
CHAPTER-I 

Nyaya Concepts ofPrama and Pramar:za 

All the branches of Indian philosophy have discussed about prama and pramarJO, 

In Indian philosophy prama means valid cognition. Pra means valid and ma 

means cognition. Pramar:za is the way through which we can attain valid cognition. 

The Carvakas are of the opinion that valid cognition must have three 

characteristics - it must be true, free from doubt and novel. An invalid cognition 

cannot be described as prama. When we perceive a snake in the piece of rope, 

then it is a false cognition. This false cognition cannot be called prama. Here we 

do not know the thing as it is. Valid cognition must be free from all doubt. When 

we do not know a thing correctly, there is confusion in our mind about the thing. 

This state of cognition is called smi1saya. For example, in darkness some one has 

seen a thing beside the road and becomes confused whether it is man or a tree. 

Such type of cognition cannot be called prama. Again the Carvakas feel that 

novelty must be present in an object, which is called prama. Such type of 

cognition which is not already known is called prama. So, the Carvakas say that 

memory (smt:ti) and recognition (pratyabhijna) are not prama. Because, in the 

both cases we are knowing a thing, which has already been known. 

Thus Carvakas say that prama is such type of cognition of an object which is free 

from doubt, error and which is not already known. 
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In'Nyaya philosophy, knowledge is the manifestation of object. As light manifests 

obj~cts so knowledge also manifests things. In the case of knowledge object 

manifests, we realise this manifestation and consciousness helps us to realise this 

manifestation. 

Knowledge (jniina) or cognition (buddhi) is defined as apprehension 

(upalabdhi) or consciousness (anubhava). Nyaya being realistic, believes 

that knowledge reveals both the subject and the object, which are quite 

distinct from itself. All knowledge is a revelation or manifestation of 

objects - (arthaprakiisho buddhil]). Just as a lamp manifests physical 

things placed before it, so knowledge reveals all objects which come before 

it.' 

Knowledge is the manifestation of apprehension of objects. Valid 

knowledge is the apprehension of the real character of an object. Invalid 

knowledge is the apprehension of an object as it is not in its real character. 

Truth is correspondence of knowledge with reality. Error is disagreement 

of knowledge with reality.Correspondence is truth, and nan-
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correspon ence Is error. 

The Naiyayikas have used the term 'buddhi' for knowledge or cognition or jnana. 

They have described cognition as consciousness which is a quality and which is 

the ground of all linguistic usage. 

Sarvavyavahiirahetuh gw;ah buddhil}jnanam.3 

From this definition, we find that there are three characteristics of cognition : It is 

a quality (gw;a), it is the ground of all linguistic usage (sabdaproyoga) and it has 

the attribute of jniinatva or consciousness. The term 'quality' (gurra) has been 
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inserted in the definition to keep out over coverage (ativyapti) in relation to time 

etc. If the term were omitted from the definition, then it would be as follows: 

Buddhi is consciousness, which is the ground of all linguistic usage. In this case 

we should call space, time etc. as buddhi because these are the ground of all 

linguistic usages. But actually space, time etc. are not buddhi. If we insert the term 

'guqa' in the definition then we can overcome this difficulty because though space 

and time are the ground of all linguistic usage, they are not quality. Again, without 

the term 'which is the ground of all linguistic usage the definition would be : 

Cognition is consciousness, which is a guiJa. In this case, we may say that smell, 

taste etc. are also cognitions by virtue of their status of qualities (gu17a). But these 

qualities are not cognition because these are not the ground of all linguistic use. If 

we insert the above term in the definition, then we can avoid this difficulty. 

We all know that the defining characteristic of a thing cannot be all the common 

properties of the thing. By which property we can differentiate or identify one 

thing of a class from other things of other class is called its defining mark or 

la/cyaf}a. 

It is well known that the attributes shared in common by the members of a 

class do not all form their 'defining attribute' and do not come within the 

logical 'definition' of the term denoting that class. The defining mark or the 

la/cyaiJa is constituted by any one or more of the common features which 

will serve to differentiate and identify an entity.4 

In the case of cognition, the defining mark is jnanatva or 'Universal 

Consciousness'. This universal consciousness is revealed in the internal perception 
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'I· am conscious'. According the Naiyayikas, knowledge is not self-luminous. 

