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IN DEFENCE OF SUBSTANCE (DRAV~A) 

In our experience we distinctly see that there 

is a substratum, that is, a jar in which the qualities like 

colour, touch, size,etc.,reside. Our experience presents 

us with two separate realities, the properties and their 

substratum, and they are different ·in their essence. This 

differentiation between the properties and their substratum 

is the basic principle of the Nyaya-Vai~e~ika philosophers. 

A substance (dravya) is conceived as the substratum(a~raya) 

of its properties. Of course a substance itself may be a 

property(dharma). A whole (avayavin) is a property(dharma) 

of its parts (avayavas) in which it resides. Thus while a 

substance may be a property, a substratum of properties is 

necessarily a substance. An exception may however be pointed 

out that properties, according to Nyaya-Vaise~ika pnilosophers 

include universals(samanya), and the actions also. For 

instance, the universal •colourness• (rupatva) resides in 

•colour• (~) which_is a quality. Here we find a substratum 

(asraya) of properties other than a substance(dravya). 

But properties such as substance (in the form of avayavin), 

qualities and action in which the universal satta(existence) 
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resides, are, for that reason, real objective properties. 

These properties reside only in a substance. The difference 

between the properties and their substratum, i.e., the 

substance, is that the properties are dependent for their 

existence on the substance. So long as the properties 

exist, they can exist only as the residing in their substance. 

But a substratum (substance) does not depend for its 
,_ 

existence on anything else. Sridhara says that uapprehension 

on substanceness is just an apprehension of having 

independent existence 11 ~ Substance is defined by Kanada 

as "possessing qualities and actions, and as an inherent 

- 2 
cause", Substance has obviously been conceived in this 

definition as the substratum (a~raya) or the repository, 

as the abiding ground of qualities and actions. We see that 

our thought instinctively serized on two different aspects 

of reality, that Which is presented to our senses, the 

sensible qualities, and that which sustains these qualities 

in their existence, the substance. The colour, the form, 

the sound and the other qualities that we perceive cannot 

be imagined by us to float as hcmeless •attributes of 

notl}ing; • we are obliged to refer them to sanething which 

I 
1. sva-pradhanyaprat1tir eva dravyatvapratitir. Sridhra, 

Nyayakandali,with Prasastapadabhaxya,{Vizianagram 
Sanskrit .93ries, Benaras,1895), P.13. 

2. Kriyagunavat samavayikaranarn iti dravya laksanam. Kanada, 
Vai~e§ikasutra(Bibliotheca Indica,calcutta) ;i.e.,15,1.2.15. 
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holds them and is their abiding ground. This notion of 

abiding ground gives us the concept of substance. On the 

question of the separate existence of substance, the 

Buddhists join issue with the Nyaya-Vai~e~ikas. The 

arguments of the Nyaya-vaise~ika philosophers to prove 

the existence of substance over and above its qualities and 

the counter argument of the Buddhists to refute the 

reality of permanent abiding substance would constitute 

the subject matter of this chapter. 

The Buddhist philophers, like the phenomenalists 

of Europe, have denied the existence of substance and have 

employed almost identical arguments in their refutation of 

3 
this category. According to the Buddhists, our under-

standing is limited to qualities. We get through sense·s 

a particular touch associated with a particular colour and 

external form, but we are never aware of anything which 

possess these qualities. The notion of an abiding, unifying 

substance as a single entity (for example, a rose) comprising 

these qualities, is only a figment of imagination~ In fact 

I 

3. Vide Tattvasamgraha of santark~ita, (Gaekwad Oriental 
Series, No.XXX, Baroda,1926), Verse No.564-572, and 
Kamal~ila, 'J:'~t:tvasamqrahapafijika (Boroda,1926). 
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there is no justificati0n for supposition of a socalled 

'unitive principle' or 'substance'. When we perceive a 

rose we perceive sane qualities like .colour, touch and 

smell, but we never perceive a rose as a substance. 

SUbstance, therefore, is only an unnecessary and super­

fluous assumption. The idea of self-identical and 

unitive principle which exists in and through the diff­

erent parts and which appropriates the diverse sensible 

attributes is logically unjustifiable. The sacalled 

'substance' as opted by the Naiyayikas, urge the Buddhists, 

is nothing but the conglaneration or a.ggregate ( S.3.mudaya) 

of different evanescent attributes without any pennanent 

underlying principle called a substance(drayya). 

But the Naiyayikas, in defence of substance(dravza), 

argue against the Buddhists by saying that, as a matter of 

fact, our experience manifests itself in the shape of a 

synthetic judgement consisting of two items delivered by 

two separate sense organs in one whole. We say, 'The jar 

that I have touched is the same as what I see•. How can 

these tw0 acts of touching and seeing refer to one and the 

same thing, unless the two sensible qualities are supposed 

to co-exist in the same substratum'? The Buddhist, however, 
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might argue that the so-called perception of the same 

substance as the underlying substratum of two different 

qualities obtained through different senses is illusory. 

But the Naiyayikas atonce retort that this illusory 

perception of an object is possible only if there is 

veridical perception of the same object at its back. For 

instance, even an ordinary illusion as the mistaking 

of a rope for a snake is possible only for a person who 

has previous experience of snake. And if this account 

of illusion be admitted, the reality of substance cannot 

be denied. 

Moreover, there is absolutely no reason to deny 

the validity of this synthetic judgement, as it is not 

contradicted by its subsiquent experience. 

Again, the Naiyayikas argue that if the perception 

of the socalled substance is nothing more than the sensible 

qualities alone, then the knowledge of identity inspite of 

the change of qualities would be unaccountable. To stren­

gthen their thesis the Naiyayikas have given the following 

example: The unbaked jar is black, but it becomes red when 

it is baked in a furnace. The cessation of blackness does 
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not entail cessation of old jar.Nor does the emergence of 

redness involve the creation of a new jar, as we have 

directly perceived the jar as an identity persisting in 

and through the persisting qualities. Thus, an abiding 

substance over and above the qualities exists. 

The Buddhists argue that since substance and 

qualities are always felt together, they must be supposed 

to be identical. According to the Buddhists, simultaneous 

perception of two entities is the proof of their identity. 

If, for example,•a• and 'b' are always perceived together, 

that is, if •a• is never perceived without 'b' and 'b' 

is never perceived without •a•, then •a• and 'b' are to 

be taken as identical. This is known as ~houpalambha 

niyarna in the Yogacara (Idealist) school of Buddhism. By 

applying this test of identity, ·the Buddhist idea lists try 

to prove that the Object (vi~aya) and the consciousness of 

object (vijfiana) are one and the same. Now the same argument 

can be used by the Buddhists in general to demonstrate the 

identity of substance and its quality. The Buddhists might 

argue that since the perception of substance and its 

qualities always take place at the same time, i.e.,substance 

can never be perceived without the qualities and vice-versa,; 
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therefore, these two are to be taken as identical. Against 

this position the Naiyayikas urge that it is possible to 

perceive a substance without its qualities. For example, 

an ill person perceives a conch-shell as yellow: its 

origina 1 qua li tiy, white, is not seen. Here the conch 

is perceived but not its quality 'whiteness•. This shows 

that perception of the substance is independent of that 

of its qualities. 4 

Here the Buddhists may again argue against the 

Naiyayikas that, the perce.ption of which the Naiyayikas 

have mentioned is the case of an illusory perception. 

This, therefore, does not prove that conch shell is perceived 

but not its quality • whiteness •. J:vloreover 1 we can verify 

the conCh by means of touch and also by the pragmatic test. 

