CHAPTER -1

INTRODUCTION

Inference as a valid form of cognition

According to Naiyayikas imperceptible condition that may be in
case of the invariable relation between any kind of smoke and that of fire
can be avoided with the help of Vipaksa Badhaka Tarka related to
causality. Vipaksa Badhaka Tarka related to causality is such - if there is
no invariable relation between smoke and fire, smoke will not be
produced by fire. But smoke is produced by fire. So smoke must be
~ invariably concomitant with fire. The invariable concomitance related to
causality which is the base of Tarka is ‘that what is produced by that is
invariably concomitant with that’ That condition which is apprehended
in case of invariable concomitance, same kind of apprehension can be
made in the case of the invariable concomitance which is the base of
Tarka. 1If it is apprehended that smoke is produced without fire,
satisfaction will come without food. But it is admitted, there will be
practical obstruction in case of Pratyaksa Pramana. So this is possible to
ascertain the invariable concomitance between smoke and fire and there

is no apprehension of imperceptible condition.

In the Nyaya Marnjuri, Jayanta Bhatta has admitted the practical
utility of inference. In any society all men infer at every step, though they
are not aware that they infer. Such kind of spontaneous inference occurs

in case of the child though they are not acquainted with any process of the



inference. Farmers also infer about paddy crops through the clue of a
probans or reason. Even the child can infer the primary relation between
the word and its meaning by observing the verbal usage of the old people.
If there is no solid ground in the context of lecture, that lecture can never
attractive to any man whether he is educated or uneducated. When we
advise our relatives to do anything, we have to support that advice with

the help of some arguments so that the advice can be effective.

Now we shall determine the definition of inference. The word
‘Anumana’ is constituted with two words ‘Anu’ and ‘Mana’ The
meaning of the word ‘4nu’ is ‘after’ and the meaning of the word ‘Mana’
is knowledge So the etymological meaning of the word ‘Anumana’ is the
Knowledge which succeeds another knowledge. After perceiving the
smoke in the hill the knowledge of fire is possible. Here the preceding
knowledge is perceptual knowledge. ‘The knowledge of fire’- this later
knowledge is inference. Vatsyayana in his book ‘Nyaya Bhasya’
describes inference in this way - ‘Tatpurbakanumanam’.  Here
perception has been mentioned by the word ‘Tat’ Therefore it is said that

inference always follows perception.

The famous example of the inference of Naiyayikas is ‘The hill is
fiery as it has smoke’ In this inference ‘smoke’ is probans. The probans
is that by which something is inferred. Fire is inferred with the help
of the probans named ‘smoke’ Fire is probandum. That which is inferred
in the subject is probandum. Fire is probandum as it is inferred about
fire. The place where fire is inferred is ‘the hill’. ‘The hill’ is paksa. The
place where there is doubt about probandum is called paksa. Because

before inference there is doubt about fire which is the feature of the



probandum. So it follows that in the paksa ‘hill’ is inferred the
probandum ‘fire’ is inferred by the probans ‘smoke’. Here there arises a
question that we infer fire by perceiving ‘smoke’, but why do we not infer
water? In response to this we may say that as smoke and fire always
remain in the same place, we infer fire by perceiving smoke. That is as
smoke and fire always reside in the same locus there is concomitance rule

or the relation of universal concomitance between them.

The etymoligical meaning of the word ‘Vyapti’ is vyapakata or
extensive¢ness. That is the concomitance relation resides in such two
entities that one entity co-heres with another entity. In Tarkasamgraha

Annambhafta determines the nature of Vyapti — The form of the
concomitance relation has been shown by the statement ‘where there is
smoke there is fire’, Here by the word ‘smoke’ probans has been
indicated and by the word ‘fire’ Probandum has been indicated. For
understanding all places of smoke the part ‘where there is smoke’ has
been included. The part ‘the rule of concomitance’ is the defining
characteristic of ‘the concomitance relation’. ‘Co-existence’ — that too
entities abide in the same locus is called ‘Sahacara’ The relation of
sahacara is called concomitance. The word ‘cocomitance’ means co-
location. The entities which abide in the same locus are co-related. The
colour and smell of rose abide in the same locus. So in this case the
colour and smell of rose are colocated. The presence of concomitance is
co-location. Thus ‘wherever there is smoke there is fire’ — the meaning
of this sentence is, in the locus where smoke resides, fire also resides in
that locus, that is there is coherence relation between smoke and fire. But
only co herence is not called vyapti. The rule of co-location is called

vyapti. By the word ‘rule’ is meant, the regular co-herence.



In Tarkasamgraha Dipikd Annambhatta has explained the rule of
concomitance as ‘Hetusamanadhikaranatyantabhava
pratiyogisadhyasamanadhi Karanyam’. Simply it is said that probandum
will be the non-negatum of the absolute absence which will be in the
locus of probans. When there is no presence of a object with another
object in any time, i.e. — past, present and future such type of absence is
called absolute absence. As for example — there is not only the absence
of colour in the air, but also there can not be colour in the air in any time.
The absence of any object is the negatum of that object. As for example
—the pot is the negatum of the absence of the pot. Where there is the
absolute absence of any object, there can never be the negatum of that
absolute absence. Now we shall notice whether the characteristic of
Vyapti which has been described is applicable to the valid inference or
not. If the characteristic is not applicable to any valid inference, it will be
meant that the characteristic is faulty. So to examine the characteristic it
will be applied to any val;id inference. The characteristic will be applied
in the case of famous inferential case. In this inference the probans is
‘smoke’, probandum is ‘fire’ and the subject is ‘hill’. The place where
there is smoke is called the locus of smoke i.e., the locus of the probans.
The locus of the probans ‘smoke’ is kitchen, field & the ritual platform
etc. The absolute absence of the probandum which is in the locus of the
probans can never be in that locus. The absolute absence of the fire can
never be in the above mentioned substratum i.e., kitchen, field, ritual
platform etc. In the locus of the probans ‘smoke’ there will be absolute
absence of jar, pot etc. The negatum of the absolute absence of jar, pot is
jar, pot. The non-negatum of the absolute absence of the jar, pot is the

probandum ‘fire’ As the probandum ‘fire’ is different from jar, pot which



1s negatum of the absolute absence which abides in the same locus as the
probans, fire is the non-negatum of the absolute absence of jar, pot etc.
The characteristic of Vyapti is considered as valid and also as faultless as
the probandum ‘fire’ which is the non-negatum of the absolute absence
abides in the same locus as the probans also abides in the same locus as
the kitchen etc. Let us consider another inference. Let us apply this
characteristic in the inferential case ‘The hill has smoke as it has fire’.
‘Fire’ is the probans in this inferential case. The locus of the probans
‘fire’ in red hot ironball. As in the locus of probans ‘fire’ i.e. in the red
hot iron ball there is absolute absence of the jar, pot etc., so also in the
probandum ‘fire’ there is absolute absence. As in the locus of probans red
hot iron ball, fire abides but not smoke, fire and smoke can not abide in
the same locus. As in this context the probandum is ‘smoke’, the
negatum of the absolute absence which abides in the locus of the probans
is smoke. As in this inferential context the characteristic does not match,

this inference has considered to be faulty.