Cognition is manifested by a subsequent state of cognition, which is called 

anuvyavasaya. When someone looks at a table, at that time he has not the 

cognition of 'looking a table'. The knowledge of 'looking a table' arises after 

looking the table. This subsequent cognition is called anuvyavasaya. The original 

perception is called vyavasaya. The original cognition as a state of consciousness 

is revealed by the internal perception. As the original states of cognition are 

innumerable, so also their corresponding internal perceptions are innumerable. 

There is an indefinite multiplicity of these 'original' states of cognition and 

correspondingly the states of internal perception of these original states 

have also an indefinite multiplicity. Now these original cognitive states are 

each of them a state of consciousness. They have, therefore, their common 

feature in something which is present in each of them. This something is 

the Universal 'Consciouness' .5 

Every original cognitive state is a state of consciousness. There is a common 

feature which is present in every original cognitive state. This common feature is 

called the universal 'Consciousness'. The original state of cognition is called in 

Sanskrit 'jfiana' and the common feature which is present in every original state of 

cognition or jfiana is called 'jfiana-ta'. In English, ji1ana is described as a state of 

'consciousness', but there is no distinctive single term for 'jniina-tva'. Without the 

I 

presence of such term jnana-tva is written as 'Consciousness' where the le.tter "C' 

should be written in capital letter. After looking some pots the universal 'potness' 

is revealed in the sense perception. In the same way, Nyaya Vaise~ikas say that the 

11eveoJs 
internal perception in which the cognition (jfiiina)Acan reveal the knowledge~hood 

/ 
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(jfzana-tva). \>/hen the universal 'Consciousness' (jfzana-tva) is called as the 

defining mark of cognition (jnana) then the meaning of the term 'defining mark' is 

taken only to mean the common features. 

According to Naiyayikas, cognition is of two types- memory and reason. 

In defining memory Naiyayikas say that memory is the state of consciousness, 

which results from trace alone. The meaning ofthe term samskiira is mental trace. 

Samskaramatrajanyam jfianam smrti/t.6 

In the definition of memory the three phrases, viz., 'consciousness', 'which results 

from samskiira' and 'alone' have special significance. Without the term 

'consciousness' the definition of memory would be : Memory is the state which 

results from trace alone. In this case a difficulty arises. The destruction of a trace 

(sa1nskiiradhvamsa) also results from trace. We all know that the destruction of an 

effect regularly presupposes the prior existence of what is destroyed. But 

destruction is not memory. A thing can be destroyed if it has prior existence. A 

trace can be destroyed as it has prior existence. Without the phrase 

'consciousness' the definition of memory would be too wide and the definition 

includes the destruction of trace in it. The insertion of the term 'consciousness' 

avoids this difficulty because though the destruction of a trace also results from 

trace but the destruction is not a state of consciousness. Again, without the clause 

'which results from a trace' the definition would be 'Memory is consciousness'. In 

this case also the defect of over coverage (ativyapti) arises. The perception of a 

thing is a state of consciousness. So we should call perception as memory. But this 
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is not right. By the insertion of the clause' which results from a trace' we can 

overcome this difficulty because though perception is a state of consciousness it is 

not the result of any trace. The term 'alone' in the definition has also some special 

• significance. If the term were omitted then the definition would be : Memory is the 

L 
(...__ 

cognition which results from trace. Here also arises the defect of over-coverage 

because in this case we should call recognitive perception as memory as it results 

from trace. For example, after looking a man when we say 'This is that 

Devadatta', then the term 'that' refers to a past time and place. If we can 

remember the experience of that past time and ·place only then it is possible for us 

to attain the present knowledge about past time and place. And that remembrance 

becomes possible only through a revival of the trace of past experience. So, 

recognitive'perception also results from trace. But it is a case of perception but not 

of memory. Without the term 'alone' recognitive perception should have been 

considered as memory. But if we include the term 'alone' in the definition then we 

can overcome this difficulty. Because recognitive perception is not only the result 

of trace. In this case, sense-object contact is also necessary but memory is not the 

result of any sensory stimulus at all. Thus we can say that memory is only the 

result of trace, whereas pratyabhijna is the result of both sensory stimulus and 

trace. 