The sound that is normally associated with conchs is found 

to be produced by this particular one also. So, its 

presentation with an altered colour is no proof of its 

illusoriness. It should be maintained in conformity with 

the data of experience that 1 there is no mistake so far 

as the substantive element, viz, the conch is concerned, 

though the perception of yellowness is wrong. 

4. Udayana, Atmatattvavivekai(Bibliotheca 1 Indiaa,calcutta), 
P. 722. 
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In reply the Naiyayikas point out that they agree 

with the Buddhist 1 s opinion of concanitant relation between 

the quality and the substance. But there is no necessary 

relation between their perceptions. Because the non-perce-

ption of the condition (yyapaka) does not entail the absence 

either of the concanitant (vyapya) or of its percepti-on; 

For example, the non-perception of fire does not argue the 

absence of smoke, or of its perception. So, though w~itness 

be regarded as the necessary condition of the conch, that 

is, thought there can not be conch which is without whiten-

ess, the non-perception of whiteness would not necessarily 

imply the absence of conch, or even its non-perception. So, 

substance is something which is over and above its qualities. 

The Buddhists may again raise the question that it 

mar be true that the perception of the substance is not 

dependent upon its qualities, but the perception of the 

qualities is possible only when the substance is perceived. 

This simultanous perception proves that the qualities and 

its substance are not different. 

5. Na ca vyapakanupalabdhimatrena vyapyatadupalabdhi 
nivartate. l£1£, P.724. 
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But the Naiyayikas answer that the concomitance of 

two perceptions as cited by the Buddhists is only one-sided 

(~)and not reciprocal (asama), and therefore can not be 

a proof of identity of existence. For instance, an object is 

seen only when there is perception of light. But though 

the perception of light and the object are found to be 

identical, yet light is the condition only for which the 

object is seen. So, light and object are not identical by 

any means. I For this same reason the co-existence (desavacc-

heda) of substance and quality can not be pressed forward 

as a proof of their identity. Substance and quality may 

be cognized at the same time on account of the necessary 

concomitance of their conditions of perception and their 

coexistence may be similarly due to the concomitance of their 

condition of production. Thus, there is no incompitability 

if substance and qualities are numerically different and 

at the same time they are co-existence, or objects of synch-

"t" 6 ronous cogn1 10ns. 

According to the Buddhists, the indeterminate 

perception(nirvikalpaka) is the only valid perception, 

because it'"contains no conceptual or imaginary element in 

6. Ibid, PP.725- 726. 
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it {kalpanapo9ha). SUch perception immediately follows the 

sense-object contact and apprehends the objects in its 

unique, individual character (svalakpa~a) as free from 

association with name, class-character etc, (namjatyadya-

7 
·;.mukta). The idea of substance enter into determinate 

. savikalpaka) perceptual knowledge only after a recollec-

tion of the class concept by means of a name has taken 

p1ace. In other words, when perceptual context is deter-

mined and distinguished by linguistic symbol, and is thus 

subsumed under a class notion, which is purely an intelle-

ctual act (kalpana) that the idea of substance emerges in 

our thought. So, the Buddhists would say that what the 

Naiyayikas call sense perception of substance is nothing 

bl!lt a subjective construction of creative imagination of 

human mind (kalpana). If the sense organs are competant 

to cognize the substance, urge the Buddhists, then why is 

it that the substance is not cognized at the very first 

moment,i.e.,at the time when the indeterminate perception 

(nirvikalpaka) takes place ? So, the notion of substance 

can not be derived directly from sense-perception and is 

only a conceptual construction (vikalpa), having nothing 

7. Ibid, PP.725- 726 
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corresponding to it in the objective world. Hence, the 

Buddhists differ from the Grammarians (~iyakaranas). 

Because, according to the Grammarians, knowledge is always 

word-associated (Sabdanubiddha), and the knowledge which 

is word-associated is determinate perception. And this 

knowledge is only real knowledge. Hence the Buddhists 

differ from the Grammarians. 

In answer the Nyaya-Vaise~ika philosophers point 

out that they admit the Buddhist analysis of perceptual 

operation, but it does not prove that the indeterminate 

perception is the only reality. It is true that in the 

first instance the knowledge is indeterminate and it is 

expressed in the from of determinate judgement only after 

the verbal associations has taken place. But this does 

Cl. 
not take aways from its sensuous cqracter, for the contents 

of the determinate perception are solely determined by those 

of indeterminate perception. 8 The Buddhists may again raise 

question that if the perceptual determinate knowledge is 

considered a proof of reality of its object, then why it 

8. Tasmad Ya eva \9astv8.tma savikalpasya gocaratl.Ja eva 
nirvikalpasya ~bdollekha vivarjitah II Jayanta Bhatta, 
Nyayamanjari, (Kashi S3.nskrit Series, 1936). 
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is not placed in the same category with imaginary constru-

ction? The Naiyayika's answer is that the difference 

between perceptual judgement and judgement of imagination 

is distinct and clear to all. One is asserted to be true 

and the other is not asserted so.. This difference of 

character can be accounted for only if we suppose the former 

judgement to be directly conversant with reality, and this 

can be possible only if the sense o.r:gan continues to function. 9 

The recollection of a name is only one of the requisite 

conditions which together with the operation of the sense 

organ is responsible for the materialization of the perceptual 

. d t 10 1 t d . JU gemen • For examp e, we can no get a etermlnate 

visual judgement by simply recalling the name,if we shut up 

our eyes immediately after the sense object contact. 11 The 

sense function is a necessary condition of even determinate 

perceptual knowledge. So, there is no reason for disbelieving 

the objective validity of determinate knowledge, and conseq-

uently for impunging the objectivity of substance,for the 

knowledge of it is directly derived from the objective datum. 

9. Monorajyarikalpanam kamam asty apramanata yathavastu 
pravfttanam na tv asav ak~ajanmanam. Ibid, Part-1,P.90. 

10. Ibid, P.89. 

11. Na hi vacakasmariananantaram aksini nimilya vikalpayati . . 
patoyam iti. Ibid. 
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II 

In the previous section, we have tried to argue why 

the Buddhist position that the substance is identical with 

its qualities does not hold water and the Ny.iya position 

that substance is a separate real entity over and above its 

quality seems to be more convincing than the Buddhists 

position. But in this section we are going to discuss the 

Nyaya-Vaise~ika theory of whole (avayavin) and part(avayavas), 

which is stated to be one of the·main planks for the defence· 

of substance. We shall deal with this theory in details 

in a separate chapter, but here we shall try to preview the 

problem. 

The fundamental difference between the Buddhists and 

the Nyaya-vai~e~ikas lies in that, while the Buddhists 

discard any real principle of synthesis in the external 

world, the Nyaya-vai~e~ika philosophers admit two such synth­

etic principles which are objectively real, viz, a substance 

(dravya) and a whole (avayavi). These two of course are not 

separate categories, because a 'whole' is also a •substance•. 

The substance in the form of the whole (avayavidravya) is 

distinct and dif-ferent in essence fran the parts which it 

holds together. It is the basic doctorine of the Nyaya­

Vai~e~ika philosophers that the parts (avayavas) and their 

1 whole 1 (avayavin) are two different substances. The parts, 
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in their turn, are also ?vayavins in respect of their own 

parts and so an, till we reach the atoms which are only 

parts and themselves have no parts, and therefore, they 

are not avayavins. It may, however, be noted that although 

a substance in the form of avayavin(whole) is the unifying 

principle of the a vaya vas (parts), the conception of 

avayavas and that of •substance• (dravya) are not identical. 