Only after establishing the concomitance relation between smoke
and fire, we can not infer in this way — the hill has fire. At first after the
observation of the concomitance relation between smoke and fire in the
kitchen, ritual platform etc. and then the non observation of smoke in the
place where there is no fire, the concomitance relation between smoke
and fire is established. But if afterwords we do not perceive smoke in the
hill and we do not affected by the impression which is due to the
perception of the formerly acquired concomitance relation, such kind of
memory can not be produced that smoke is pervaded by fire. So it is
implied that after the perception of the probans in the subject, the

rememberance of the concomitance relation between the probans and the



probandum is possible. Such kind of knowledge ‘The hill has smoke’ is
called Paksadharmata Jiiana i.e. ‘The subject (paksa), ‘the hill’ has a
feature’;. If the etymological meanting of the word Paksadharmata’ is
accepted, ‘paksasya dharmah  Paksadharmah, tasya bhavah
paksadharmata’ has derived from such sixth Tatpurusa Samasa and then
for inner meaning the word ‘paksadharmata has derived from the root
word ‘Tal’. Let us dicuss the nature of paksa before discussing
Paksadharmata. Paksa is that where there is paksata. Literally the
meaning of paksata is the feature of Paksa or such a characteristic resides
in the entity, for which the entity is called the paksa of that inference.
Again we mean by paksa that entity about whom a probandum is
certainly ascertained. To prove certainly that there is probandum, the
entity should have capability of being paksa. The capability of being a
paksa is dependent upon a particular situation.  The etymological
meaning of such a situation is called paksata without which the entity can
not be a paksa of a inference. In Tarkasamgraha Dipika Annambhatta
describes Paksata — the siddhi that is accompanied by sisadhayisa i.e. the
absence of the certainty of sadhya is called Paksata. In the paksa there is
probandum, such kind of certainty is called siddhi. Generally no one can
infer if there is the certainty of the probandum in the subject or the paksa.
But inspite of the certainty of the probandum, if anyone desires to infer,
then he can infer. So sisadhayisa or desire to infer acts as a stimulant in
case of the inference and being stimulant this sis@dhayisa helps to
construct inference in spite of the presence of the siddhi as hindrance.
But in case of the inference if there is siddhi, not sisadhyaisa, there can
not be paksata in that case. So it is seen that the negation of the certainty

of the probandum which is accompanied by the desire to infer is accepted



as the cause of the inference and that cause is called paksarta. The subject
or paksa which is accompanied by paksata is considered as paksa. In the
above discussed example by the term ‘the hill etc’ is meant that subject or
paksa which is accompanied by Paksata. For this reason in
Tarkasam graha Annambhatta describes ‘paksadharmata’as ‘The hill has
probans’, That which is asraya or the seat of the vyapti is called vyapya.
As for example — in the above mentioned example fire is invariably
concomitant with smoke. So smoke is invariably concomitant with fire.
The presence of the probans in the subject or Paksa is called
paksadharmata. After observing the concomitance relation of smoke
with fire in the places like courtyard, kitchen etc. accepting the invariable
relation between smoke and fire, if smoke is perceived in the hill, then the
knowledge ‘Dhumah Parvata vrtti’ i.e. mountainhood of the probans
‘smoke’ is called paksadharmata. If that probans which is invariably
related with the probandum is in the paksa, is called paksadharmata, In
the knowledge of Paksadharmata the hill acts as viSesya, smoke acts as
prakara or viSesana of the hill and smokeness acts as prakara or visesana

of smoke.

But a question arises when a person perceives smoke in the hill and
he certainly knows that wherever there is smoke there is fire — from these
two knowledge whether he can infer that there is fire in the hill. After
perceiving smoke in the hill that person acquires the knowledge of
Paksadharmata as ‘Parvatah Dhiimavan’ and he acquires the knowledge
of invariable concomitance as ‘Vahnivyapyah Dhumah’ after perceiving
the invariable concomitance between smoke and fire. But these two
knowledge being separate cause of the inference can not be able to

produce this inference ‘Parvatah Vahniman’. Because smoke is prakara



in the paksadharmata knowledge ‘Parvatah Dhiimavan’, and the hill is
Visesya. Here only smoke is the object of this paksadharmata jriana, the
invariable concomitance between smoke and fire is not the object of this
Paksadharmata jriana. The hill is not the object in the knowledge of the
invariable concomitance ‘Vahnivyapyah Dhiima’, only there is the
relation of invariable concomitance of the smoke with the fire. As the
knowledge of paksadharmata and the knowledge of vyapti are
completely separate, they can not produce this inferential knowledge
‘Parvatah Vahniman’. The inferential knowledge will never be possible
if there is no knowledge of invariable concomitance of that smoke with
fire, i.e., the smoke by which fire is inferred in the hill. The inferential
knowledge will never be possible unless there is the knowledge of the
'smoke which is in the hill is invariably concomitant with fire. Therefore
third knowledge is to be admitted which is the addition of two knowledge
i.e. paksadharmata jiiana and vyapti jiana and the form of this
knowledge is ‘Vahnivyapya Dhiimavan Parvatah’ 1f Vyaptivisistatva as
the adjective of Probans which is included in the knowledge of
Paksadharmanpta is the object, there arises visista jiiana called paramarsa.
Except this Paramarsa Jiana inference is not possible. Therefore
Annambhatta  expresses the characteristic of inference as
‘};?*\amq\"s’djanyam Jrianam anumiti’. As the characteristic of inference is
expressed by inference, it is essential to understand the exact meaning of

paramarsa.



Classification of Inference

Many philosophers have classified inference into various classes in

respect of their point of view.

Sage Gautama has described inference into three subdivisions —i.e.
(1) Purvavat (ii) Sesavat and (iii) S&manyatodrsta. Commentator
Vatsyayana has described these three kinds of inferences in two kinds of

interpretations.

In the first interpretation of the commentator the meaning of the
word ‘Piirva’ is a cause and the meaning of the word ‘Sesa’ is the effect.
As in the sequence of the cause and the effect, the cause occurs former
and the effect occurs later, so the word ‘péarva’ is applied in the meaning
of the cause and the word ‘sesa’ is applied in the meaning of the effect.
‘Pirvam vidyate yatra’ that is pirvavat inference is that inference where
the cause exists as probans. According to such etymological meaning this
inference is the inference due to cause. In this case the effect is inferred
by means of the cause. As for example by perceiving the cause i.e. dark
cloud in the sky we can infer its effect i.e. future rain, According to the
second interpretation of the commentator this inference is — in the case of
the perception of the concomitance relation in the way the two entities are
perceived, between these two in another place for perceiving the same
kind of entities like formerly seen probans is inferred the same kind of
entities like formé;fy seen probandum, that inference is pirvavat
anumana. The word ‘Purvavat’ has come from the word ‘Piarva’ which
has derived from ‘Vati’ The meaning of this word is similar to Purva.

The famous example of it is — ‘Yatha dhimenagniriti’. Earlier in the



kitchen by perceiving the co-existence between smoke and fire, we
perceive the concomitance relation between smoke and fire. Afterwords
in the hill by perceiving the same kind of smoke which was like formerly
seen smoke, same kind of unperceived fire which was like formerly seen
fire was inferred. ‘Seso vidyate yatra’ that is Sesovat inference is that
inference in which effect exists as probans. From this etymological
meaning this inference is effect based on inference. In the context of this
inference the inferential knowledge of that pervaded cause is acquirel by
the knowledge of the particular effect. By perceiving the effect i.e. the
swift muddy flooded water of a rain, we infer its cause i.e. the past rain.
Another interpretation of this inference “Sesavannama Parisesah”
‘Sisyate avisisyate’ - according to such etymological meaning the entity
which is residual is meant by the word ‘Sesa’ ‘‘Seso’sti yasya
Pratipadyataya’ that is residual entity is implied by anumana pramana.
The inference by which interential knowledge is acquired about residual
entity is called Sesavat inference. A person clarifies with argument that
sound is quality. Among six entities i.e., substance, quality, particular
and inherence, universal and action, sound is not universal, particular and
inherence. Because that three entities are not eternal, but the sound is
non-eternal. So in the next step such kind of doubt arises whether sound
is substance or quality or action. But by such kind of inference i.e.,
‘sound is not substance, as it is inherent in substance’, it is ascertained
that sound is not substance. Because non-eternal substances have
component and they inhere in the more than one substance with
component. But only sound inheres in the substance called akasa. So
sound is not substance. In the next step by the inference ‘sound is not

action’ from the production of the same class it i1s determined that the

10



sound is not action. Because in the next moment of the production of the
sound, that sound produce another sound of the similar class. Because if
a action is produced in a substance, in the next moment that action has a
division from other substance. So only action is meant for division and
that which is not meant for division, has no characteristics of action. So
in action there is no production-hood of the same class. Only substance
and quality is the producer of the same class. In this way if in the sound
substancehood and actionhood is fulfilled, qualityhood is the residual
entity. So the qualityhood of the sound is proved. The proof of
qualityhood is the inference about the residual entity i.e. qualityhood. In
this case Sesavat inference is that inferential means which proves that

residual entiy.