According to Nilkarytha, trace is not the sole condition of memory. Some other 

conditions like the presence of the subject, the relation between the soul and the 

manas etc. are also necessary for memory. 
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N!lkantha points out that if the Tarkasari1graha definition of 'memory' as 

'the cognition that results from trace alone' is taken as its face value, then it 

is clearly defective. For the prima-facie meaning of the definiens would 

be : 'the cognition that results from trace and nothing else'. And then the 

definition would suffer from the blemish of 'absurdity' or 'non-coverage' 

(asambhava). For though some 'trace' is a condition, it is never the sole 

condition of memory. There are other conditions as well, e.g., the presence 

of the subject, the relation between the soul and the 'means' etc. The clause 

'that results from trace alone' is, therefore, to be interpreted as 'that which 

results from trace and not from any sensory stimulus' and not as 'that 

which results from trace and not from anything else'. 7 

A state of consciousness which is different from smr:ti is called anubhava. 

Naiyayikas say that anubhava is of two types veridical (yathartha) and non-

veridical (ayathartha) 

vi ;J; 
Tabbhinnamjniinam, anubhavaf;, Sadfridha/:1 yatharthah ayathal(la~1 ta. 8 

In Western philosophy, knowledge is divided into two kinds : direct or immediate 

cognition and indirect or mediate cognition. But the Nyaya Vaise~ikas divide 

knowledge as smr:ti and anubhava. So, there is difference between the views of 

Western philosophers and Naiyayikas. The Naiyayikas say that both direct and 

indirect cognitions come under anubhava. Perception is direct cognition and 

inference is indirect cognition. Perception and inference both an~ anubhava. 

It would be tempting to translate 'anubhava' as 'direct' or 'immediate' 

cognition. But that would be misleading. For, as will appear presently, 

'mediate' knowledge also, like inference etc., comes under 'anubhava ', 

according to the Nyaya Vaise~ika usage. The division of knowledge into 

memory and 'anubhava,. cuts across the Kant ian distinction of cognition as 
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'direct or immediate' and 'indirect or mediate'. In the absence of any 

tolerably precise equivalent, the Sanskrit term 'anubhava' has been 

retained as it is. 9 

In defining veridical anubhava Naiyayikas formule : Tadvati tatprakiiraf? 

anubhavaf; yathartha/;. 10 That means a veridical anubhava is that which has for its 

determinans something 'P' (tat) when the determinandum 'has that something' 

(tadvat). Here determinas means prakiira and determinandum means vise.sya. Here 

we see that there are two terms 'determinans' and 'determinandum' in the 

definition of prama. If we do not understand the meanings of these two terms then 

we cannot describe prama. 

All our cognitions are cognitions of 'something'. This 'something' is called the 

vise.sya or object of cognition. The object of cognition is a combination of three 

things - vise~ya, prakiira and samsarga. We all know that the object which is 

characterised by something is called vise~ya and which characterises the vise~ya is 

called prakiira. Prakiira may be called as visesaiJa. For example, the perception of 

a pen is a cognition. Here the 'object' of perception is a complex entity. It may be 

described as 'something, which is characterised by pen-ness'. The Naiyayikas say 

that this 'something' which is characterised is called visqya and 'pen-ness' which 

characterises the 'something' is called prakara or visesaiJa. Now we can take an 

example of an inferential cognition like 'The hill has fire'. Here 'the hill' is the 

vise~ya as it is characterised by fire and 'fire' is the visesan.a or prakiira as it 

characterises the hill. In the cases of other cognitions like knowledge by analogy 

and knowledge by testimony we can apply the same analogy. That means prakiira 
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and vise$ya must be present in all cases of knowledge. Thus we can say that by the 

combination of vise$ya or prakiira all types of knowledge are formed. 

So, prama or veridical cognition is that cognition which has for its prakiira object 

'something' when the vise$ya object is that which has that 'something'. 