The concept of substance has a wider scope and includes 

atoms and eternal entities like ether, etc,. which are not 

avayavins. So far as the material objects of ordinary 

experience are concerned they are all effect substance 

(karya-dravya), and as such, they are avayavins, i.e., the 

unifying principles of their parts. A •substance• (drayya) 

in the form of avayavin(whole) is thus a unifying principles. 

Dharmakirti, a celebrated Buddhist logician of the 

seventh century A.D. (638 A.D.), initiated a new phage in 

the discussion of the theory of the whole by introducing 

in his Pramana-vartika three difficulties, which along with 

one or two more added later, provided basis of controversy 

between the Buddhists and the Nyaya-Vai~e~ika philosophers, 

and this controversy reached a climax in Udayane•9 treat­

ment in his Atmatattvaviveka. 
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Dharmakirti 1 s three difficulties are the following: 

(1) According to the Nyaya-Vaise.§.ika a person• s body is a 

whole of which his hand is a part. Now it is possible for 

a hand to move without the whole body moving, as we can 

easily see; yet, on the Nyaya theory, since the whole is 

a unity, it must move if a part of·it does. Therefore, we 

are led to a contradi~tron:the body both moves and does 

not move. (2) An extended object may be partly covered up 

by another one; Yet, since the whole is unity, it follows 

that it is both covered up and not covered up. (3) One whole, 

say a cloth, may be partly red and partly some other colour. 

Yet, since the cloth is one thing, it is both red and not 

red at the same time. 

Udayana discusses these three arguments and adds 

two more: (4) A unitary thing can o:::cupy only one place, 

for otherwise it will have several parts corresponding to 

the several places it occupies. Yet, patently the wholes 

such as a pot and a cloths, which the Nayayikas call unitary 

do occupy several places. Therefore, one thing both does 

and does not occupy several places, which is contradictory. 

(5) The fifth antinomy which is raised by the Buddhists is. 

as-following: The whole as an extendend thing, it is 

14889'1 
0 8 NOV 2ill2 
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contended, may be both perceived and not perceived by the 

same person at the same time and in the same place; for, 

when it is perceived in connection with one part, it is 

not perceived in connection with another part which lies 

outside the visual field. 

Some Nyaya-Vaise~ika philosophers namely, Vacaspati­

misra, Sridhara and Udayana have attempted to give answer 

to the above alleged Buddhist difficulties in the following 

way: (1) So far as the first difficulty is concerned, the 

Naiyayikas opine that there is no centradiction involved 

here, for the opposite properties movement and absence 

of movement - do not characterize ~ne and the same entity. 

The movement is fo~nd in the hand, and the absence of 

movement in the body.as a whole. Udayana, a eminent 

Nyaya philosopher, asserts in this context that it is not 

the fact that, the movement of the part necessarily 

entailes the movement of the whole, for the whole and the 

part are different entities which owe their movements to 

different causes;and these causes do not always synchronize. 12 

The movement of the hands, for instance, is due to a particular 

12. Udayana, Attmatattvaviveka,(Bibliotheca Indica,oalcutta), 
P.586. 
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kind of violitional impulse, and that of the body to another. 

One may wi 11 to move the hand but not the whole body. The 

Buddhist may object again that if the whole does not move 

when a part moves, it means that the whole is composed 

of two parts, one of which is in motion and the other is 

not. But such a whole can not exist, because, the moving 

part would inevitably be disjoined from·the motionless one, 

and this would result in the snapping of conjunction bet­

ween the two parts and in the disruption of the whole 

composed of them. But the Naiyayikas would reply that 

this objection is not valid. Because, according to them, 

a moving part necessarily gets disjoined from another part 

in the whole. There are, according to the Naiyayikas, 

two types of disjunction which may be caused by movement -

one which is destructive of such conjunction of parts as 

contributes to the formation of a whole, and the other 

which is not destructive of such conjunction and which 

means only the disjunction of a part from the space 

previously occupied by itself. These two types of disjunction 

are mutually exclusive and cannot simultaneously brought 

about by a single movement in a part. Thus when there is 

a movement in the hand, it results only in its change of 

position, and not in the severance of its connection with 

the body. (2) The Naiyayikas have easily answered the second 
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objection of Dharmakirti, i.e., a thing is covered and 

uncovered at the same time. According to the Naiyayikas 

what is covered is one part and What is not covered is 

another part, so that the contradictory predicates are 

really related to two distinct entities, and not to the 

whole which is different from either or both of them • 
• 

vacaspati Mi~ra opines that the whole may be perceived 

even when a part is covered, for the other part being not 

covered is exposed to the view. 13 But a question may be 

raised here by the Buddhist: Why does not the whole look 

as much extended when a part is covered as when no part 

is covered, 'if it is the same whole that is perceived in 

both the cases 1 The Naiyayika's answer is that even the 

whole is perceived, the perception of its specific magni-

tude depends on the perception of a part that is suffici-

ently large. It cannot be definitely said how large the 

perceived part is req~ired to be, the only thing that can 

be said is that it should be large enough to make the 

perception of the specific magnitude of the whole possible. 

So, when an appreciably large part of the whole is covered, 

the true magnitude of the whole is not perceived owing to 

13. vacaspati Mis~a,NyayaWartikatatparyatlka(Vizianagram 
sanskrit Series,Benares), P.265. 
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the lack of the requisite conditions. 
14

(3) In answer to the 

third objection of Dharmakirti, i.e., the same whole being 

• - ' • I coloured and not coloured at the same t1me, vacaspat1 M1sra 

said that there is no contradiction involved here because 

there is really no redness in the whole or in any part of 

it. If the whole or a part appears as red, that is because 

of its conjunction with a colouring substance (ragidravya 

samyoga) 1 by Which itS true COlOUr (not-red) iS eclipsed; 

the perception of redness in it, therefore, is as illusory 

as the perception of redness in a crystal associated with 

a red flower.
15

(4) The fourth argument,i.e., or one thing 

occupying and not occupying several places, has ramification 

beyond the context of a discussion of wholes, since it 

relates to the attitudes of Buddhists and Naiyayikas on the 

problem of universals as well. The Buddhists find it 

contradictory that one thing can occupy more than one place 

as in the cases of universals as well as wholes. The 

answer of the Naiyayika is that things do come into contact 

with more than one thing · atonce. Nyaya-Vai~e§_ika philoso-

phers answer this objection in their atomic theory,according 

to which, atoms can do just that, that is, they come into 

14. Udayana,Atmatattvaviveka,(Bibliothecea Indica, calcutta) I 

P.588. 

15. vacaspati Misra,Ny§yavartikatatparyatika,(Vizianagram 
sanskrit Series, Benaras) ,Page.267. 
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contact with several other atoms at once. (5) As an answer 

to the fifth objection of the Buddhists, the Naiyayikas 

give the following reply. The Naiyayikas point out that, 

if one part is perceived and another is not, this does 

not imply that the whole is both perceived and not 

perceived. It is not necessary for the perception of the 

whole that all its parts should be simultaneously perceived. 

Hence, when one of the parts is perceived, the whole is 

also perceived, although the other part may remain unperce-

ived. There is thus no antinomy of the nature indicated 

by the Buddhists, for the contradictory characteristics are 

predicated of two distinct parts, and not of the whole 

16 
composed of them. 