In the case of inference where inferential entity is not liable to the
ordinary perception, so it is not possible to perceive invariable
concomitance with any other entity. In that case the inference of the
unperceived entity is possible by perceiving the relation of the invariable
concomitance of any object with any other object - this kind of inferential
means is samanyatodrsta anumana. As for example the movement of the
sun is unable to see in the ordinary perception. So its concomitance
relation with any other entity is not possible to perceive in the ordinary
perception. But because of this movement the object which is seen in one
place is also seen in another place. Thus because of the perception of the
in-general invariable concomitance inferential knowledge of the
movement of the unperceived sun is acquired, as in the morning the sun is
seen at one place, but at the afternoon the sum is seen at another place.
According to the second interpretation Samanyatodrsta anumana is

opposite to Piarvavat anumana. Because in Pirvavat inference formerly
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at any place the relationship of pervaded-pervader between probans and
probandum is perceived. But in the case where that kind of relation
between Probans and probandum is not liable to ordinary perception, in
that case the probandum is solved by the Samanyatodysta inference. The
inference of the qualities like wish etc. is the example of such kind of
inference. Besides body etc. soul is not liable to ordinary perception.
Though the qualities like wish etc. are the object of the internal
perception, it is not possible to perceive the relation of the invariable
concomitance of that soul with those qualities, because soul is that in
which the qualities like wish etc. are acquired — to ascertain such kind of
invariable concomitance there is no illustration that is proved by
perception. But whatever is the quality it subsists in the substance itself,
as for example colour etc. quality — in this way the relation of the
invariable concomitance of in-general category like quality with
dravyastrita-ness is established. Because the fact that quality like colour.
subsists in the substance is perceived by the external sense organ. As in—
general invariable concomitance relation is established, so it is proved
that wish etc. qualities persist in the substance i.e., category like
substance is the substratum of the qualities like wish etc. As a result of

this, additional substance called soul is proved.

But according to Uddyatakara and Vacaspati Misra soul is not
proved by Samanyatodysta inference because soul is not the object of the
inference. But whatever is quality persists in the substance — in such a
way as the invariable concomitance of the quality like category with
Dravyasritva is ascertained, quality like wish etc persist in the substance
is proved by the Samanyatodrsta inference. After that wish etc. quality

.. . ongan ..
does not persist in the body, in the sensee@am — this is proved by

12



inferential means, at last other than body etc. quality like wish persists in
the substance, i.e., soul is the quality of that additional substance - it is
proved by Sesavat inference. First of all the inference that proves that the
substance is the substratum of the qualities like wish etc. is called

Sesavat.

In reference to this it is mentioned that Samkhya Philosophers also
has divided inference into three classes — as for example — Purvavat,
Sesavat and Samanyatodrsta inference. According to the old Samkhya
Philosopher Purvavat inference is analogical inference. The word
‘Pirvavat has composed by adding Pratyaya ‘Vatic’ ‘Vatic’ is analogical
Pratyaya. We have seen that from dark cloud the rain falls. At present
the clouds have gathered as before. So it will be rain. This kind of
inference is pirvavat. In case of Sesavat inference we know a small part
of the large and we infer that the residual part like small part contains the
same quality. As for example — tasting a small amount of water with the
help of tongue we know that the sea water is salty and with the help of
Sesavat inference we come to know that the remaining part of the sea-
water is salty. Imperceivable movement is inferred by Samanyatodrsta
inference. As for example — a person named Rama from one country
goes to another country. Perceiving Rama in another country we can
realize that he has movement. We can not perceive the movement of
Rama with the help of eye. We cannot perceive the movement of the
stars and the moon though we can notice their displacement from one
place to another. We infer their movement by the probans i.e. the
displacement in one place from another place. Though there is the
difference between the movement of Rama and the movement of the

moon and the sun, the movement has some universal feature. We are
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infering the movement of the moon and the stars on the basis of the
universal feature called movement. For this reason such kind of inference

18 samanyatodysta inference.

Vacaspati Misra has divided inference into two subclafses — Vita
anyuména and Avita anumana. This subdivision of inference has made
on the basis of the method of determining the invariable concomitance.
The invariable concomitance is determined on the basis of the agreement
and the difference. That inference where the invariable concomitance is
determined on the basis of the agreement, and the inference which is
meant for positive object is called vita anumana. As for example — ‘The
hill has fire as it has smoke’. This kind of inference is inclined to find out
the probandum on the basis of the invariable concomitance based on the
" agreement Avita anumana is that where the invariable concominance is
based on the difference. This kind of inference is engaged in finding out
the Probandum on the basis of the invariable concomitance based on the
difference. In spite of being implemented, it prohibits i.e. ‘there is
nothing’-such kind of absence is implied by it. In one word it is said that
vita anumana 1s the knowledge of the invariable concomitance which is
for the knowledge of the concomitance relation based on the agreement
and avita anumana is the knowledge of the invariable concomitance
which is for the knowledge of the concomitance relation based on the
difference. In the commentatory of Vatsyayana that Sesavat inference
which has been mentioned is this Avita Anumana. In Sesavat anumana
that which remains residual, is the content of the inference. As the
content of this inference is residual, this inference is called Sesavar. In
course of describing this inference Vacaspati Misra has quoted this very

famous line — “Prgsakta — Pratisedheanyatra prasangashisyamane
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sampratyaya Pariseshesah iti’.  Tattvakaumadi, Sa.Ka. 5., quote
Nyayabhasya — 1.1.5. By negating these categories which have
probability and by not considering those which have no probability, the
category which remains residual is called Parisesa. If we descube the
famous example of Nyayadarsana, the matter will be clarified ‘Whether
sound is substance or quality, or action’ — in what category sound will be
included — that is the considerable matter. Sound is existent and non
eternal. For this reason the probability of being sound is less in the case
of negation, generality, particularity and inherence as negation is non-
existent. Though eternal generality, particularity and inherence are
existent. By not considering the categories like generality, particularity
and inherence, we will consider whether sound is substance, or quality or
action. We think greatly that these categories have the probability. If we
prove that sound is not substance and action, quality will remain residual.
Sound is creative category. If sound is substance, it will be avayavi. If it
is avayavi, it will be inherent in many constituents. But more than one
constituent of the sound is not seen. So sound is not substance. Whether
sound is action. Action is not originated from another action. But sound
is produced from another sound. So sound can not be action. So sound is
quality. Substance and quality have the probability of being sound,
generality and particularity etc. have no probability of being sound. In
the former said manner sound will not be probable substance and action
and it will not be improbable generality and particularity. At last there
will remain quality. Thus inclusion of sound in quality will be proved by

Sesavat inference.