But the above definition of prama is too narrow because we cannot apply this 

definition in many cases of true knowledge. For example, 'pot ness is in pot'. This 

is a true kno~ledge but the definition of prama cannot be applied here. Here 'pot 

ness' is visesa11a or prakiira and 'pot' is visezya. In this case we cannot say that 

the prakiira is in the vise$ya i.e., in 'pot ness' there is 'pot' because 'pot' cannot 

present in 'pot ness' but 'pot ness' is always present in 'pot'. Thus the definition 

of prama suffers the defect of avyapti. To avoid this difficulty we should say that 

the phrase 'tadvatt' in the definition of prama does not mean 'when there is that 

which has the something', but the meaning of the phrase is 'when there is that 

which has a relation to the something'. As 'pot' has some relation with 'pot ness' 

so the above example comes under the definition of prama. 

The Naiyayikas do not accept every type of veridical cognition as prama. They 

say that only veridical anubhabha is prama. The Vaisesikas say that prama means 

true cognition. But the Naiyayikas have not accepted the opinion of the Vaisesikas 

and other Indian thinkers that prama means true cognition. They say that only true 

anubhava is prama. 

It is to~?ted, again tha~ only a veridical • m hava and not crvd every 

veridiOOI~agnition that is ../es~nated as prama ·n th Nyaya school/fh~ may be 
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veridi~ cognitio in _the form o a veridi7mory (sm~t'\ but th tis not taken 

as 'pram"a' m he Nyaya school. T e San nt term ts thus na~ er m usage than 

in the I ian s ~ools. In the Vaise. ka te ts the term 'pr nc'i' means true. cognition 

(yat rthajnana~nd not mer y true anub ova. 

It is to be noted, again that it is only a veridical anubhava and not any and 

every veridical cognition that is designated as prama in the Nyaya school. 

There may be veridical cognition in the form of a veridical memory (smJ:"ti), 

but that is not taken as 'prama' in the Nyaya school. The Sanskrit term is 

thus narrower in usage then the term 'true cognition'. Not that this Nyaya 

usage has been adopted universally in the Indian schools. In the vaise~ika 

texts the term 'prama' means true cognition (yathartha-jnana) and not 

merely true anubhava. ll 

On the other hand, aprama or non-veridical anubhava is that which has for its 

prakiira something when its vise.yya has the absence ofthat something. 

Tadabhavavati tatprakc'irakah anubhavah ayatharthalr 12 

That means, non-veridical anubhava is one whose vise.yya is characterised by the 

absence of prakc'ira. Here prakiira is something, which is absent in the vise.yya. 

The perception of a snake in a rope is an example of non-veridical anubhava. In 

this case, 'snake-ness' .is prakiira and 'rope' is vise.yya Snake-ness cannot present 

in rope. In rope there is 'rope ness'. As the prakara 'snake-ness' is not present in 

the vise.yya 'rope' so it is a case of aprama. 

In the above definition there is also the defect of over coverage (ativyc'ipti) because 

we can apply this definition in some cases of prama. For example, 'This table has 
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conjunction with my hand'. This is a case of pramii. But we can apply this 

example in the case of apramii. Conjunction is un-prervasive (avyiipyaw:tti). All 

the parts of the table have not contact with my hand. Some parts of the table have 

conjunction with my hand. Some parts do not have the same i.e., other parts have 

the absence of conjunction. In the case of above knowledge, we can say that here 

prakiira or determinans is contact (samyoga) and vise~Jla or determination is 

'table'. As there is the absence of contact in some parts of the able so we can say 

that here the vise.yya table is not characterised by the prakiira. Thus the above 

example of pramii. comes under the definition of apramii. Thus the above 

definition of apramii suffers the defect of over-coverage (ativyapti). 

To avoid this difficulty we can say that the actual significance of the definition of 

apramii is : A false cognition (apramii) is that which has for its determinans 

(prakiira) something 'p' in a certain relation 'r' (sambandha) to a certain aspect 

'a' (avacchedaka) of the determinandum (vise~ya), when the latter has the absence 

of the something 'p' in that relation 'r' to that aspect 'a'. 

Now the above example of prama cannot come under the definition of aprama. If 

there is no contact of my hand with the table only then we can say that the above 

case is an example of apramii. Thus, we can overcome the defect of over 

coverage. 