According to the Nyaya-Vaise£ika philosophers, the 

whole (avayavin) is an effect substance (karya-dravya) of 

which the parts (avayavas) are cause. Now, an objection 

- I 
has been raised by the Buddhists against the Nyaya-Vaise£ika 

position: How can cause and effect as •parts• and •whole' 

exist simultaneously ? It does violence against the principle, 

lGl. Udayana, Atmatattvaviveka, (Bibliotheca, Indica, calcutta), 
P.587. 
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i.e., two gross material substances (murta dravyas) can 

not occupy, the same space(desa). 17The Buddhists point out 

that impenetrability (sapratighatva) is a necessary 

attribute of matter, which means that the space occupied 

by one matter can not be occupied by another. To reply 

the above objection the later Naiyayikas differ from the 

early Naiyaikas. According to the early Naiyaikas, the 

effect-substance (avayavin) is different from its parts 

18 and emergs from them as a new substance, but the 

simultaneous existence of the cause with the effects is 

not postulated. vatsayana has clearly stated that new 

effect-substance(karyadravya) is produced only when the 

ca. use-substance (karana) undergoes a different arrangement 

(Vyuhantara), it is inferred that the cause is destroyed 

when its effect is produced. 19 The cause (karana), in 

the theory of the earlier Nyaya-Vai~e~ika school, is 

conceived in the form of 'arrangement of parts preceding 

the effect ct<arya). For example I in the case of cloth, 

the previous arrangements of threads is its cause which 

is destroyed when the cloth is produced. The Buddhists 

17. Murtanam-samana-desata-virodhat. Jayanta Bhatt, Nyayamanjari, 
(Kashi sanskrit series,1936),Part-II,p.66. This diCtum is 
also ~eferred to in other works of Nyaya-vaise§ika schools. 
i) Srldhara,Ny§.yakandali, (Vizianagram sanskrit Series, 
Benaras),p.148,(ii)Visvanath,Ny§yasiddhantamuktabali 
(Nirnaya s:tgar Press,Bombay) ,On verse No.113. 

18. Dravyantarotpatti-pak~a. Vatsayana,Commentary On Nyayasutra 
(calcutta I sanskr.:i-t Series I calcutta) Part-III ii. 16. 

19. Vyuhantarad-dravyotpatti,drasanam purva-dravya nivftter 
anumanam.Gautama,Nyayasutra,(Bibliotheca Indica,calcutta) 
Part-Ir, ii. 16. 
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may contend again that if the cause is destroyed before the 

effect comes into existence, it will mean that the effect 

is produced from the destruction of the cause, i.e., from 

the void(sunya). vatsayana answers the above Buddhists 

contention by stating that, when the old arrangement of 

parts is distributed and, consequently, the cause substance 

which was born of that arrangement disappears, the effect 

,is produced from the new arrangement of parts which comes 

into being and not from the void.
20 

Thus, the early Naiya-

yikas have established that although the cause-substance 

is destroyed, its parts arranged in a different way produce 

the effect. It may be noted here that, the effect, accor­

ding to early Nyaya-Vai~esika theory, is not merely a new 

arrangement of parts but is a new substance produced by 

- , 
that new arrangement. Thus, the early Nyaya-Vaise~ika 

philosophers refuted the Buddhists objection by asserting 

that, the effect produces after the destruction of the 

cause but the causes(avayavas)leave its parts behind; it 

is not any case of destruction without any kind of continuity 

(niranvaya-vina~a avayavins). So, the problem of existence 

20. Vyahata-~yuhanam avayavanam purva-~uha-niv+ttam 
vyuhantarad dravya-ni~pattir nabhavat. vatsayan~, 
Nyayabha§ya(Viziamagram sanskrit Series,Benares), 
Part-IV,i.18,p.939. 
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of ~wo gross substance in the same space does not arise. 

- I But the later Nyaya-Vaise~ika philosophers do not accept 

these early Nyaya theory. They refute the Buddhists 

objection - simultaneous existence of two substances 

I 
(avayavas and avayavin) in the same space(desa) - by 

saying that, it is the fact that two gross material 

substances (murtadravyas) can not occupy the same space 
I 

(desa). But the te·rm 1 de sa 1 in the Nyaya- \laise~ika dictum 

• I 

does not mean space, but substratum (asrya). And 

.substratum of an object, according to the iater Nyaya­

vaise~ika philosophers, is in the form of its parts(cause) 

in which it resides. For instance, threads are the 

substratam of the cloth, and substratum of the thre~ds is 

their cause, i.e., fine fibres of the cotton(arnsus). Thus 

the cause and the effect have not the same substratum. It 

would appear that the objection has been met by the peculiar 

Nyaya-Vai~e~ika theory that an effect resides in its cause 

or a 1 whole 1 (avayavin) resides in its parts(avayavas). The 

real problem of the same space being occupied by two gross 

material substance is, however, not solved. The answer from 

the Nyaya-Vaise~ika standpoint would be that the dictum that 

two gross substances cannot occupy the same space is not 

applicable in respect of t~o gross substances of which one 

resides in the other by inherent relation (§mavaya). 
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III 

In the foregoing sections, we have discussed the 

logical necessity of postulating substance as a distinct 

category apart from the qualities and whole apart from the 

parts along with the objections of the Buddhist philosophers. 

In this section we shall be concerned with the possibility 

of formulation of a defination of substance. In other words 

we shall disscuss here with such question as: is a definite 

conception of substance possible ? Or what is the common 

feature of the things called substance(dravya) by the 

Vai~e@ika philosophers ? An ordinary unthinking man can 

not be expected to have a conception of substance wide 

enough to comprehend all the known and unknown substances 

coming under it. Nor again, can the enlightened convention 

of philosophers be proof of the possibility of such a 

concept, because the convention of one school is found to 

be irreconciliably at varience with that of another. For 

example, the ¥umamsaka is convinced that darkness(tamas) 

is a substance, and the Vai~esika is equally convinced that 

it is only the negation of light, and not a substance at all. 

So, neither the popular, commonsense view of things nor the 

philosophical interpretation of them can be relied upon to 

throw light on the essential nature of substance which is 

21 
universally present in all the substances known to us. 

21. Na hi laukika parik~a kasas~dharani dravya karan?gatcent , 
matih •••• paravipratipattyava sandehas tatra. sankara Misra 
Kanthabharana, a commentary on Nyayalilabati(Chowkhamba 
sanskrit Series, Benares),p.89. 
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Here we propose to deal with the various definations 

suggested by different thinkers of the Nyaya-vai~e~ika 

school and to critically evaluate them in the light of 

the criticism advanced by the Buddhists and other critics. 

We have seen previously that substance is a kin~ 

of entity in which the attributes inhere but which itself 

is distinct from its attributes. But this defination of 

- I substances advocated by the Nyaya-Vaise~ikas was severely 

attacked by the Buddhist phenomenalists. The problem of 

the defenition of substance has, however, been approached 
I 

from a different angle. by Sridhara, the author of Ny§ya-

kandali. According to Sridhara, substance, apparently, 

means more than merely ~ornething which has qualities. It 

means something that is felt as self-subsisting,something 

that exists in its own right. For a definite idea of 

substance, it is necessary thatthere should be posited a 

synthetic concept of substancehood (dravyatvajati) to which 

all specific substances can be affiliated on account of 

their possession of some fundamental common character. But 

no c~mmunity of nature, apparently, subsists between a lump 

of clay and a lump of gold both of which are supposed to 

be substances. Now, the question is what is the common 
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character of these sepcific substances through which 

substancehood reveals itself and makes itself intelligible 
I 

to us 1 Sridhara ans\~rs that the notion of substancehood 
. 22 

is arrived at through a notion of self-subsistence. A 

particular substance may have qualities and action widely 

divergent from those of another substance, and may, for 

that reasons, look unlike the latter very much. But this 

does not affect their essential similarity of character 

based on the fact that every substance is felt as self-

subsisting, as compared with its qualities and actions 

which can not be supposed to exist without being supported 

by something that exists in its own right; that is, by 

substance. 