To make Avita inference understand Vacaspati Misra has quoted

the example of Vatasayangs inference which proves qualityness of sound.



But in his book called ‘Tawparyatika’, Vacaspati Misra has pointed out
that the example given by Vét%;ana is not well reputed. Because in the
case of Avita Anumana the knowledge of the invariable concomitance is
established on the basis of the method of difference. But in the inference
of the proof of the qualityness of the sound, the knowledge of the
invariable concomitance is established by the method of the agreement
and the difference. So according to him the proof of the soul as the
substratum of the wish etc quality is the consistent example of the Sesavat

Inference.

Vita inference has been divided into two parts — as for example (1)
Pirvavat and (2) Samanyatodrsta. The meaning of the word ‘Parvavat’
is related to purva. Here the meaning of the word ‘Pirva’ is famous.
Vacaspaté Misra has given the meaning of the word ‘Piirvavat’ is related
to purva. Here the meaning of the word ‘Piirva’ is famous. He has given
the meaning that we formerly perceive the particulars of that universal
which is inferred. Let us take a famous inferential case i.e., ‘The hill has
fire as it has smoke’. In this cave we do not infer the particular fire, we
infer the universal ‘Pireness’ Because only particular is perceivable.
Formerly many times we have seen the particular ‘fire’ in the kitchen.
The universal ‘fireness’ is existent in this particular ‘fire’ also. Therefore
the particular individual (Svalaksana) of that universal which we are
inferring, has been seen before. To make this matter understand the
meaning of the word ‘famous’ has been stated — ‘Drsta
Svalaksanasamanyam’. Drstam Svalaksanam yasya Samanyasya — i.e.
that Svalaksana of the universal which is the object of the perception, if
we take another svalakasana of that universal as probandum (sadhya)

there will be Plrvavat inference, here fire is a universal entity. The
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particular fire is svalaksana. As before this inference the svalaksana of
that fire i.e., only individual fire has been perceived, the inference ‘the
hill has fire as it has smoke’ has been stated Pirvavat. As a result of this
the fire in the hill is inferred. The probandum which is the object of the
knowledge of the invariable concomitance, that type of the inference

which is related to the probandum is called pirvavat.

Second kind of Vita inference or Samanyatodrsta is adrsya
svalaksana Samanyavisayaka. Svalaksana of that generality has not been
perceived before, but Svalaksana of generality which is pervaded by that
generality is perceived, the inference where that generality is the object is
called Samanyatodrsta inference. Let us clear the point with the help of a
example — ‘Rupajiianam Sakaranakam Kriyatvat Chidadikriyavat’ — if
we analyse this example we came to know that the knowledge of the
colour is the action of the internal sense organ. So there is the instrument
of that action. As for example there is the instrument of the action of the
cutting. The axe is the instrument of the action of the cutting. In this
case there is inference of that generality which is the form of
instrumenthood. The particular axe etc. entities of that generality is
perceived by us. We infer that instrumenthood generality of the
instrument of the action of the colour etc. The particular sense organ of
that instrumenthood is never perceived. At all times sense organ is
imperceivable entity. But instrumenthood is the generality which is
pervaded by sense organhood generality, The axe etc. is Svalaksana of
generality which is pervaded by this instrumenthood. This kind of
inference is called samanyatodrsta as axe etc Svalaksana is perceived and
the particular sense organ which is Svalaksana of the sense organhood

generality is not perceived. In this inferential case the concomitance
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relation has been established between the action of cutting and the
intrumenthood. But by this inference the senseorgan is established. In
the hill to establish fire in the case of the concomitance relation as
particular fire is the object, likewise particular senseorgan is not the
object in the case of the accepted concomitance relation to establish the
senseorgan as the instrument of the knowledge of the colour etc. But the
axe etc. is the object. This axe etc is not svalksana of the probandum of
that inference. So in the knowledge of the colour etc. as instrumenthood
is established, this inference is called samanyatodrsta as before inferring
Svalaksana of such kind of instrument is not perceived. Though there is
similarity between samanyatodrsta with Purvavat, there is dissimilarity
between them. The similarity between them is that both inference is
caused by the knowledge of the invariable concomitance which is due to
agreement Yet in the case of Samanyotodrsta we infer that generality of
which the particular individual can not perceive before. In some cases
that particular individual can be imperceivable object. But in the case of
Parvavat the particular individual of the inferrable generality is perceived

before.

The neo-logicians has divided inference in two parts — the
inference for oneself and the inference for others. This kind of division
of the inference has done on the basis of the utility which the inference
serves. That inference is called Svarthanumana by which the person can
infer his own probandum. In the term ‘Svartha’, by the term ‘artha’ is
meant utility. Thcn the meaning the term ‘Svartha’ is ‘done for serving
any utility of own’. Again by ‘utility’ it is meant the removal of the
doubt which we have about the probandum. Thus according to the

etymological meaning, the meaning of the term ‘Svarthanumana’ is —
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Svarthanumana is that inference from which one’s own purpose is
served, that is the doubt about probandum which arises in one’s mind is
removed. As for example it is said that when any person who has the
knowledge of the perceiving the concomitance relation between smoke
and fire in the places like kitchen etc, goes to any hill and perceives the
smoke emerging from the hill, then doubt arises in mind that there may be
fire in the hill. Then that person remembers that there is constant
concomitance relation between smoke and fire i.e. he remembers this
kind of invariable concomitance relation - ‘wherever there is smoke there
is fire’. Then he acquires this kind of certain knowledge i.e. ‘This hill has
smoke which has invariable concomitance with fire’. At last from this

certain knowledge he infers ‘The hill has fire’.

In the case of Pararthanumana the meaning of the term ‘artha’ is
utility. In the case of this inference the utility is for the purpose of any
other person. Pararthanumana is that inference by which another person
can acquire the knowledge of the inferrable entity. In this case of the
inference at first any person infers for his own purpose and then to make
it understand another person he applies five membered statement. After
perceiving smoke any persbn by himself infers fire in the hill and then if
he makes it to convince another person, he has to apply those five
statements i.e. — (i) The hill has fire (ii) Because it has smoke (iii)
Whatever has smoke has fire e.g. Kitchen (iv) This hill has smoke which
is invariably associated with fire (v) Therefore this hill has fire. These
five statements are called Nyaya and its part statements are called
Avayava The five statements Pratijiia, Hetu, Udaharana, Upanaya and

nigamana are called Paricavayava.
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Among these five ‘The hill has fire’ is Pratifii"a’. This statement
describes the proposed conclusion to other person. By this statement it is
meant that a particular probandum (sadhya) is in the particular subject
(Paksa). In the case of any inference it is ascertained that there is a
particular probandum (sa@dhya) in a particular subject (paksa). But we
have to take probandum (sadhya) by limiting the limitor of sadhyata and
in the same way we have to take subject (Paksa) by limiting the limitor of
Paksata. As for example, the statement - ‘The hill has fire’ is called
pratijiia. In this case ‘the hill’ is subject (Paksa), ‘the fire’ is the
probandum (sadhya). The limitor of Paksata is mountainhood and the
limitor of sadhyata is firehood. Then from this ‘Pratijiia there will be
knowledge that the hill which is limited by mountainhood there is smoke
which is limited by smokehood. In this way in all inferential cases that
~ statement is called Pratijfia in which there acquires knowledge between
sadhya (Probandum) which is limited by that limitor of sadhyata and the
subject (paksa) which is limited by that limitor of Paksata. The
statement called Pratijia is essential for the knowledge of

Paksadharmata.

