antecedent of smolke.
For whenever smoke occurs, we find that fire invariably
precedes it; and whenever there is absence of fire, we
experience that there is absence of smoke as well, In
otherwords, smoke is never found to be perceived without
fire and the absence of fire is never found to'give rise to

smoke. This is confirmed by our experience and we have never
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seen an exception to this.

Let us consider the following sets of antecedent events

as examples.

I I : Ta-

AMN BCD AMNBCD ¢ {.3AMN BCD MNOCDE
OPQ EFG AOP BEF “AoP BEF NOP DEF

RST UVM APQ BFG — . APQ BFG PQR FGH

It is clear from the set 1 that A and B are related only
once but not related at other times. Their relation is Qariable
for the two are not always associated. A variable relation
can be defined in this way : the relation betwéen two thihgs
is variable if one is present but the other is not or if one is
absent but thé other is present. An invariable relatibn, on the
contrary, is agreement in being co-present or co-absent. In the
: set'H, for example, A and B are invariabley rel,ated since
both of them agree in being co-present, that is, when A is
present, B is also present. This inva.riable. relation between
A and B would be further strengthened if we take into account
negative instances as well along with positive ones. Thus in
 the set II a, not only do we observe positive instances where
A and B are both present, but observe the negative instances

as well where the absence of A is followed by'the absence of
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Now from this, it is clear to us thaft the causal relation
between A and B caﬁnot be ascertained without test of séveral
instances. From the first appearance éf A and B we cannot
take them to be causally related. In order to do so we need the
help of repeated observations. In otherwords, the invariable
relation between A and B can only be known from the constant
conjunction between them. By constant conjunction is meant
the constant repetition or regular recurrencé 6f two kinds of

similar events according to a cbnstant pattern of contiguity

and succession.

Now one may #gise a question here, viz, how can we be
sure of the invariablity. =+ of two events in face of the fact that |
constant conj unction on which invariableness depends is
~derived from experience? Hence what is ob/served as
constantly conjoined now may possibly bé oVerthfbwn, in the
light of fresh experience later. So, there is no knowing that
what is invariant now, and thus appéars to be invariable now
will continue to be invariant in future as well. To circumvent

this difficulty and also to establish the causal relation, the

Naiygyikas recomend the formula : sahacara-darsane
sati vyabhicaradarsanam. By sahacara, they mean both
anvaya-sahacara (i.e, observation of instances of agreement

in presence) and Watireka - sahacara (i.e, observation. of
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instances of agreement in absence),'gzzz'g@@_is usually stated
as Sa sarta niyata sattGkatva. This 51mp1y means that the
existence of an effect must invariébly be preceded by the
existence of the cause. On observing, for examble, a regular
and uniform agreement in presence between smoke and fire,
we conclude that whenever the cause invariably precedes,
the effect (smoke) follows. That Hume admits _t'his’as a sound
method becomes evident from his déﬁnition of cause as “an
~object followed by another, and where- all the objects similar
to the first are followed by objects similar to the second”; 2
Vyatireka is defined by the Naiy@yikas as sa vyatireka
prayukta ~vyatireka—pratiyogitva. This simply means that
the ébsence of a caiise will lead to the absence of the effect as
well. On observing, for example, a régular and uniform
agreement in absence between (non-fire) not- A qnd (non-
‘smoke) not-B, we conclude that whenever the cause A (fire)
does not occur, the effect B (smoke) does not follow. Hume
seems to agree with this when he séys that “a cause is an
object followed by another, and where 1f the first objcct had

not been, the second never had existed”. 13

By Vyabhicaradarsana the Naiyayikas mean the non-
observation of any contrary instance. If, for exampl‘e;, we find
an instance where smoke is present while fire is not, or observe

a case where fire is not present and yet smoke is, that will
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constitute an exception (vyabhicc'zra)' ; here vyabhicara is of
two types anvaya vyabhicare (when for example A is present
but B is not) vyatzreka-vyabhzcara (when for example Ais
absent but B.is present). The presence of such'contrary
instances will show the absence of the caus[al relatlon That

is why there ‘must be absence or non observatlon
(Wabhicaradarsana) of such contrary 1nstances in case of
causal relation between A and B Let us put the argument in

tabular form :

'Anvaya Wyatireka Anvaya Vyatireka
sahacara  sahacara vyabhicara vyabhicara

A B XA B A B X B

v/

A B A
A B A B

fo

-l !