This view of substance has been severely criticised 

by citsukhacharya. He asks: what is this self-subsistence 

that is supposed to be the criterion of substancehood 1 Is 

self-subsistence (svatantrya) equivalent to existence 

without a substratum or the capability of a thing to be 

perceived independently of the perception of its substratum21 

22. Svapradhanya pratltir eva dravyatvapratitih. Srldhara, 
Nyayakandali,(Vizianagham sanskrit series, ·Beneras),p.13. 

23. Citsukhacarya~ citsukhi (Tattvapradipika),(Nirnayasagar 
Press, Bombay), P.178. 
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In the first alternative, all composite wholes, i.e., 

material substances will cease to be substance, since 

everyone of them is dependent for its existence upon the 

parts that constitute it. 24 In the second alternative, 

sound and touch of air, which are admitted as qualities by 

Nyaya-Vai~e~ika philosophers, will transpire to be substances, 

since they are perceived even when their substrate, i.e., 

akasa and the air in which they respectively inhere, remain 

unperceived. 25 Self-subsistence, therefore, in any sense 

can not be held to be true criterion of a substance. 

I 
The Vaisesika philosophers say in reply that 

substance are of two kinds, namely, eternal and non-eternal. 

- - I Atoms, akasa, time, space, mind, and soul·are eternal 

substances, whereas the composite material bodies are non_. 

eternal substances. Eternal substance are, by their very 

nature, self-subsistent_ in an absolute sense. They exist 

in their own right~ i.e., independently of any other thing. 

Non-eternal substances, however, can not claim such absolute 

self-subsistence because they are constituted of parts in 

24. Nayanaprasadini of Pratygrupabhagavat, a commentary on 
Citsukhi,(Nirnaya Sagar Press, Bombay), P.77. 

25. Ibid, P.178. 
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. 26 
which they 1nhere. But even a composite material body, 

though sustained in its existence by its constitutive parts, 

is felt as self-subsisting in relation to its own qualities 

and action which inhere in it. SUbstancehood thus implies 

the character of self-subsistence (either absolute or 

relative) that we perceive in things marked by the possession 

of qualities and actions. The instance cited by Citsukha in 

connection with the second alternative interpretation of 

self-subsistence are beside the point, and the undesireable 

consequences alleged by him arise not so much from any 

defect in the definition as from the Sceptic's eagerness 

to do away with the concept of substance altogether. As 

a matter of fact the denial of substance on the ground of 

its imperceptibility will, in some case, inevitably lead 

to the substantializing of its perceptible qualities, and 

this is what we find in the cases of sound and touch of air. 

Again, Kanada, the author of Vai~e§ikasutra, defines 

substance as that which possesses action and qualities, and 

is the inherent cause.
27 

Here we get three distinct charact-

eristics (lak$aDa) of substance. These three characteristics 
~ 

26. The Bha9ya of Pras'a~tapada, (Vizianagram Sanskrit Series, 
Benares) ,PP.16 - 21. 

2 7. Kriyaguna vat sama vayi karana'm iti dra vya lak-:;a:qam. 
Kanada, Vaise~ikasOtra,(Bibliotheca Indica, calcutta), 
l?.l.i.15. 
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are first, substance is that which possess action or motion 

Ckriya), secondly, substance as possessed of qualities 

(~nattva). thirdly, the substanceisis that which is inherent 

cause or material cause (samavayikarana). Now, we shall 

discuss these three characteristics and their defects 

separately. First, substance is that which possess action 

or motion Ckriya). This definition of substance is too 

narrow, as it fails to include within its scope certain 

recognised substances which are immobile by their very 

nature, e.g., space, time etc. Motion of course need not 

be actual in all cases; even the mere possibility of motion 

in a thing entities it to be classed as substance. But 

motion, whether actual or potential, is only an incident 

of limited magnitude (murtatva) , and can not belong to 

ubiquitous substances like akasa, time etc. which are not 

capable of changing their position. So, the definition of 

substance by means of property of motion is not applicable. 

I 
Secondly, some philosophers of. the Vaise~ika school 

define substance as 'that which is the substratum of 

qualities•. 28 And this definition has .been formulated on the 

28. Guna§raya dravyam. Vallabha, Nyayalilabati (Chowkhamba 
Sanskrit Series, Benares), P.752. 
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basis of Kanada's reference to the possession of qualities 

(gunavattva) as one of the distinctive characteristics of 

substance. This definition, according to Citsukha, is not 

acceptable, because it excludes a substance at the first 
I 

moment after the production, when it remains destitute of 

qualities. 29 According to the Vai~e~ika theory, substance 

is the inherent cause (samavayikarana) of its qualities, 

and when cause is the antecedent of the effect, then 

substance will be its antecedent to its qualities and remains 

qualityless at the moment of its origination. So, this 

definiation of substance, i.e., substance is the substratum 

of the qualities, suffers inconsistency. To avoid this 

difficulty Vallbha, the author of Nyayalillavat.j_, has given 

a new definition. According to him, "the substance is that 

which is never the substratum of the absolute non-existence 

(atyantabhava) of quality as such". 30 In other words, the 

actual existence of quality is not intended as the definition, 

but even the potential existence of quality will do. This 

definition of Vallabha does not apply to substance at the 

29. Utpannamatram dravyam ksanam agunam tisthti'ty agnikarad 
avyaphel:].. Citsukhacharya, Citsukhi (Nirnaya Sagar Press 
Bombay), P.l78. 

30. - .. -Gunasrayo dravyam. Tatra yadyapi sambandha na sanatanah 
tatta • pi ha tyantayogavyavaccheda lak~anartha9. Vallabha, 
Nyayalilavati,(dhowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares) ,P.753. 
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manent of its origination. But this definition has also 

been criticised. This definition will extend to absolute 

non-existent itself. As a thing can not function as its 

own substratum, the non-existence in question cannot be the 

substratum of the same non-existence.
31 

So, the definition 

of substance as that which is not the substratum of the 

absolute non-existence of quality is found to be too wide, 

be contended that absolute non-existence is, like knowabi-

lity or namability, a fact, of which regation is not 

predicable in any context (kevalanvayin) and which therefore 

is necessarily present in every thing including itself; for 

such a contention implies its presence in substance as well, 

so that even substance comes to be the s~bstratum of the 

b 1 t ' t of l't 32 A ' 't b 'd a so u e non-exls ence qua l y. galn, l may e sal 

that the whole obj~ction is based upon a right adherence to 

the assumption that absolute non-existence is a unitary 

principle, although, as a matter· of fact, there is no 

conceivable logical bar to the possibility of a plurality 

of non-existences. So one non-existence can be the substratum 

of another non-existence, whereas a substance is never the 

31. So'pi hi gunavattvatyan tabhavs tasy·a• nadhikaranam, 
Sv~sya svasminnavrttel).. Citsukhach3.rya, Citsukhi 
(Tattvapradipika), {Nirnaya Sagar Press, Bombay) ,P. 176. 

32. Na ca prameyatvadivat kevalanvayitvam yen •••• svavrtlita 
syat, Kertanvayitva ca bhagna~ dravyalak~anam. Pratya­
grupabhaga va, Nayanaprasadini, (Nirnaya Sagar Press, 
Bombay) ,P.176. 



- 32 -

subst'ls\'atum of the non-existence (atyantabhava) of qualities. 