Hetuvakya is the statement by which it is said that ‘In the subject
(Paksa) there is probandum (sadhya). ‘Dhamavattvat’ — such type of
statement is Hetuvakya. After Pratijia there is the application of
Hetuvakya. The main task of this statement is to express the proposed
probans of inference to other. In Sanskrit there is fifth case ending at the
end of such statement. There may be hetuvakya if it is said ‘dhumat’

instead of dhumavattvat.
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The Statement ‘Udaharana’ exemplifies Vyapti or the rule of the
invariable concomitance i.e., Uddharana is that statement which implies
the invariable concomitance of probans (Hetu) with Probandum (sadhya)
or the invariable concomitance of the absence of the probandum (sadhya)
with the absence of the probans (hetu). In this statement the rule of the
invariable concomitance or Vyapti is mentioned with example. ‘wherever
there is smoke there is fire’, as for example kitchen’ or ‘wherever there is
no fire there is no smoke’ as for example lake’ — such type of statement is
Udaharana. Here in the first statement the relation of the invariable
concomitance has been established by the example of the Kitchen and in
the second statement by the example of lake, the relation of the invariable
concomitance has been established between the absence of fire with the
absence of smoke. In the Nilakanthi commentary it has been said that
where there is real probans (hetu), there remains Probandum (sadhya)
which is invariably connected with real probans — that statement from
which such kind of knowledge yields, is called Udaharana. Simply this
statement apprehends another person about the knowledge of the
invariable concomitance that except the knowledge of the invariable
concomitance no one can prove the existence of the probandum (sadhya)
in the subject (paksa) in any inference. Udaharana is essential for

producing the knowledge of the invariable conconmitance.

By the fourth statement called upanaya is meant that the probans is
characterized by the invariable concomitance. By this statement the
relation is established between the probans which is characterized with
the invariable concomitance and the subject (Paksa). It has been said in
the cg‘"’ﬁ‘aemagry of Nilakanthi — ‘that which is qualified by the limitor of

Paksata, there is Probans which is invariably concomitant with real
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Probandum (sdadhya). As the example of Upanaya it is said that — ‘This
hill has smoke’. By the term ‘Ayam’ which is included in this statement
is meant the hill which is qualified by the limitor ‘hill-hood’, and by the
term ‘Dhéimavan’ is meant that smoke which is invariably concomitant
with real Probandum (sadhya) (i.e. fire) is in that subject (Paksa).
Though there yields the knowledge of probans (hetu) from hetuvakya,
that probans is invariably connected with probandum — such kind of

knowledge arises from Upanaya.

In pararthanumana fifth statement i.e. nigamana establishes
the existence of Probandum in the subject (Paksa) on the support of
probans which is characterized by the Paksadharmata in what is Vyapti-
Visista. ‘This hill has fire’ — such type of statement is the instance of
Nigamana Vakya. By this statement it is meant that the subject has the
probans and the probandum. In the subject (paksa) the relation of
probandum is apprehended on the perspective of the relation of that kind
of probans. The function of Nigamana Vakya is to convey other person
the fact that the ‘Probans’ adduced for the proposed probandum is free
from faults like ‘badha’, ‘satpratipaksa’ etc. So it is to be accepted as
granted. The utility of Nigamana Vakya is to imply uncontradictoriness

and non-counterness.

: : L, SIS
In this way in case of Pargthanumana we observe that on one hand

there is no irrelevant statement, on the otherhand, each statement like:

pratijia etc. has its own utility.

But according to Mimamsakas for emerging certain knowledge of;

probandum to other person’s mind these three avayavas -~ either pratj



hetu and udaharana or udaharana, upanaya and nigamana are sufficient.
According to them there is necessity of Pratijiia vakya to mention
specially the conclusion. They admit the necessity of Udaharana and
Hetuvakya for the knowledge of Vyapti and Paksadharmata. The
Mimarhsakas think that three avayavas admitted by them are able to serve
the necessity. But Naiyayika criticizes the opinion of the Mimamsakas
and says that when Pararthanumana is constituted only by three avayavas
viz. pratijiia, hetu and udaharana, there lies the possibility of the faults
like Satpratipaksa and Badha. Besides, there is necessity of admitting
the fourth statement called Upanaya because the remembrance of the
knowledge of the invariable concomitance between fire and smoke and
the perception of smoke in the hill — these two separate knowledge in the
~ hearer’s mind can never emerge the inference of fire in the hill. So
combining those two separate knowledge, such kind of Knowledge of

paramarsa i.e., “Vahni vyapya dhiitmanayam parvatah” has necessity.

In the case of pararthanumana all the persons who will have
inferential knowledge, their own Paramarsa is the special means of their
inference. Because the person who acquires inferential knowledge has
linga Paramarsa. Here a question arises, how Pararthanumana i.e.
paricavayava vakya can be said the special means of inference of another
person, In reply to this it has been said in the Nilkanthi commentary that
though linga paramarsa of other person is the special means of their
inference, yet in figurative meaning paricavyava vakya is said to be
pararthanumana. Such kind of figure is possible as paricavayava vakya
is the inducer of linga Paramarsa of other person. That is
pararthanumana itself is not the special means of inference of other

person, that mark or probans which is implied from it, from that linga or
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mark the knowledge of linga paramarsa of other person emerges and

from that linga paramarsa other person can infer.

Another classification of inference has been done by Naiyayikas.
Anumana has been divided into three classes as it is based on the nature
of Vyapti and on the different methods of establishing it — as for example

— Anvaya-vyatireki, kevalanvayi and kevala-vyatireki.

Ameza—watirekz‘ inference is that inference where the FVyapti
between the middle term and the major term in respect of presence and
absence. The famous example of this inference is — The hill has fire as it
has smoke’. In this inference ‘hill’ is the inferential subject (Paksa), fire
is Probandum (sadhya) and smoke is Probans (hetu). Here the two types
of the rule of concomitance is involved is anvaya-vyapti and vyatireki-
vyapti anvaya-vyapti or the rule of invariable concomitance based on
agreement is the knowledge of the invariable concomitance which
emerges from the fact that the probans (ketu) and the probandum
(sadhya) exist in the same locus. In this case the relevant concomitance —
rule in agreement would have the form ‘Wherever there is smoke there is
fire’. This knowledge of the rule of invariable concomitance is based on
supporting instances like ‘kitchen’, ‘cow-shed’ etc. where smoke is
found associated with fire. As there is no instance to the contrary
showing the presence of ‘smoke’ and yet not of ‘fire, the rule of
invariable concomitance is taken to be unexceptionable. Here the
instances supporting the rule of invariable concomitance are those of
agreement in presence. Besides this inference depends on another kind of
the knowledge of the rule of the invariable concomitance — i.e. Vyatireka

Vyaptijiana. Vyatireka Vyapti is that knowledge of the rule of the
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invariable concomitance which arises from the knowledge of the
agreement in absence. In this inference the form of the knowledge of the
rule of the invariable concomitance is ‘wherever there is no fire, there is
no smoke’. We find that in instances like a pond, a river, a sea etc, there
is absence of ‘fire’ as well as ‘smoke’. The negative concomitance of
‘smoke’ and ‘fire’ is supported by the negative instances like lake, river,

sea etc.