A is the eause of B. |
From the above table, it follows that constant conjunction
depends not only onrthe relation of agreementﬁ in presence and"
agreement in absence between two instances ; it should also
refer to the non-observation of any centrary instances. Such -
constant conjunction is the basis of our notion of causality.
Observation of constant conjunction of A and B makes ns feel .
this relation will continue to hold ,between _'A\“and B'in the

unobserved instances as well. In otherwords, constant
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conjunction of A and B gives rise to an expectation in our
mind and in the absénce of contrary instances, we firmly
believe that there is a necessary cohnecﬁon between A and
B. Therefore, the idea of necessary connection in causal
- relation depends on two factors: (1) éoﬁstan‘fc conjunction and
(2) the feeling of necessitated trénsition from the observed 10‘
the unobserved. The former is the coﬁdifioning and the latter

is the constituting factor of the idea of necessary relation,
| Now though it is true that the feeling of necessitated transition
comes out of a subjective belief, still we must remember that
this feeling of necessitated transition which is due constancy
of conjunction is present in all cases of causal inference and
hence common to all human beings. This feeling is not peculiar -
to any particular subject, but to everyone pla:ced under similar
 situations. So the idea of necessary rélation is not totzilly
- subjective; it is better to call it intefsubjective. Wg:’/know that
Hume does not believe in the apriori status of causal relation
because he is a naturalistic philosopher; but he certainly
discovers its origin in a universal ‘principle of human nature’.
It follows therefore that our idea of necessary 'relation 1s also
in a sense objective. This is clear from Hume’s dgﬁnition of -
cause as “an object precedent and contigﬁous to another, and
so united with it, that the idea of the one de'ter.m-ines‘the mind

to form idea of the other, and the impression of the one 1o
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form a more lively idea of the other.” * That the idea of
causality implies necessity follows from Hume’s acceptance
when he says that “a cause is an object‘follc.)wed by another
and whose appearance always conveys the thought to that of

other.” 1

Now a contemporary logical empericist may say _th_at'a
statement that is not confirmable by sense experience is non-
sensical. To this, we can say that experiénce is not the only
source of knowledge. That rationalists say that Hume searched
fof causation in a wrong place. If causation is nothing but
regular sequeﬁce, winter would be the cause of summer and a
flash of lightning would be the cause of a peal of thunder.
Mill held that cause is not only in\./ariable but uncbnditional '
antecedent. It is a set of antecedent events which, without any
further condition, is sufficient to give 'risé to the eff/ect. Bread,
for example, is a necessary condition of nourishment though
not a sufficient condition. The organism which is nourished
by bread must also be included in the set of conditions that is
sufficient for the effect. If the condition of the organisin be
different (e. g.weék and disabled), it is always possible that
bread will do harm. Thus Mill seems to admit the necessity

of causal relation indirectly.

Of course causal necessity is not idéntical with logical

necessity. Hume is quite right when he says that cause does
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not logically entaﬂ the effect,_‘th:e way the-prope‘rties of a
triangle are entailed by the definnitren of triangle.
Lo gico—mathemati‘cal necessity invoives ne tempora} wear and
tear; and causal relation is temporal -'A C. ;‘EWing.and C. D
Broad think that in some other sense at least the effect is
entailed by the cause. They, therefore reject as wholly
inadequate, the view that all that is meant by saying “A causes |
B” is “B regularly follows A”. Even rf it is not qhite clear
what this other sense of causal necessity is, if does not follow

that the regularity view is adequate.

Actually I—iume’s psychological atomism (the doctrine that
particular impressions or sensations '_ as given in experience |
are distinct and separate) destroys t.he very foundation of our
~ knowledge of a systematic world. 'S_tarting with at_errlic bits ef

experience without any connection, thethebry .make“_s causal
| connection en’rirely subjective —a ﬁctron of mind. Hume
starts by cutting all ties and bonds amongst events and then

complains that they have no connection whatsover.

On Hume’s theory we have no rational basis of

calculation, predlctlon and’ 1nduct1ve generahsatlon for all

(L T~

these processes assume that the same cause will always
produce the same effect. According to Hume we have no more
reason to expect that the kettle W111 b01l when it 1s puton fire

than when it is put on ice. This seems odd.;Russell contends -

e =
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that nigher physics can do without the idea of causation in the
sense of necsssary connection. Even then, there .ar.e sciences

other than higher physics. When the 'bi_dfehemist studies the
| action of chemicals on living Organ‘iSms,ll'he must assume

“causal connection”.