But his defence too is not satisfactory. It is observed 

that though one non-existence can be conceded to be the 

substratum of another non-existence, the expression •non­

existence of quality• as an element in the definition of 

substance, suffers from ambiguity, which must be cleared to 

make it intelligible. The question may crop up that, does 

the non-existence refer to any one of the qualities defini­

tely, or all the qualities collectively ? If the absence 

of one or the other specific quality is intended, then the 

definition will be too narrovJ. As the qualities are numerous, 

the presence of one particular quality in a substance is 

consistent with the absence of another, and the terms of the 

definition will exclude the substance in question from its 

purview. 33 Thus, if substance be defined as • that which is 

never the substratum of the non-existence of one definite 

quality, say, colour (rupa), air (vayu), which is marked by 

the possession of the quality of touch (sparsaguna) will be 

excluded from the class of substance on the ground that the 

quality of colour in never predicable it. If however, it is 

ment~ined that the expression •non-existence of quality• means 

the non-existence of each and every one of the qualities, then 

33. Ibid, P.176. 
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the definition will be impossible, as we can not conceive 

of· an entity which is never the substratum of the non-

existence of all the qualities, that is, in which all the 

qualities are always present. The affirmation of all the 

qualities in a substratum would be intelligible if each 

individual substance could be supposed to be always 

d f 11 h 1 . t. 3 4 possesse o a t e qua 1 1es. The definition may of 

course change its implication if "by the • non-existence of 

quality• we should understand not the absence of all con-

ceivable qualities, but the absence of any one of them. 

But this too will not improve upon the former position 

because the meaning of •anyone• is absolutely indefinite. 

Every member in a class of existents may be disignated by 

the term •anyone• and so the inclusion of this term in a 

definition is extremely misleading. It makes the definition 

indefinite and thus defeats its very purpose. 

From these above two definitions we get no clue to 

the existence of the substance universal (dravyatva jati) 

which must be posited to make possible our conception and 

linguistic usage of substance as a category. Our experience 

also is more or less non-commitant in this matter, for, in 

34. Ibid. 
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the bewildering variety of specific substances we fail to 

discover any community of nature which may indicate the 

presence of substance universal in all of them. So, a 

positive, independent proof of the substance-universal has 

to be pointed out, and this is sought to be given in a new 

definition, viz. that substance is that which is the 

inherent or material cause (samavayikarana). This we get 

in the third aspect of the definition of substance proposed 

by Kanada. 

We have seen already that a quality or an action can 

never be ·an inherent cause of anything because, by its very 

definition an inherent cause is that in which the effect 

directly inheres. An effect, be it substance, quality or 

action, must have a-substratum to inhere in, and this 

substratum is invariably a substance. Now, one question 

may arise here: what is the effect that can be universally 

referred to substance as its inherent cause ? The effect 

can not be a specific quality (vise~aguna) like colour or 

sound, because, substance like space and time have no 

specific quality, and so the definition would not extend 

to them. This is why, conjunction(sarnyoga) or disjunction 

(vibhaga) has been suggested to be the effect which can be 
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affiliated to all substances irrespectively. 
35 

Even eternal 

and ubiquitous substances must came into the relation of 

conjunction with, or disjunction fran, another substance. 

Conjunction and disjunction being qualities must have a 

substratum in which they can inhere as their cause, and 

this inherent cause is substance. So, the definition of 

substance as the inherent cause of conjunction or disjunction 

is complete, and does not exclude any substance out ofits 

scope. Now, the relation of causality is conceivable 

between the things only if each of them is found to be 

possessed of a mefinite character. A cause is always a 

definite entity, and so also the effect. The Nyaya-Vai~e£ika 

philosopher does not believe in the existence of the 

uncharacterized simples. If an entity without definite 

character is supposed to function as a cause, there will be 

no possibility of restricting the affirmation of causal 

relation to only legitimate cases of such relation. 36When, for 

instance, we say that timber is cause of the table, what is 

it that we should understand by affirming timber as the cause ? 

Certainly timber is understood not merely a substance, that 

35. This point has been introduced first by Vallabha and 
developed later on by Visvanath. Vide Nyayalilabati of 
Vallabha, ( Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares) , pp. 94 and 
97, and Siddhantamukta va li of Visvanath, (Nirnaya Sagar 
Press, Bombay) ,pp.64-65. 

36. Avasyam hy avaccedakena bhavihavyam,anyatha ksmikatapatte~. 
' • J Samkara Misra I Upa.)>kar I (Bibliotheca Indica I calcutta) I I. ii. 5. 
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is, something, which is different from all that is not 

substance, but, as a definite substance with a distinctive 

character (timberness). If it were not so, the cause of 

the table might as well be affirmed to be any other substance 

just on the ground of it.s being a substance. This also 

applies to the effect. So causality is intelligible only 

with regard to a fact having a definitive character. This 

definitive character in a thing not only makes it what it 

is not, but also determines the exact function that it 

should be capable of exercising; in other words, its specific 

function (including the causal function) is entirely dependent 

upon what constitutes its specific qualitative content 

(dharma). This being the case, the definition of substance, 

as the inherent cause of conjunction or disjunction, necess-

arily pre-supposes that this inherent causality must have a 

definitive characteristic of the causal entity as its 

determinant (avac5chedaka), and that the ·characteristic is 

nothing but what is called the substance-universal. This 

universal should be a logical necessary, be supposed to be 

present in all things which are found to be the inherent 

cause of conjunction or disjunction. 37 The postulation of 

37. - - - I -Karyasamavayikaranatavacchedakataya sa~yogasya vibhagasya 
·na sam a va yikarana t~a va cchedaka ta ya dra vya tva j a ti si ddhe h. 
Vi~vanatha,. Siddh~intamuktavali (Nirnaya sagar Press, . 
Bombay) ,pp.64-65. 
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the substance universal as a determinant of inherent 

causality is thus an inescapable logical necessity, otherwise 

every individual ·instance of inherent ~usality would be an 

isolated, self-determined fact, and there would be no 

criterion to determine why this causal function should be 

exercised by some reals and not by others. It, therefore, 

follows that such reals alone are in a position to function 

as inherent cause participating in the substance-universal 

and are determined and characterized by it. 38 

An objection has been raised by the Buddhist ~henom-

enalist against this definition of substance by reference of 

cq. usa lity. causality, it is urged, is only an accidental 

character; as it can come into operation only with reference 

to an effect. An entity can be characterized as a cause 

only when an effect is produced, and an event being an 

occasional event, the causality is an occasional characteristic. 

It can not be supposed that there might be eternally existing 

effects, because the very supposition is bound to lead to 

absurd consequences. An eternally existent fact can not call 

38. Karyasrayatvam api samamyaniyatamo navasu eva na syat. 
Karanatvam hi samanyena niyamyate. Udayana, Kirnabali, 
(Benares, S3.nskrit Series) ,p. 33. 
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for a cause of its own, because a cause is necessary only 

to bring into existence something not existing before. So, 

the Buddhists opine that, the definition of substance by 

reference to causality does not seem to be wholly satis­

factory. 

This difficulty, however, cannot make the knowledge 

of the substance-universal, as the universal character of 

all substances, impossible of realization. causality is 

only the medium through which we come to the knowledge of 

the substance-universal, and even if the latter be a wider 

concept, there will be no difficulty in seizing hold of it 

as the constitutive ground of substance as a class. The 

concept of inherent causal~y, we know, is not intelligible 

without a determinant and as this determinate, again, cannot 

be anything else than the substance-universal, the definition 

of substance by inherent causality has got its utility. In 

fact, apart from the evidence of perception, the possibility 

of substancehood as the universal character of all substances 

can be inferred only from causality. Although, causality 

is not a necessary concomitant of substancehood, being a 

temporal determination, still it is the unfailing means of 

our knowledge of the latter as the universal that functions 
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as a determinant of causality. That substancehood does. 

not necessarily co-exist with causality and is therefore, 

independent of this functional characteristic, is not 

denied. The Buddhist objection that, causality is only 

an accidental determination, therefore, does not stand 

in the way of our knowledge of it. The inherent causality, 

which is found in all substances, is thus an independent 

proof that established the existence of the substance-universal 

as its determinant. 