Kevalanvayi inference is that inference which is involved in a rule
of concomitance through knowledge only of agreement in presence. Let
us take one example of Kevalanvayi inference. ‘The pot is nameable
because it is knowable’. In this inference ‘Pot’ is inferential subject
(paksa), ‘Nameability’ is Probandum (sadhya) and ‘knowability’ is the
Probans (hetu). The meaning of the term ‘Nameability’ is the entity
which is apprehended by the power of ‘name’. That meaning is said to be
nameability what is meant by the name or power of any term. All objects
are nameable because in this world there is no such object which is not
known by the name of any term. The meaning of the term ‘Prameya’ is
the object of Prama or valid knowledge. In the world all the entities are
the object of knowledge. Though each and every object is not knowable
to common people, all objects are knowable to God. As all objects are
knowable, knowability exists in everywhere. In this inference the
relevant concomitance rule would have the form ‘wherever there is
knowability, there is nameability’. This rule is based on supporting
instances like ‘table’, ‘chair’ etc. which are both knowable and
nameable. As the two features ‘knowability’ and ‘nameability’ are found
in some supporting instances and as there is no instance to the contrary

showing that something is the object of knowledge without being
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‘nameable’, the rule of invariable concomitance is to be taken as
unexeceptionable. ‘Wherever there is absence of knowability, there is
absence of nameability’ — such type of the concomitance rule through
agreement in absence is not found. It is not possible to have instances of
agreement in absence (Vyatireka) in support of the relevant vyapti i.e. it is
not possible to be found ‘the absence of nameability’ as well as ‘the
absence of knowability’. In the case of the Kevalanvayi inference the
relevant rule of concomitance is established only by instances agréement

in presence (anvaya).

Kevala vyatireki inference is that inference which is involved in the
rule of concomitance through knowledge only of agreement in absence
and where there can be no concomitance rule through agreement in
presence. Let us take an example of kevala-vyatereki inference — ‘Earth
differs from other things, because it is endowed with smell; what does not
differ from other things’ is ndt endowed with smell, as for instance, water
in this inference ‘Earth’ is the inferential subject ‘difference from other
things’ is the probandum (sadhya) ‘being endowed with smell’ is the
probans (hetu). By ‘other things’ which is included in the probandum is
meant ‘things other than the inferential subject, Earth’. In this inference
it is not possible to have any concomitance rule through agreement in
presence like ‘whatever is endowed with smell is different from others
things’. Because it is impossible to get any instance of agreement in
presence which is required for such a concontitance rule through
agreement in presence. Since every specimen of earth is the subject of
this inference, there is no instance of agreement in presence which is
required for such a concomitance rule through agreement in presence.

The supporting instances for this rule of concomitance would then be all
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specimens of Earth, for it is only earthy things that can have smell. So
the rule must then be only of negative concomitance based only on
instances of agreement in absence and will be of the form ‘whatever is
not different from other things is not endowed with smell’’. As the
phrase ‘other things’ in the probandum means ‘things other than the
inferential subject earth’ it is easy to establish this rule of concomitance.
As for example water, Tejas are things other than Earth, they are ‘not
different from other things and they are ‘not endowed with smell’. As
there is no instance to the contrary showing that something is ‘not
different from other things’ and is yet ‘endowed with smell’. So the rule
of concomitance on which the Kevala vyatireki inference is based, should

be taken to be unexceptionable.

In Tarkasamgraha Dipika Annambhatta has given a special
discussion on Kevala. vyatireki inference and has presented a dilemma.
In the kevala vyatireki inference under discussion the inferential subject
(paksa) is ‘earth’, ‘the’ difference from other things’ is the probandum
(sadhya). Now the probandum called ‘difference from other things’ has
been mentioned is either (i) known or (ii) unknown. If the probandum in
question is known then there would no rule of concomitance through
agreement in absence. Because in the locus where the probandum ‘the
difference from other things, is known, if the probans (hefu) ‘being
endowed with smell’ is also present there, then it may be the rule of
concomitance through agreement in presence. If the probans ‘being
endowed with smell’ is not present in an instance where the probandum
‘difference from other things’ is also present, then as the probans is not
present either in sapaksa or in vipaksa, there would be the fallacy called

asadharana. On the other hand, if the probandum ‘difference from other



things’ is unknown, i.e., not formerly known, then there will be no
knowledge of probandum (sadhya), i.e., inferential knowledge will not be
possible. The knowledge of the absence of the probandum must be
dependent on the knowledge of the invariable rule of concomitance
through agreement in absence and the knowledge of the probandum is
dependent on the knowledge of the absence of the probandum. If there is
no knowledge of the probandum, if the probandum is unknown, then
there can be no knowledge of the rule of the concomitance through

agreement in absence.

In reply to such criticism in the commentary Dipika
Annambhatta has said that if by ‘difference from other things’ is meant
‘difference in general from other things’ then such kind of objection can
be done. He points out that the difficulties mentioned in the dilemmatic
objection do not arise at all if ‘difference from other things’ is taken to
mean not ‘difference in general from other things’but ‘difference in
particular from other things’. In Nilakantha’s language, what is
predicated in the instance of ‘Kevala vyatireki, inference is not difference
in general from others things but the totality of the several particular
differences viz, ‘difference from water’, ‘difference of tejas’, ‘difference
from air’ and so on. (Prthivi tara-samanyabhedah na sadhyate, api tu
jaladi-bheda kiitah sadkyate — Nilakantha’s commentary - Page — 106),
So ‘difference from other things’, can not be known in other places. So
there will not be concomitance rule through agreement in presence.
Where there is no probans ‘being endowed with smell’, there will not be
uncommon in the known ‘difference from other things’, as by the term
‘difference from other things’ is meant ‘things other than earth’. The

number of the things which is meant as the things other than earth has
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mentioned. The earth is different from thirteen differences collectively —
i.e. the earth is different from eight substances — water, tejas, air, akasa,
space, time, soul and mind and from five categories like quality, action,
generality, particularity and inherence. The meaning of the term ‘the
difference from other things’ is the collection of the reciprocal absence or
the difference from one entity from another among thirteen differences
like water etc. Water is different from fire, fire is different from air, in
this way among all these differences locus of every difference will be
known. So ‘the difference from other things’ will not be unknown. So
there will not be the fallacy of having the concomitance rule through

agreement in absence.

Knowledge is a kind of lamp by which the nature of an object is
revealed. According to the Naiyayikas, cognition or Buddhi is of the two
types : presentative cognition (anubhava) and recollection (smrti).! A
presentative cognition may be valid (yathartha) and invalid (ayathartha).
A valid presentative cognition which is called Prama is of four types :
Pratyaksa, Anumiti, Upamiti and Sabda. The uncommon causes (Karana)
of these four types of knowledge are called perception (Pratyaksa),
inference (Amumana) comparison (Upamana) and verbal testimony
(Sabda) and they are special sources of attaining valid knowledge

(Pramanas)’.

Perception is the knowledge which arises out of the contact
(sannikarsa) of the sense organs (indriya) with objects (artha). This
knowledge will be indescribable (avyapadesya) i.e. indeterminate
(nirvikalpaka) non-deviated (avyabhicari) definite (vyavasayatmakam)

i.e. determinate (Savikalpaka). This definition of perception given by
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older logicians has been rejected by Gangesa, as it does not cover God's
perception. According to Gangesa, perception is the knowledge of which
the knowledge is not the uncommon cause having operative process
(Karana)® The perceptual knowledge of an object is independent in the
sense that it does not depend on the knowledge of other objects and hence

it is immediate (but not mediate).

Generally, what a man apprehends with the help of his sense-
organs must be true if, of course, there is no defect (in perception). No
man questions about the truth of the cognition which is attained through

sense-organs unless anything contradictory to it is found.

Perception is the basis of all kinds of knowledge. Without taking
recourse to perception other sources of valid knowledge i.e. inference,

comparison and verbal testimony are not possible.