If causality is mere sequence, no human action would
ever spring from a motive or a characfer; there will be no
connection between volition and behaviour. The sense of moral
responsibility would then be meaningless. Hence cause is
more than regular sequence. It implies a necessary order of
events that is strictly irreversible. The effect always unon the
cause but not conversely. The necessary order is not a fiction

- of the mind, but is objectively real.

Immanuel Kant held that cause is an apriori concept which
. 1sthe precondition of our experience of objective succession.
It is not given in experience but comes from wfthin and is
subjective in onigin. It is an apriofi category of the
understanding. When we experience successive events we
connect the events aceording to the law of cause and effect
and thus glve them order and fixty. This necessary order makes
the succession objective and real. The ordered World of
- knowledge is thus made by the understanding. Causation is
thus subjective in origin. But Kant makes a distinction between

phenomena (categorised experience) and noumena. For Kant,

e
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causality is valid only within the world of experience and not
in the world of thing-in-itself. This may be called disguished
subjectivism, for necessary connection is inot adfnitted in
reality. But if thought and realify are i'dentical, cause as the
category of mind is also a category of reality. The necessary

order amongst events which we know, is also objective and

real.

These arguments, therefore, support the view that the idea

of causality implies necessity.

Now one may raise a relevant (_)bjection here. He may
argue that there is really no invariable antecedent of a non-
 eternal effect. We find 'in our experience that a particular effect
is connected with different causes. (This doctrine is called .
plurality of .causes by Mill, Bain etc). Déath, for example, -
~may be due to disease, old age, accident and various other
causes. Similarly, fire may be produced by straﬁl&f (trna) in
one case, by tinder - sticks (arami) in another and by lens
(mani) in a third circumstance. i These examples point to the
fact that none of the antecedents is really invériable. We do
not have any agreement in presence (anvaya) and agreement
in absence (vyatireka) in such cases. It is true that there is
~ agreement in presence between fire and straw, that whenever
straw is present, fire is produced. But th'eré is no agreement

in absence between them; for fire may be produced (for
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example, by lens or tinder sticks) even when thé étr‘aw is,
absent. Same thing happens in othercases as well. According
to the Naiyayikas, this difﬁculty can be removed if we tréat
the effect not.as same in all cases but only similar. Let us
illustrate it with examples. Fire prod'uée,d by tinder-sticks is
different from fire producéd by straw. There is agreement
both in presence and in absence between straw and fire
produced by straW, between lens and fire produced by léns;
between tinder-sticks and fire produced by tinder-sticks. We
can testify that one fire is different from another through our
experience. Suppose, | wént to light my .room,' here I must
seek fire produced out of flame and not fire present in red-hot
iron ball. Now if we recognise'the differences in fire -
(vahni vaijatiya), then no difficulty will arise regarding the
invariable antecedence of fire. Some Western Logicians also
maintain the view that if we specialise the cause, we must
specialise the effect in order to overcome the difficulty arising
out of the plurality of causes. This is called specialising the
effect. The Naiyayikas remove the difficulty in another way.
Like the Western logicians, they hold ‘if we 'generalise the
effect, we must generalise the cause as well’. This is called:
generalising the cause. To fire in general (vahni-samanya),
the Naiyayikas maintain that ‘vijatiya u;;ja sparsavat teja’

is the cause of fire in general. The feeling of heat is there in
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fire, but fire as hot is not the cause of fire because one is not
of different nature (vijatiya) from the other. In other words,
the significance in adding the component ‘vijatiya’
(heterogenous) is to exclude the possibility of fire which feels
hot, that is, usna sparsavan as the cause of itself, The fire
which feels hot (usna spars’aw‘m;z‘.‘eja[;) is homogenous
(svajatiya) with fire (vahn) in general,Hence, by ‘vijatiya
usna sparsa’ we mean the feeling of heat as present in trna,
arani and mani (straw, tinder sticks and lens). In short, the
fire which is present in straw, tinder sticks and lens is not
homogeneous but hetero geheous relation to the effect, fire and

so is regarded as the cause of the latter.