From this discussion we can conclude that the 

definition of substance by means of inherent causality is 

possible and useful. More widely, the definition of 

substance which has been given by Kanada, is more justifiable 

and logically acceptable definition than that of the Buddhists. 
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IV 

In the previous section we were concerned with 

finding a satisfactory definition of substance as given 
I 

by Nyaya-Vaise~ika philosophers. In the present section 

we shall try to discuss various types of substances as 

admitted by them. Finally we shall also discuss the 

theory of atomic substances (paramanuvada) as advocated 

by the Nyaya-Vai;e~ika philosophers and the Buddhist 

critique of it. 

- I The Nyaya-Vaise~ika philosophers haY,e admitted 

nine different substances, each exclusive of the rest, 

but all ultimately conformable to the notion of substance 

as such. They are following :- earth(pfthivi) ,Water(~, 

fire Or light(tejas) 1 air(vayu) 1 akasa, time. (kala) 1 

soul (atman) and mind (manas). 39 Among these nine 

substances (dravyas) recognised by the Nyaya-Vai~e~ika 

philosophers five of them, namely, earth, water, fire, 

air and aka§a are material elements (bhGtani); and the 

rest four, i.e., space (desa), time(kala), mind(manas) ---- ----
and soul(atman) are non-material,(though not necessarily 

39. K~hityaptejomarud byomkala dig-dehinau manahJ 
Dravyanyth guna ruparn rasa gandhatataQ param.II, 
Visvanath,Ny§yasiddhantamuktavall,(Nirnaya sagar 
Press,Bcmbay), Verse No.3. 
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spiritual, in the sense consciousness not being to essential 

quality of them). 

The physical order has been explained in the 

Nyaya-Vaide£ika system in terms of the five physical 

substances - earth, water, fire, air and akasa. Every 

physical substance (bh~ta-dhavya) has some specific 

qualities perceptible to an external sense. 40 The specific 

qualities of earth, water, fire, air and akasa are odour, 

tasie, colour, touch and sound respectively. The soul, 

no doubt, has a number of specific qualities, viz, consci­

ousness, pleasure, pain, etc~~ still it can not be 

classified as bhuta, as these qualities can be apprehended 

only through the operation of the mind which is the internal 

sense-organ (antapkarana). A physical substance or bhuta, 

therefore, can also be defined as a substance possessing 

some specific qualities which is absent in the soul(atman). 

- -I Among the five physical substances, akasa differs 

from others in many important respects. - - I Akasa is a non-

corporal(amurta) substance and therefore possesses unlimited 

40. Prasa:stapada, Bha§ya, ( Vizianagram sa..nskri t Series, 
Benares,1895), p.22. 

41. Ibid, p.24. 
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magnitude, it is also devoid of tactility(spar~a). The 

other four material substances, on the other hand, are 

limited in magnitude and characterized by tactility with 

all its implications. These substance~ again have the 

capacity of producing composite substance out of them-

selves, i.e., of being their formative causes(samavayikarana). 

Earth, for example, is such a cause of a substance like 

jar. 42 But aka~a is incapable of being the constitutive 

stuff of any substance. Again, the specific quality of 

akasa, i.e., sound, is non pervading(avyapyavrtti); that 

is, its incidence at any particular moment is confined 

within the limits of a part of akasa, and its existence 

in that part is not 'incompatible with its absenee in 

any other part of the same. The specific qualities of 

the other four material substances are, in contrast, 

pervasive of them. And these substances necessarily possess 

same of the important characterististics by means of which 

matter is ordinarily so~ght to be defined. Such character-

istics are size, shape, impenetrability and mobility_ The 

Nyaya-Vai~e~ika. Philssophers treat these substances as 

material principles which are neither transmutable into 

one another nor reducible to a common ground. Each of them, 

42. Ibid. 
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according to them, is a fundamental and hanogeneous kind 

of matter, characterized by its own specific quality or 

quality-group. 

All the material bodies, according to Nyaya-Vai§e!?,ika 

philosophers, are composed of extremely minute, in visible 

and infrasensible particles, i.e., atoms(paramanu) of 

the four material substances such as earth, water, fire 

and air. It is the common knowledge that finer and finer 

constituents or parts. In other words, every material 

thing is divisible into parts, which are necessarily finer 

than itself. If we push the process of division further 

and further, we shall, of course, come by finer into 

finer-parts. .This finest part is called atom (pararnanu) by 

the Nyaya-Vai~e~ika philosophers. According to Nyaya­

vai~e!?,ika thinkers, the basic material of this visible 

universe are, therefore, the four different kinds of atoms 

which can never be destroyed. An atom or paramanu is 

eternal because it is a substance which is ·partless like 

other. 43 Udayana in his Atrnatattvaviveka argues that 

partlessness and producedness are contradictory to each 

43. 11 Pararnan'1Q nitya dravya.tva satyarn avayavatvat aka~a 
vat". Srldhara: Nyayakandali, ( Vizianagram S:mskrit 
Series, Varanasi,1963) ,p.329. 
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other. Atoms are indivisible and partless. Therefore 

they are not produced. So they are eternal. There is 

a qualitative difference among these ultimate particles 

of matter or atoms, so that atoms of any particular element 

can give rise to the product of that element only. They 

are intrinsically inactive colourless and partless. 

Now, the question arises; why should we admit the 

existence of atom or paramanu at all 1 Vatsayana in his 

Nya'ya-.sUtra-Bh'a2ya and ~!}kara Misra in his "Upaskara 11 

and Sridhara in his Nyaya-kandali holds that the existence 

of atom is deduced from the divisibility of a perceivable 

material objects into finer and finer parts. In this 

progressing decrea,sing seale of matter, its magnitude 

of minuteness (anuttva) must firid its calmination in some 

substratum just as the magnitude of largeness(mahattva) 

which is found to occur on the progressively increasing 

scale attains its highest point in such all pervading 

substances as time, space, etc. This terminal point in 

the process of division of matter which refuses to be 

further divided is known as atoms(paramanus). The atoms 

thus mark the limit of divisibility of matter. Udayana 

argues in his 1 Kiranavali 1 that, the above argument 
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involves the blemish (do~) of mutual dependence. The 

existence of minutest magnitude proves the existence of 

an atom. Again the ey~stence of an atom proves of the 

minutest magnitudes. 
44 

Some may say that matter is 

essentially a continuous structure and therefore every 

bits of matter, however small it may be is infinitely 

divisible. But Sridhara in his 'Nyayakandali' and Jayanta 

Bhatta in his 'Nyayamanjari' argues that if all objects 

be alike divisible indefinitely, it vJOuld be difficult 

to account for the observed variation of magnitudes in 

gross matter. Thus, for instance, if a mustardseed and 

-- a mountain were supposed to be constituted of an equally 

infinite divisibility of matter necessarily implies, it 

would lead us to the absurd positions to think that the 

size of both the seed and the mountain is the same. 45 

The Buddhists phenomenalists may question again 

that, inspite of equality in the number of parts two 

bodies are found to vary in size, and it is because of 

the fact that the parts of the larger body are themselves 

larger than those of smaller body or because the parts 

44. Paramanu siddhau anupa~imana siddhoi pararnanu siddhi. 
Udayanacharyya,'Kiranavali (Benars Sanskrit Series, 
Beneras) , 

45. 11 Sarvesam anuvasstita avayavatva merusar~apay tulya 
parimanatva pratiti1:111 • Sridhara, Nriiyakanda li ,(Vizianagram, 
sanskrit Series, varana shi, 1963) ,Page. 330. 
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are packed together more lossely in the former than in 

the latter. But Udayana in 'Kiranavali' holds that, 

this objection is an unteanable one. Difference in size 

between two things is possible only when at least one 

of them is of finite extension. But how can a thing 

be finally extended whose constituent parts are supposed 

to be infinite in number ? In short, in this case there 

will be no final unit of a determinate size in respect 

of which the difference in size betv1een two things can 

be logically explained. 