Utility of Inference in our daily life

Inference consists in making an assertion about an object on the
strength of the knowledge of the probans which is invariably connected
with it. The word ‘anumana’ literally means the cognition which follows
from other knowledge. Here the prefix ‘anu’ means 'after' and 'mana’
means ‘knowledge.” From this literal meaning it follows that the
perceptual knowledge of the probans gives rise to the inferential
knowledge. One can infer the existence of fire, for example, after

perceiving the smoke which has got an uninterrupted connection with the
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surface of the mountain. The knowledge of invariable concomitance
(vyapti) is the key for having inferential knowledge. This knowledge of
vyapti is not possible without the help of perception. Vyapti is nothing
but an invariable co-existence between probans and probandum® The
knowledge of the probandum as related to the subject of inference (paksa)
depends on the previous knowledge of the probans as related to the
subject and at the same time as invariably related to the probandum. One
can infer fire on the mountain by virtue of the fact that one perceives
smoke on it and has observed it as invariably accompanied by fire. In

both the cases the necessity of perception cannot be denied.

Perception and inference are equally important sources of valid
knowledge. Perception is independent in respect of the knowledge of
other objects while inference is dependent on the previous knowledge.
Perception can reveal those objects that are within the range of our sense-
organs, i.e. it can give us the knowledge of the present objects that are
within the reach of our sense-organs in a normal way.’ But inference can
give the knowledge of those objects that are not connected with the sense-

organs.

Though perception is the fundamental basis of all kinds of
knowledge yet inference is by far the important source of knowledge in
our everyday life. The inference has got a prominent role in our society.
Hence, inference as a special source of valid knowledge (Pramana) is
accepted by the philosophers of all schools of Indian Philosophy with the
single exception of the materialistic school (the Carvaka school). But it
should be clearly borne in mind that the philosophers of the Carvaka

school also do not deny the existence of inference as such. They only
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hold that inference cannot be accepted as a special source of valid
knowledge or Pramana. There can at most be the knowledge of
probability through inference, but not definite valid knowledge® So the
dispute with Carvakas in regard to inference is limited only to the
question of its having the nature of the special source of valid knowledge
or otherwise. The Carvakas hold that inference by virtue of having the
capacity of producing the knowledge of probability cannot produce
definite valid knowledge.

The philosophers of other schools theist or atheist, strongly oppose
the standpoint of Carvakas that inference has got no capacity to produce
definite valid knowledge. The idea behind the strong opposition is that
inference has got tremendous utility in our day to day life, and unless it
can produce definite valid knowledge, it cannot satisfactorily be an

instrument to serve us in meeting the diverse needs of our life.

It is, of course, to be concluded, they say, that though the
knowledge of probability also can serve us to a certain extent to meet the
requirements of our life, particularly in respect of guiding us in the field
of activity yet it can never serve our purpose in every respect and in all
cases. Definite valid knowledge of a particular object alone can guide us
invariably towards action, and this definite valid knowledge can certainly

be produced by inference in most of the cases.

In a society the help of an inference is taken almost in every step,
but generally we are unaware of the fact that we are inferring some
objects. In most of the cases inference is drawn spontaneously. Illiterate

persons are found to be guided by inference, not to speak of the literate.
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Cultivators are seen to infer some object after seeing some sign or mark
(liiga). The Naiyayikas are of the opinion that even a child also infers. ’
A child attains inferential knowledge spontaneously without being aware
of the inferential procedure. The inherent process of inference of a child

can be shown in the following manner.

A child comes to know the primary relation (Samketa) of a term
with its meaning at first from the verbal usages of the old persons
(Vrddhasya sabdadhinavyavaharadeva). When a man who is aware of the
meaning of a term (vyutpanna) asks another man who also knows the
meaning of the same term to bring a cow, the person who has been asked
to bring a cow by the senior person (uttamavrddha) brings it after hearing
the word of the senior and realising the meaning of it. On observing the
performance of the man who has been asked to bring a cow, a child draws
the inference in the form : 'This bringing of a cow is the result of the
inclination, the object of which is the bringing of a cow, as it has got
effortness in it, as in the case of my inclination to suck mother's breast",
(id¢am gavanayanam svagocarapravrttijanyam, cestavat, madiyastanap
anadivat)® Then he comes to infer the state or condition of being
produced by the knowledge of the feasibility (by one's effort) of which
the bringing of a COwW has become qualificand
(gavanayanadharmikakaryatdjiianajanyatvam)’ in  respect of the
inclination with the help of the syllogistic argument in the form : ‘That
inclination to bring a cow is produced by the knowledge of the feasibility
(by one's effort) of which the inclination to the same has become
qualificand, as it has got the generic property existing in inclination, as in
the case of my own (inclination) (sa gayanayanapravritih

svayisayadharmi-kakaryatajnanajanya pravrttitvat, nijapravrttivat). Here
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inclination towards a particular action has become qualificand to the
knowledge of the feasibility by one's effort. Any type of inclination
presupposes this type of knowledge of feasibility. Then the child again
forwards the syllogistic argument in the form : 'The knowledge of the
feasibility (by one's effort) of which the bringing a cow has become
qualificand, has an uncommon cause, as it is an. effort having effortness
in it as in the case of a jar. (gavanayanagocaratajjiianam
asadharanahetukam karyatyat, ghatavat). Any type of effect has got its
special cause and hence, the effect in the form of bringing a cow needs
some special cause. After drawing such inference the child comes to
know that the knowledge of the verbal usages of the old persons
(vrddhavyavahara) is the uncommon cause (asadharanakarana) of the
knowledge mentioned above."® A child attains this type of inferential
knowledge being completely unaware of the abovementioned inferential

procedure.

In a society no man believes in a statement which is baseless. In
other words, a statement which is not properly grounded cannot
impress other beings. If our neighbours or relatives are advised to do
something or not to do something, they should be convinced with the
help of arguments in favour of our statements. In every sphere of our life,
we are going on saying something depending on some arguments in
as much as the groundless speech will fall flat upon others,'" which is

also a form of inference.

The valid inferential knowledge guides us in innumerable walks
of our life beginning with the dealings with our fellow people in our

everyday life. Our life becomes thoroughly impracticable'? unless our
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fellow-beings are properly and satisfactorily dealt with and this can
never be done unless we definitely and rightly understand the mind of
people around us. This understanding of others' mind depends on

inference in most of the cases. '

Moreover, from fire red-colour of a mango it is inferred that it is
ripen. In the like manner, the past rain is inferred from the muddy current
of the river. In the same way. the mental states like pleasure, pain etc.
existing in a man can be inferred from their different types of expressions
and gestures. Sometimes, the exact place or country where a man resides
can be inferred after observing his dress or his particular language
carefully. Thus innumerable instances of the knowledge based on

inference in our every day life can be shown.

A man is desirous of doing those types of works by which his
purpose might be served and hence, it can be said that the end-in-view
(prayojana) inspires him to do some activities."* In order to get or get rid
of something a man engages himself in activity.'> Man's desire is related
to result in the form of pleasure or the absence of pain and to the means
of it. The longing for the result of some action presupposes the
knowledge of it. '® Hence the desire for the result is due to the existence
of the knowledge of it, which is also a form of inference. The cause of
desire for the means (of the result) is the knowledge of its conduciveness
to the object which is desirable (istasadhantajniana). This knowledge of
its conduciveness to that which is desirable is considered as a hetu to the
desire for the means also.'” Again, the knowledge of the feasibility
through one's effort (krtisadhyatajiiana) and the knowledge of its

conduciveness to that which is desirable (istasadhata-jriana) are
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considered as the reasons behind the desire for doing something. Nobody
thinks to do action without having the knowledge of its feasibility
through one's effort, the cause of desire.'® This can also be taken as an
instance of inference in our day to day life. In the same way, the
knowledge of its being productive of what is extremely unpleasant
(dvisttasadhanatajnana) is the cause of avertion (dvesa), the object of
which causes pain. Here avertion towards an object is inferred on the

strength of its dvista-sadhanatajriana. 19

The existence of the imperceptible objects like Atman, God etc. can
easily be proved with the help of inference only.?’ Hence, the logicians
prove the existence of Atman, as a locus of the attributes like desire,
avertion, effort etc.?' In other words, soulness (@matva) is inferred as the
limitor (avacehedaka) of this inherent causeness of pleasure, pain etc.
Again, that which imparts consciousness in the sense-organs and also in
the body is Atman. Though the contentness (Visayatva) of the perceptions
like 'l am unhappy' etc. remain in Atman, it would not be possible at first
to make a person (bearing doubt about it) convinced that arman, the
object of the above-mentioned perception, is different from body etc.
Hence, another strong argument is to be forwarded. As no result is
produced from the cutting instrument like an axe etc. without being
guided by an agent, the eyes etc., the sense-organs, cannot produce any
result without being guided by an agent. That is why, the agent in the
form of impeller of the sense-organs is Atman®. The syllogistic argument
regarding the existence of Atman existing in others' body is as follows :
'The body of Devadatta is endowed with Atman, as it is associated with

the condition of being qualifid by inclination like a chariot'.
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(Debadattasariram atmavat pravrttimattvat rathavat).