Now, it is clear that both for t}ie Naiyayikas and David
Hume, cause is an invariable antecedent. But this criterion 1S
not enough; mere invariability cannof constitute cause. Two

| thirigs may be invariably connected without one being the cause
of another. For example, the colour of the thread is invariably
present in the thread which is the cause of the cloth. But the
colour of the cloth by itself can never be the cause of the
cloth. Similarly, threadness (fantutva) being invariably related
to thread appears to be an invariable antecedent to any efféct
whatsoever. For, dkasa is nitya (eternal) while the effect is
anitya (non-eternal). And an eternal éntity mﬁst always

invariably precede a non-eternal effect. Still @kasa cannot be



(129)

regarded as the cause of the cloth or jar. Again, the weaver’s
father being invariably prior to weaver, appears to be an
invariable antecedent to the cloth ‘produce'd. Yet weaver’s

father is not the cause of the cloth. That is why the Naiyayikas

- By anyathasiddhisunya’, they mean an indispensable
antecedent. In the above illustrations, the alleged causes are
proved to be antecedent through others and so they are not
indispensable. An antecedent is called indispensable when it

is not dependent on any other prior event.

This definition reminds us of Mill’s definition of cause
as ‘an'unconditional invariable éntecedent.’ 18 For Mill also,
mere invariability of sequence caimot give rise to causal
relation. We repeatedly observe a regular sequence between
day and night, summer and winter in our experience,But we
“donotre gard the one as the cause of the other. The truth is that

they are co-effects. Our experience of the invariable relation
between day and night is conditional being dependent upon
the rotation of the earth on its own axis. Thg: cause must,
therefore, be én unconditional antecedent besides being an
invariable one. By unconditional antecedent Mill means only
that group of conditions which, without any further condition,
is sufficient to give rise to the effect. We may. define, therefore,

the cause of a phenomena to be the antecedent or the

- . s - L g l*
define a cause as ‘anyathasiddhisinyasya niyata purvavartita’ .
3% nyasya niyata p
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concurrence of antecedents, on which it is invariably and

unconditionally consequent.

Now to some it may appear thaf the sequence between
night and day being invariable in our experience, we have
much ground in this case for recognition the two phenomena
as cause and effect; and to say that more is necessary — to
require a belief that the succession is unconditional, or, in )
other  words, that it would be iﬁvariable under all changes
of circumstances-is to acknowledge in causation an element
of belief not derived from experience. The answer to this,
according to Mill is, that it is experience itself which teaches
us that one uniformity of sequence is conditional and another
unconditional. When we judge tﬁat the succession of night’
day is a derivati\./e sequence, depending on something else,
we proceed on grounds of experience. It is the evidence of
experience which says us that day could equally exist without
being followed by day. But the question isthow can we hope
to know that our experience is truly unconditional since our
experience is finite and limitéd? It may happen that what
appears as unconditional at preseht may not be so in future. It
is not possible for us to perceive all cases of fire and all
cases of smoke as such in past, present and future. How are

we then justified in maintaining that fire as such is an invariable

antecedent to smoke as such? Our experience at best warrants
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us in concluding that particular cases of observed fire are
invariably related to the observed cases of smoke. But from
this observed particular to the universal, there is no
thoroughfare. Moreover, Hume admits that on seeing fire as
invariably preceding smoke in one of more instances, we get

into the habit of associating them together.

- The Naiyayikas try to resolve this difficulty. For them,
the only way to determine the unconditionality and invariability
of causal relation is to take resort to an intuitive perception of

samanyalaksana type.

Samanyalaksana is a variety of extraordinary (alaukika)
perception of a whole class of objects through the class-
essence (samanya) present in any individual member of that
class. So it is not imperatively needed to percéive all the

members of a class in order to be able to falk about them. On
perceiving smoke issuing forth from fire in the kitchen in one
occasion, we can conclude that fire is the inivariable antecedent
of smoke. If perception of one instance be not considered as
enough, we cannot even hold that repeated observation of
smoke and fire will yield the conclusion. For, repeated
observation amounts to many singular observations, each being
piled upon another. Repeated observation is in fact unique
observation made many times. Hume seems to be at one with

this when he remarks that “what we learn not from one object,
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we can never learn from a hundred, which are all of the same
kind, and are perfectly resembling in evéry circumstance.” *°
It is of course true that we take resort to repeated observation
to settle a doubt with regard to fhe invariable antécedence of
the cause over the effect. But it is equally true that there is a
limit to doubting and that it must have sufficient basis. Doubting
without an end or sufficient basis is condemned as useless.
The Naiyayikas further argue that when we perceive an
individual smoke (dhiima-vyakti), we also perceive in an
-extraordinary way all cases of smoke through the perception
of its class-essence, smokeness. An individual smoke,
according to Nyaya, is perceived as such because of its
similarity with, and inherence in, universal smokeness. Hence,
in perceiving a particular smoke, we perceive its class-
essence, smokeness, and through the berception of smokeness
we perceive in a ﬁon-sensuous way all smokes possessing
the universal smokeness. Similarly, in the perception of an
individual fire, we perceive in an extraordinary way all cases
of fire through the perception of the | class essence or
samanyanely fireness. Hence, the universal pfoposition “all
smoky objects are fiery” is intuitive}y(""f “known by a non- -.
sensuous perception of all smokes as related to fire through
the perception of smokeness as related to fireness. Hume failé