Again, the Madhyamika Buddhists attack this atomic 

theory by saying that in the process of division of matter. 

We come to a terminal stage no doubt. But it is not because 

we have discovered cer-tain atoms which can not be further 

divided but because nothing is left to be divided. The 

ultimate nature of all things, according to them, is void 

(sunya). But Uddyotkara in his Nyaya-Vartika shows this 

objection in the following way: Division is possible only 

if there is a thing to be divided. That thing really 

constitutes the base (adhara) on which division is to rest. 

However for the process of division may be carried on it 

can at no times annual its base or end invaeuity because 
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division minus the divisible is inconceivable and absurd 

as digging a cave in empty space. 

Again, the question is raised; Does akasa which is 

simple and all pervading principle exist in the inside of 

an atom or not ? The admission of the former alternative 

will mske an atom further divisible and that of the 

second will reduce akasa to a thing of limited magnitudes. 

Uddyotkara answers that this objection springs from a 

misconception of the nature of relation of aka~a to the 

atoms. Ubiquity has been defined as conjunction or with 

all substances of limited rragnitudes 46 and the conjunction 

of aka~a with the atoms is not denied. Hence, aka~a is 

certainly ubiquitous. But the question of the existence of 

akasa with the atoms does not arise at all, as an atom has 

neither inside nor outside. Ubiquity does not mean conjun-

ction with even what is non-existent. The inside of atom 

does not effect the ubiquity of akasa at all. Now the 

existence of atom is admitted. 

From these combination of these atoms gross material 

objects are originated. The process of origination is as 

46. Yan murtimat tena sarvena sambandha iti sarvagatetvarthah. 
Uddyotkara,Nyayavartika,(Bibliotheca Indica,calcutta), · 
iv,ii,20,p.517. 
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follows. The atoms confoined together give rise to a 

binary compound which is technically called dvyanuka. The 

dvyanuka is infinitely small and therefore imperceptible. 

Three such binaries suitably adjusted produce a triad or 

trOarenu which is the min~i'mum visible entity. Its magni-

tude is finite and all other finite objects are made out 

of it. To the question how the finiteness of the trasarenu 

arises from the infinitely small size of the atoms, the 

answer given is that, it is due to the number and arrangement 

of constituent atoms. The qualities of all producers are 

to the qualities of atoms of which they are compared. 

We already describes that atom is not visible and 

they are not capable of directly producing gross material 

objects. There is an intermediate entity called dvyanuka 

which is the result of the combination of couple of atoms. 

But what is the logical necessity of assuming the existence 
I 

of dyad 7 To answer this question Sridhara argues in his 

Nya'ya-:kanda li that if the single eterna 1 substance like 

atom is supposed to be directly productive there would be 

perpetual condition for production and production would 

never cease, which contradicts the notion of pralaya 

(cosmic dissolution) admitted in. the Nyaya-Vai~e~ika 
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philosophy. Therefore, the gorss matters are directly 

produced out of something which themselves are non-eternal 

(dvyanuka). 

It should be noted here that the gorss material 

object which is brought into existence by the conjunction 

of atoms in an entierely new product which did not pre-

exist in its parts (asatkarya-vada). The relation which 

holds between the new products and the atoms or between 

the whole and its parts is one of the inherence(samavaya). 

I 

Safukara is his commentary on Brahmasutra and Vasu-

bandhu in his Vriosatitika have raised objection against 

the ·conjunction between two things. They argue that the 

conjunction between two things is possible only in respect 

of their parts and since the atoms have no parts they 

would coalise at one point and the result would be a 

failure of accretion of gross magnitudes. To answer this 

difficulty the Sautrantika Buddhists advocates the 

paramanupun4avada according to which, the atoms informing 

the gross material objects, do not actually come into 

contact which one another, but merely assembly together 
I 

very closely. Raghunatha Siromoni, the famous Neo-Naiyayika 
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of Bengal, suggests another solution. He advocates 

trutivada according to which, the gross visible, truti or 

tra.;sarenu, is the ultimate unit of .matter. But the 

classical Nyaya answers that the above solutions are un­

tenable. In the famous case the gross material object 

would become imperceptible since the atoms are. In the 

latter case, the truti can not be the ultimate unit of 

matter since, it is visible entity and all visible en.tities 

and further divisible into parts. 47 Hence, Sridhara is of 

opinion that the conjunction among the partless atoms 

must be admitted. He says that for conjunction it is not 

necessary that substances should have parts, for even an 

impartile substances like aka~a is found to be in conjunction 

with other .partless substance like the soul. Again, both 

the soul and the mind are partless entities; yet they are 

found in conf.'unction with each other. Hence each case of 

conjunction it is to be explained as determined by the 

special nature of substance conjoined. The principle which 

makes the conjunction possible in the case of atom is not 

the compositeness of the factors, but the possession of a 

definite magnitude (murtatva) and touchability (spar~atva). 

These two characters are the principle of exclusion and 

47. Trasarez;mh 
1
savayaval;l cak:~;u~a dravyatva ghatavat. 

Raghunath Siromani,Padarthatattvanirupana,(Benares 
Sanskrit Series,1916) ,p.13. 
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resistance. An atom having characteristics thus excludes 

another atom and prevents mutual absorption Uddy~tkara 

in his Ny§yavartika points out that the fact that conjun­

ction and resistance are observed in composite bodies 

is made the basis of a general conclusion that for 

conjunction and resistance atom must be composite. 

But this is nothing but an argument by analogy. 

The combination or conjunction of atom in performing 

gross material objects requires activity or motion. But 

the atoms are supposed to be passive or devoid to activity 

in nature. So from which source their motion or activity 

is derived ? To answer Nyaya-Vai~e~ika thinkers say that 

all atoms are combined into the multifarious things of the 

world by an omnicient and omnipotent conscious agent who 

is God. The creative will of -God sets the atoms in motion 

and the world is created by their combination. But God's 

will in this respect is not arbitrary. It is determined by 

the prospective experience (bhoga) of the individual souls. 

The experience of the individual soul in its term is 

determined by the moral disposition (aQr§ta) it has acquired 

in his previous life. This means that God has created the 

world according to dharma and adharrna in the individual soul. 
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Dharma means such disposition acquired in the previous 

life as it is to yeild unpleasant experience in the present 

life. Hence, we find that God guides the process of 

creation according to the aQr$ta of the individual soul. 

Hence, when Sarnkara attacked the Vaise~ika atomism by 

saying that, an intelligent principle like adrsta cannot 

account for the notion of· atom in the process of creation 

he had in mind the ancient, view of vaise§ika which did 

not admit the existence of God. 
I I 

But Samkara • s charges 

holds no longer when the latter Vai~esika thinkers intra-

duced the notion of God in their philosophy. 