Thus, valid knowledge is the knowledge that represents the real character of 

its object, or apprehends what exists in it. Error is the knowledge that does 

not represent the real character of its object, or apprehends what does not 

exist in it. So the knowledge which corresponds with real nature of its object 
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'is valid, and the knowledge which does not correspond with its real character 

is invalid. 13 

The truth and falsity of knowledge consist respectively in its correspondence 

and non-correspondence to facts. But the test of its truth or falsity consists in 

inference from the success or failure of our practical activities in relation to 

its object (praw:ttisiimartha or prav1:ttisamviida). True knowledge leads to 

successful practical activity, while false knowledge ends in failure and 

disappointment. 14 

The Naiyayikas say that veridical anubhava or pramii is of four types : pratyak$a, 

anumiti, upamiti and siibda. The way through which we can attain veridical 

anubhava is also of four types : pratyak~a, anumiina, upamiina and .~abda. That 

means pratyak$a is the special condition of pratyak$a pramii, anumiina is the 

special condition of anumiti, upamiina is the special condition of upamiti and 

sabda is the special condition of siibda. The Naiyayikas use the term 'kara!Ja' for 

special condition. In the case of pratyak.ya the same term (pratyak$a) is used both 

for pramii11a and pramii. But in other cases, the term used for pramii11a and pramii 

are different. The English words perception, inference, testimony are used both for 

pramii11a and pramii. 

According to Nyaya, pramiiyiih karmyam iti pramii!Jasiimiinya lak$a!Jam .15 

That means pramiiJJa is the kara!Ja of pramii. We all know that every effect has its 

cause. As pramii is an effect so it must have some cause. Kara!Ja is also a cause. 

But every effect is produced with the help of many causes. All these causes are not 

'·, kara!Ja. In defining kararya Naiyayikas have give1~ different opinions. According 
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to the old Naiyayikas, karaJ?a is the ultimate condition or cause (carama-kiirarya). 

Just after the presence of which cause the effect is produced is called karaJ?a. 

'Cutting a tree' is an effect. God, space, time adt:s(a, the presence of the cutter, 

sharp instrument, the contact of sharp instrument with tree etc. all these are causes 

of this. effect. As the effect is produced just after the contact of sharp instrument 

with treeso it is called the carama-kiiraJ?a or terminal cause. Old Naiyayikas have 

described this terminal condition (carama-kiirarya) as kararya. In this way, old 

Naiyayikas said that just after the presence of which thing valid anubhava or 

prama is produced is called prama11a. The Neo-Naiyayikas have given a different 

view about karaJ?a. Which cause produces the effect through an intermediary is 

called katarya, according to them (Vyaparavat asadhararyam kararyam kararyam). 

Being produced by something, which produces the ultimate effect of that thing, is 

called vyapara (Tajjyanyatve sati tajjanyajanako vyaparaf!). The effect 'cutting a 

tree' will not produce without the contact of.sharp instrument with tree. Sharp 

instrument is karaJ?a. The contact of sharp instrument with tree. is produced by 

sharp instrument and hence it is called vyapara. The vyapara produces the effect 

'cutting a tree'. So, the Neo Naiyayikas say that kararya means vyaparavatkiirarya. 

Which produces prama with the help of some vyapara is called prama11a. 

·To explain the importance of prama11a Naiyayikas say that pramaryam arthavat. A 

thing is like that in the way it is manifested by pramarw The knower can 

understand the meaning of a thing by pramarya. Pramaryato 'rtha pratipattau 

means what we understand by pramiiJ?a is prama. (Tadevam satah prakasakam 

pramaJ?amasadapi prakasayatzti). Prama11a manifests both existing objects and 
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non-existing objects. That means, we can understand the existence of a thing and 

non-existence of a thing by pramiil'Ja. (Arthavati ca pramiifJe pramiitii 

prameyampramiti rityarthavanti bhavanti). When there arises valid anubhava 

through jJramalJa only then there can be the kno.wer (pramiitii) object (prameya) 

and knowledge (pramiti). So, pramiil'Ja is the main thing among these. After 

understanding the meaning of a thing by pramiiYJa if the knower thinks that there is 

happiness in it, then he may accept it and if the knower thinks that there is sorrow 

ness in it then he may reject it or neglect it. 