to admit the possibility of an intuitive experience of the
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samanyalaksana type and thus could not prevent causal

reasoning from being merely probable.

Let us consider Hume’s second objection,iamelyhow do

we know that fire and smoke are related objectively?

. To this, the Naiyéyikas reply that knowledge itself is
formless. It takes the form of that which becomes its object.
Hence there can be no objectless knowledge. We have different
knowledge because there are different objects of knowledge.
Knowledge of jar is different from the kﬁowledge of cloth,
not in respect of knowledge but in respect of the object of
knowledge. It is not possible for us even to think of the objects
as subjectively associated if they are not objectively related.
Grasping knowledge without the object of knowledge is simply |
impossible. Knowledge cannot create any new relation; but it
| can rearrange the ‘objects and their relation. It is true that
knowledge sometimes relate objects .which do no;c have any
objective existence at all. The hare’s horn, sky-lotus etc. are
examples to this point. But even here the hare and the horns,
the sky and the lotus are all objectively real; but the relation
between them 1s unreal. But how do we come to know that the
relation in such cases is unreal? The answer is that experier‘lééﬂ k
does not reveal such a relation. We can relate horns even to

hare because in our experience we find that certain animals

such as cows, buffaloes etc.,possess horn. It follows therefore
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- that sometimes knowledge introduces a relation which is not
found among objects. But that does not mean that it creates
altogether new relations. Knowledgé only reveals the relation
which only binds the objects as found in nature. Knowledge
reveals, for example, a pot as characterised by pothood. And
the relation between pot and pothood is samavaya. That is, if
knowledge reveals pot and pothood, it aléo reveals the relation
between the two. Hence, it can be said .that if there is no
defect in knowledge, then it binds the objects in such relation
as 1s found in nature. There is no sound - basis for doubting
whether such 6bjective rélation between objects exist — a
relation which is really discovered, and not invented by
knowledge. ~- - Let us come back to the discussion of K
samanya-karya-karana-bhava (general principle of
causality). The pro.blem under this principle, according to fhe
* Naiyayikas isswhy everything whose existence hasa begining
must have a cause? In Humean fashion, for what reason we
pronounce it necessary, that everything whose existencé hasa
begining should also have a cause? The genéral ’principle is
the basis of the particular cases of céusal relaﬁon because if
there be no general principle of causality, there is no point in
seeking for the cause of a particular effect. It is our natural
tendency to ask for the cause of a particular event when it

comes into existence. This tendency will be approved
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provided we show that there are no uncaused effect that which .
has a begining in time must have a cause for its existence. The
Naiyayikas try to prove this by means of an inference, r_xamély,
“karyam sahetukam kadacitkatvat, bhojanajc'myc;tf»qptivat’: o
This inference is put in condensed form.' But when fully
stated, it must assume the following form which has five

indispensable members, known as its avayavas.

Karyam sahetukarm (All effects are caused) — is called
pratijfia or statement of the proposition to be estébh’shed ;
kadacitkatvat (because they are occasional or nonwefernal) is
Aetw or the reason for such statement. Yatra ydtra kada-
citkatvam tatra tatra sahetukatvam,y bhojanajanyatrptivat
(wherever there are o_ccasionél or non-eternal entities, there
are causes, for example, satisfaction arising out.of taking food)

— udaharana or statement of a uﬁiversal proposition showing
the connection between the reason and the fact/ stated as
clenched by a - known instance ; tatha cayam (this effect is
also of the same nature, that is, kadacitka) — is called
updnaya or the application, that is, the ascertainnent of the
existence of the mark in the present case ; rasmar tathé
(therefore, the effect is caused) — is wggmﬁm@ or the

conclusion that follows from the preceding propositions.