It is a fact that a considerable number of people in our society
believes in the existence of God even in this modern age, but a very few
of them have realised Him. This belief in God is based on some grounds,
but not on blind faith. The Naiyayikas have taken pain to highlight the
existence of the Divine with the help of some grounds or arguments that

are inferential in nature. These syllogistic arguments are as follows.

(a) As the effects like jar etc. are caused by an agent, the earth
(ksiti), dyads (_ankura)” . must have caused by an agent. The agentness of
it, being not possible in persons like us having limited knowledge and
power, remains in God. Hence, God is inferred as the cause or agent of
earth etc.” (b) The activity in which dyad becomes a promoter
(prayojaka) at the time of initial creation is caused by an effort
(prayatnajanya), as it is an activity. This world is originated from the
combination of atoms. These atoms cannot be combined with each other
automatically (without being guided by a conscious being) due to their
inanimate character. This Conscious Being is nothing other than God ** ¢)
The absence of the coming downwards of weighty substances
(gurutvavatam) is caused by an effort which becomes an obstacle to
the coming down of a substance, as it is endowed with steadiness, as in
the _ case of the absence of falling of a bird (paksipatanabhavavat)®®
This world having weight is not coming down due to having some power
in the form of effort, which is God (d) The destruction of the
universe presupposes the existence of an effort, as it is a destruction in
character as in the case of the destruction of a jar’’ This effort from

which the destruction of the universe follows is in the form of God. (¢)
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The initial verbal usages like jar etc. are done by an independent person,
as it is a verbal usage, as in the case of the usages of the scripts
introduced in modern age. This independent person is God.”® (f) The
Vedas are introduced by a being who is other than an individual who
entangles in the worldly affairs, as it has the property of being the Veda
(Vedatvat). That which is not of this type would not be of this type, as
inthe case of a piece of literature.” The Asamsari Purusais God. (g)
The Vedas are introduced by a Purusa (Pauruseya) as they possess
sentences as in the case of the Mahabharata etc. This Purusa is god.

All these syllogistic arguments prove the existence of god.

The imperceptible objects like atom Akasa Kala etc. are admitted
by the Naiyayikas with the help of inference. The Naiyayikas have
explained the orignation of the whole universe in terms of the
combination of atoms. This theory would have been meaningless if the
existence of atom were not proved through inference. Herein lies the
importance of inference. The syllogistic argument is as follows: If the
whole of an object has an endless series of parts, there would arise the
contingency of equality in respect of size between mountain and a
musturd seed. If the whole has some parts, the parts also have some
other parts in which there are other parts and so on. In this way, there
would arise 'Infinite Regress' (Anavastha). As there is no final unit of
a definite size, we cannot add these up to make different sizes. Hence
there would arise the contingency of equality in dimension between very
big and small objects ; as in mathematics anything multiplied by zero is
zero.” So this process of division must be stopped anywhere.  If the
limit is taken as noneternal, it would be taken into account that a

positive effect may be produced even when there is the absence of
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inherent cause. If the limit is considered as non-eternal, it must be
taken as an effect which remains in its through the relation of inherence
(samavaya). As there are no parts in it, it can be said that it is a
positive effect having no parts.’  As a positive effect having no parts is
not possible, it would be taken as an eternal objector As the gradation of
the medium dimension (Mahatparimanataratamya) has limit in Akasa
etc., the gradation of the atomic dimension (anupariman(os has limit

somewhere.

Where there is limit is an atom® It cannot be said that the limit of atomic
dimension is a triad (Zrasarenu). That a triad possesses its parts
(avayava) can be established with the help of the syllogistic argument in
the form : "A triad possesses its parts, as it is a substance capable of being
perceived like a jar" (Trasarenuh savayavan caksusadravyatvat
ghatavat). That the parts of a triad (i.e. dyads) possess their own parts can
also be established by another inferential argument in the form : "The
parts of a triad possess their own parts, as they become the producer of an
object of medium dimension, as in the case of kapala i.e. upper part of the
jar (Trasareno-ravayavah savayavah mahadarambhakatvat kapalavat). A

part of a dyad, one of the parts of a triad, is called Atom.”

In the same way Akasa is inferred as the locus of sound® The existence
of Kala is inferred from its general causeness to the objects that are
produced (janya), from its being the locus of this universe® and from its
being an uncommon cause (karana) of this knowledge of priority

(Paratva) and posteriority (dparatva)>®

The philosophers of the theistic school specially take recourse to
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inference as a means to go above the sphere of grief and sorrow and attain
fulfilment in the form of attaining salvation or Moksa. The Upanisadic
injunction that the realisation of the soul should be attained through
hearing, thinking and constantly meditating upon the nature of the soul is
accepted by the philosophers of the theist school as a supreme gospel, by
obeying which a man can rise above the sphere of sorrow and grief and
can attain salvation. 'Thinking' in the injunction is nothing other than
inference of the soul as distinct from other worldly objects (Mananam
catmanah itarabhinnatvena anumanam). This inference of the true
nature of the soul should be attained through frequent practice of
inference. Hence, it can easily be understood what great importance has
been attached to inference by the theistic philosophers of our country
having regards to the utility of inference in the matter of attaining the

supreme goal of life.

Each and every object of this world can be inferred as distinct from
other worldly objects. As for example, a jar can be inferred as distinct
from the objects other than the jar i.e. pot etc. In this way, a pot can be
inferred as distinct from the objects other than pot etc. i.e., jar etc. The
Hetu of the inference of some object as distinct from others is the
definition of that object. As for example, a cow is distinct from the
animals other than cow, as it is the locus of the dewlap etc. (Gauh

gavetarabhinna sasnadimattvat).

From the above discussions, it can be concluded that inference has
great utility in each and every sphere of our life. The particular kind of

conditions, both positive and negative, cannot guide or control o

activities in the majority of cases of our life for the simple reason
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capacity of those conditions to produce definite valid knowledge is

limited compared to that of the procedure of inference.

Though it can be argued that procedure of inference is extremely
complicated and it can only be successfully applied by the highly
educated persons, trained in the art of drawing right inference, it can also
be equally emphasized that the drawing of inference from some given
data is not a so difficult proposition. It has already been said that even the
illiterate persons also are found to be spontaneously drawing inference
from circumstances and controlling their activities accordingly. It is, of
course, very difficult to give scholarly analysis of the procedure of
inference, but to draw inference from some given data is not at all

difficult, rather it is, to a great extent, spontaneous.

Keeping therefore, in view of the above practical aspect of

inference, it can safely be concluded that Inference has got great utility in

our everyday life.
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