Pramii!Ja is the special condition or kara!Ja of pramii. In the above, two 

definitions of kara!Ja have been discussed. Annambhatta in his book 

Tarasamgraha has explained karaiJa in a different way. According to him, 

asadhiira!Jam kararJam karafJam. An uncommon condition is called kararJa. An 

4 

effect is dependent on two sets of conditions : ~gdhiiralJa kiirarJa and asiidhiirafJa 

kiiraYJa. The presence of some conditions are ne~essary for every effect. These are 

called siidhiirafJa kiirarJa or common cause. God·; space, time, adr:~(a etc. are such 

conditions. Without these conditions the presence of some conditions are 

necessary for each specific effect. These are called asiidhiiralJa kiira!Ja or 

uncommon cause. Annambhatta accepts these uncommon conditions as karana. 

Annambhatta's view is different from both tli.e old and Neo-Nyaya Vaise~ikas 

view about karana. Old Naiyayikas described karana as 'terminal condition' and 

Neo-Naiyayikas described karm1a as a 'causal condition functioning through an 

intermediary. For example, cutting a piece of wood is an effect. The old 

Naiyayikas say that terminal condition or the contact of a sharp instrument with 
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the wood is the karana but Navya-Naiyayikas say that 'the thing which functions 

through an intermediary of vyiipiira' is karana. Here the sharp instrument is the 

· karana because from sharp instrument the contact between sharp instrument with 

wood is produced. But Annarhbhatta's view is different from both the above 

views. Annarhbhatta described all the conditions except the common conditions 

are karana. He is also not strict to his view in all cases. In the cases of pratya~a, 

pramii, upamiti and siibdabodha he has accepted karana as vyapiiravat kiiraiJa, 

but in the case of anumity he has accepted kara11a as terminal condition. But both 

vyiipiiravat kiira11a and carama-kiira11a are asiidhiirana kiiraiJa. So, according to 

him, karana is asiidharana kiirana. 

In the case of pratyak$a pramii sense organ or indriya is pratyak$a pramiiiJa. In 

the cases of upamiti and siibda, resemblance or .~iid1:syajiiiina is taken as upamiina 

pramiina and statement or sabda is taken as sabda pramii11a. In the case of 

anumiti, pariimarsa is called anumiina pramiina. In describing kiirana Naiyayikas 

say, that which exists uniformly before the effect is the kiira11a (kiiryaniyata 

purvaw:tti kara11am). 16 

A cause is defined as an unconditional and invariable antecedent of an 

effect and an effect as an unconditional and invariable consequent of a 

cause. The same cause produces the same effect and the same effect is 

produced by same cause. 17 

If the term 'uniformly' were omitted from the definition then the definition of 

kiirana would be 'that which exists before the effect is the kiirmJa. In this case 
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there arises the defect of ativyapti. Here any antecedent event should be accepted 

as kiiraYJa. For example, a pot is an effect. Someone wants to know the kiiraYJa of 

this effect. He thinks that the ass is the kiiraYJa of this effect because before 

occurring the above effect the ass brings the load of clay by which the potter has 

produced the pot. But an ass cannot be accepted as karaYJa for the effect 'pot'. 

Because an ass does not always bring the load of clay to produce the effect 'pot'. 

Ass is not a uniform antecedent. Without the term 'uniformly' the definition of 

kiiraYJa would be too wide. Then we should call any antecedent event as kiiraYJa. 

By the term 'uniformly' we can overcome the above defect. 

Again without the term 'existing before' the definition of kiiraYJa would be 'cause 

is that which exists uniformly in relation to the effect' (kiiryaniyata w:ttikiiraYJam). 

In this case also the definition would be too wide. Here we should call every effect 

' 
as it own cause because every effect does exist in a regular relation of self identity 

(tadatmya) to itself. We all know that everything is self-identical with itself. 

Identity is a relation. Everything exists in a regular relation of self-identity to 

itself. As everything is self-identical with itself so an effect is also self-identical 

with itself. Without the terril 'existing before' we can avoid the above difficulty 

because no effect can exist before producing that effect. Thus, by a cause we 

should understand something that is not only 'niyataw:tti', but also 'piirvaw:tti '. 

A cause is not an irrelevant antecedent. If someone says that the colour of thread is 

the cause of cloth, then he is describing an irrelevant antecedent as cause. Because 

the colour of thread is an irrelevant antecedent to the effect - 'cloth'. Sky, space, 

time etc. though ·these are uniformly present before producing every effect, but 
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these should not be described as cause ofthe effects like cloth, chair, table etc. The 

presence of the above conditions is necessary for producing every effect, but as 

they are irrelevant so they should not be described as cause. 