Now to understand the certainty of this inference, let us

first of all analyse the significance of different technical
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expressions. In this inference, _kc'nya.(effect) is the paksa or
the subject of inference. It is here where the existence of
sadhya (that which we want to infer) is being doubted
(sandigdha-~sadhyavan paksa). ;
‘Sahetukatva’ stands for sadhya for it is what we want
to establish in respect to an effect. (karya). Here an important
questioﬁ a'ri'ses, namely, on what ground do we infer that the
effect 1s caused? For the Naiyayikas, the ground of such
inference is to be found in Kadacitakatva while acts as a
hetu (sign) here. All effects are caused because they exist at
sometime, but do not at some other time. It is the Waptijhana
on which all inferences, according to the . Naivéyi@s - are
basecli.‘ Waptijiana is an invariable and unconditional
concomitance (niyatah anatbpadhikah samband}gab) between
a hetuand a sadhya. Vyapti literally means vyapya-vyapaka-
| sambdndhqﬁthat is, a relation between that which pervades

and that which is pervaded. The vyaptijfiana in the above

inference is expressed in the form : whenever there is a non
eteﬁlél or occasional entity, there is a cause (yatra yatra
k&décitkatvam tatra tatra hetukatvam). In the above
infereﬁce, satisfaction is a kadacitka padartha and so also is
ca_‘usejd. Our experience shows that satisfaction does. not exist

forever ; it arises only when, on being hungry, we take food.

For the Naiyayikas, like the effect, cause also is a kadacitka



padartha. B kadacitka padartha is non-eternal in the sense
that it has a beginning and an end. A non-eternal effect being
kadacitka depends on its cause. We can say, therefore, that
every effect being of the nature of /{&'dﬁ:rtém must have a cause
| for its kadacitkatva. Our experience shows that the effect
appears when the cause appears and it disappears with the
dissapbeare’nce of the cause. It is by means of the methods of
anvéya and vyatireka along with the absence of any contrary
instance that the Naiyayikas establi_sh the causal connection
between the cause and the effect. Now to regard the cause as
kadacitka is to hold that it is occasional, existing at sometime
but not existing at some other time. We must then seek a second
cause to account for the first, the sccond cause again cannot -
be eterhal; for in that case, its effect would have been eternal
— a possibility which is negativated by experience. Hence
" the second cause is likewise non-eternal and inevitably
requires in its turn a fourth, and so on ad infinitum. fhe
Naiyayikas in reply maintain that this causal sequence is like
a stream and is indeed without a beginning (anadi). It involves
iﬁﬁnite regress. But this infinite regress, like thét of seed (vija)
aﬁd seedling (amkura) is not vicious but an acceptable
(pr‘&m&i?ikz") one. . ~
Besides such a straightforward inferential reasoning, the

Naiyayikas take the help of another indirect proof called tarka

(137) -
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by meaps of which they try to prove that every effect is caused, |
the parallel of which is not to be found in Hume. 7arka by
itself is not treated as a source of valid knowledge
(pram ana); but it is certainly lookeci upon as an aid to pram~
ana. |

The Naiyayikas usually resort to farka when there arises
any apﬁfeh‘ehsion about the conclusion being vitiated by the
presence of contrary instances. 7arka puts an end to all such

apprehension or suspicion.

‘The argument from tarka in the case of general principle

of causality runs like this :

karyatvam  yadi  sakatrkatvavyabhicarisyat,
katrjanyatavacchedakam na syai. If the effect in question is
possible without assuming an agent (karta), then the - effect
is sakatkartva vyabhicari because it is-always due to a karta
(kartrjanya). It follows from the very etymolo gical/ meaning
of karya itself. The word karya, for example, is derived from
the root k7 (to do) . Hence its etymological meaning suggests.
that there must be an agent (karta) of every action. An action
without an agent to perform it is simply unthinkableT So every
effeét (karya) logically implies an agent (karta) to perform
it.

A Nyaya philosopher would not say that the concept of

cause is an apriori concept. Even he would not understand
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the-distinction between logical .and psychological necessity.
He would understand certainty, but not necessity, and would
not distinguish between logical and psychological certainty.
He would say that when there is no doﬁbt, there is certainty
and that certainty is visayita vi&'ega _ a characteristic of
knowing or as an epistemic concept. In s'hort', a Nyaya
philoséphef would disagree with the critics of Hume who
hold that the causal relation is necessary in that the words
‘necessity, and ‘entailment’ are not in his vocabulary. But then
he would not hold that anything that is invariably present when
event occurs is its cause.Similarly he would distinguish
between a causal relation and an accidental relation. A
Nyaya philosopher explains the causal relation in a realistic -
way. He would hold that a cauée as well as its effect is an
event. A Nyaya philosopher does not think that a causé is
~ always an event. Now Hume had no trust in abstract properties
of universals. He would not have held that the events between
which én invariable relation obtained were deterrninate events
or dhaimets as a Nyaya philosopher would put it. Accordingly,
a _Nyaya philosopher would hold that when A is a cause, it
ha:s al property of a sort, or thatitisina sfate of being a cause. -
This property is specified by (niriipita) and also specifies
(ﬁirﬁpaka) the state of being an effect owned by B (its effect).

Let us illustrate it with an example. We hold that a pair of
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potsherds is a cause of a jar. Hﬁme would not admit that a
pair of potsherds is.a cause of a jar. For he analyses the causal
relation with reference to what Aristotle would have called
an efficient cause. Indeed other kinds-of causes as recognised
by Aristotle were not considered as cause. by the science of
his time. But, we for the reasons of convenience. are not
| considéring'a cause like a stick that Hﬁme would also have
recognised to. be a cause of jar. The convenience consists in
introducing the limiting relations in respect of the{said state
being of a cause. In the case of a stick, the relation is so
complicated and the stateme'nt of it is so crowded with
technical term that we are not considering the case of a stick.
Be that as it may, such a state of beihg a cause is limited both
property - wise and relation - wise . It cannot be said that the
said state of béing a cause is not limited by a property, for
that would blot out the distinction between a causalJ sequence
and a causal sequence or that it is limited by a more extensive

or a less extensive property.

We see therefore that a Nyaya '_philosopher would not
introduce necessity to distinguish between a causal relation
and a chance relation. He would do it in terms of the limiting
property of the state of being a cause. No doubt, he would
also introduce the limiting prdpelfty of the state of being an

effect. For similar reasons, he would also hold that the said
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state of being an effect are not limited by any relation. And in
this way he would exhibit the co-residence
(samanadhikaranya) of cause and; effect. We do not think
that Hume can introduce such a limiting property and such a
limiting relation. So when a Nyaya philoéopher states that a
pair of pot-sherds is a cause of a jar what he meané thét a pair
of pot;é.herds owns a state of being a cause that is specified
by a state of being an effect limited by the relation of idéntity
and the property of being pot-sherds (samavayasambandhii-
vaqchinna~gha_tvc'zvacchinna-kc'zryatd-nirﬁpita tadatmya -
sambandhavacchinna- kapc'zlatvc'z-vacchinna karanafi-

Spraya).
J y )
Besides this, & Nyaya philosopher would also argue that
when a cause is said to be an invariable antecedent, it is meant
that it is an antecedent that comprehends or is a vyapaka of

/
/

its effect.

Now when A comprehends B it is not the case that a
negation of it resides in the locus of B. So if we leave out the
causes that are compresent with their effects, we should say,
tosaythat Aisa céuse of B is to say that it is not the case that
anegation of A resides in the moment immediately before the
moment its effect B occurs. But if we take into such causes as
well, we should have to add ¢ the momenf the effect occurs’.

True, we should introduce in this case as well the limitor of
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the .negaturneness concerned, Again he does not hold that every
invariable relation is a causal relation.. Thus, @kasa, though
invariably present whenever an efféct occurs is not treated as
a cause of every occurent. Similarly, the property of being a.
stick, a class-property owned by every - stick as its invariable
antecedent; but is not regarded as a cause of such occurenté
on the‘“grou'n('i that it may be disﬁensed with (anyathasiddha)
in the causal account of such occurents. But his doctrine of
‘what may be so dispensed with and also if a cause may be
defined exclusively in terms of such dispensiabilityma.?pg]ff}:ds
what is not so dispensable with (anyathasiddhibhinnatva)
demand separate discussion. And what is non-ubiquitous but
eternal may also be said to be an i:\'.'airiableianfecedent of évery :
occurent and so of a jar. We.may rule out tha‘; it is é cause of
the jar on the ground that it does not satisfy the cond@tiori of

~ co-residence, or that it does not satisfy the spa@jé-temporal
condition. A Nya?iya philosopher while spelling out his attitude
to Hume would not introduce neceséity. He would introduce
limiting relations and limiting properties, the condition of -
co-residence and also space and time as approi)riately limited

as causal factors.

Let us consider the reactions of Samkhya philosophers
against Hume’s theory of causality. Unlike Hume, the Samkhya

philosophers do not recognise causes and effects to be
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altogether different. For them, effect is not a new creation but
the manifestation of that which is already contained in the
cause. We experience that particular effects are only produced
by particular causes. For example, the pot can be produced
only from the lump of clay, curds only from milk and so on,_'
but not pot from milk or curds from lump of clay. Here also it
is pro.\./ed' that there is a fixed, unalterable and necessary
relation between a cause and an effect, and an effect is capable

of being produced by that cause only with which it is related.

The Buddhist philosophers also admit that thefe is an
invariable and necessary relation in the case'bf causal
connection. When two things are related as cause and éffect,
they are always and everywhere related to each other. To '
ascertain whether two events are causally connected the
- Buddhists apply the test of paficakarani which is as follows.
(1) the effect cannot occur before the cause; (2')/ the cause
occurs, (3) immediately, the effect occurs, (4) the cause

disappears; (5) immediaiely the effect disappears.

Let us turn to some modern critics of Hume and see how

they react against Hume’s theory of causality.

It is widely held that Hume denied not only the conception
of cause as power or activity but also the ne‘cessary
connection:” between a cause and an effect. Experience for

Hume, reveals merely the succession of two events, but no
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connection: between them. It is we, who by virtue of habit
and association, read 4t®the objects the idea of necessary
determination, which is not really there. In answer to Hume’s
question, namely,with what right to we add to our experience
of uniform sucession the idea of hecessary connection, Kant
says that we can only get the experierice of objective
suc_ceséidri if we have presupposed the principle of necessary
determination. Wi;chout the presuppoéitiOn of the principle of |
causation, we cannot distingnish between mere succession in
our apprehension and apprehension of succession, i.e,
subjective and' objective succession. In fhe perception of a

house, for instance, we are compelled to look first at one pért

and then at another, for we cannot apprehend the object all at

once. We may begin with the roof and end with the baseme;nt, '

or we may, revemsig the order as Well, -begin with the basement
| and end with the roof. Here, therefore, there is suéc;ession in
our apprehension of the object. But there being no succession
in the object, the order in which we apprehend the different
parts is quite arbitrary — the parts-all exist simultaneously.

But where there is succession in the object itself, the order of

our apprehending is fixed. In the case of a movement of a ship

going downstream, we perceive its position higher up the
stream first and its position-lower down the stream only

afterwards. We can in no way reverse the order, for what we
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are apprehending is actually successive ; here we put the time
into the object. Thus subjective succ¢ssion 1s reversiblé, not
following any fixed order, where,és objective succes_sibn
which is bound to a fixed order, is not so. Hence , the law of
causation is not derived from our experience of objective
succcession, as Hume has suppdsed. It is, on the contrary, the
very bé;sis' of or the presupposition of such experience. It is

therefore a priori.

~ Among the critics of Hume over causality, the name of
prof. Alfred quth Whitehead deserves special mention. All
existence, according to whitehead, is continuo:is. So Nature
cannot be a mere collection of .'st'q.tic objects. It is, on the
éontrary, a continuous system of everits.. Failing to grasp this
dynamic character of events, Hume has in fact made nonsense
of modern science. Hume’s atomistic view of Naturc; prevents
him from finding any connection between the cat'_'i/se and the
effect. If objects of experience are, from the very start, isolated
and independent, we cannot, on whitehead’s opinion, deduce
any systematic uniformity on the ground of experience. “This
uniformity does not belong to the immediate relations of the
crude data of experience, but is the result of substituting for
them more refined logical entities, such as relations between
relations, or classes of classes relations”. ‘2! For whitehead

causal relation is an objective relation. It obtains between
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two events ; the preceding one is called the cause which is
continuous with the succeeding one, known as the effect. Hume
fails to provide experience with any objective content. The

result is a solipsist subjectivism. %

Causality, according to samuel Alexander, is nothing but
the relation of continuity between two different motions. The
motion which in order of time precedes that into which it is
continued or prolonged is called the cause; the latter is the
effect. Causlity is thus the relation of continuity between one
substance and another within a space time whole. But Hume’s
whole theory of causality is based on the assumption that the
causal process is not continuous. H'ume’s atomisﬁc analysis
prevents him from finding the simple element of continuity in '
our experience. That is why he fails to find any connection

between the cause and the effect.

All these views suggest that the causal relation is an
objective relation. It does not consist in the repetition of the
pair of similar events:though the repetition of events may

enable us to discover causal laws.
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