An effect of karya is the pratiyogl or negatum of a pragabhava or prior-absence. 

The word pratiyogl is used in the context of abhawi. The pratiyogl is that thing 

which is absent. That means, if there is the absence of a pen then pen is the 

pratiyogl of this absence. Pragabhava means the absence of something before its 

production. An aeroplane, a chain, a table etc. these are effects. Before the 

production of these things there was the absence of these things i.e., there was the 

pragabhava of these things before their production. The above things are pratiyogl 

of this absence. After the production of pot, the absence vanishes. 

An effect (kiirya) is defined as the 'counter-entity of its own pnor non­

existence' (pragabhavapratiyogi). It is the negation of its own prior­

negation. It comes into being and destroys its prior non-existence. It was 

non-existent before its production. It did not pre-exist in its cause. It is a 

fresh beginning, a new creation. 18 

According to the Naiyayikas, cause is of three kinds - samavayikaralJa, 

asamavayikara!Ja and nimittakiira!Ja. In defining samavayikaraiJa the Naiyayikas 

say, "that, inhering in which an effect emerges". For example, cloth is an effect. 

It~ samaviiyikaraiJa is the treads. By the threads a cloth is constituted. Threads are 

the parts of cloth. Cloth is a 'whole'. It is related to its parts i.e., the threads by the 

relation of inherence: Nyaya-Vaise~ikas are of the opinion that the relation among 

the parts and the whole is the relation of 'inherence' or samavaya. Again, a thing 
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is the samavaikiiraYJa of its qualities. Thread is the samavayikiirmJa of its colour. 

The colour of thread is a quality and it is also an effect. As it is an effect, it must 

be produced by something i.e., it must have a cause. We all know that cause is a 

necessary antecedent and without cause an effect cannot come into being. The 

colour of thread cannot exist without the thread. So, thread is the samavayikarm;a 

of its colour. Cloth is a substance (dravya) and colour is a quality (gwJa). Thus the 

Naiyayikas describe that dravya is the samavakiiraYJa of its qualities or guYJa. 

AsamavayikiiraYJa is defined by the Naiyayikas as 'that entity which is a cause as 

existing in the self same object along with the effect or with the cause'. 

AsamavayikiiraYJa may be of two types : 'that which exists in the samavayikaraYJa 

of an effect, along with the effect itself and 'that which exists In its 

samavayikaraYJa along with the samavayikaraYJa of the effect. The conjunction of 

threads is the example of the first type of asamavayikiirarya. The samavayikararya 

of cloth is thread. Conjunction is a quality. So it must inhere in a substance. The 

conjunction of threads exists in the threads by the relation of inherence. The 

asamavayikaraYJa exists in the samavayikiiraYJa of an effect. The cloth is the 

effect. Its asamavayikararya i.e. the conjunction of threads exists m its 

samavayikiiraYJa i.e., the threads along with the effect 'cloth'. Again, the colour of 

threads in the asamavayikaraYJa of the colour of cloth. This is the example of 

second type of asamavayikiiraYJa. The colour of a cloth is an effect. Its 

samavayikiiraYJa is the cloth. Its asamavayikararya is the colour of threads and 

threads are the samavayikararya of its colour. Here the colour of threads or 

asamavayikaraYJa abides in its samavayikaraYJa or threads along with the cloth, 
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which is the samaviiyikiirarya of the effect the colour of cloth. From the above 

discussion it is clear that samaviiyikiirarya is always a substance (dravya) and 

asamaviiyikiirarya is either a quality (gurya) or an action (kiirya). 

The cause which is different from both samaviikiirarya and asamaviiyikiirarya is 

called nimittakiirarya. The weaver, his activity, weaving loom, the shuttle etc. are 

the nimittakiirar;a of the effect - 'clot'. 

It is already mentioned that the Naiyayikas have accepted four types of valid 

cognition and four sources of knowing the valid cognition. That means, they have 

accepted four types of pramii and four types of pramiirya. 

The kararya or uncommon condition of perceptual cognition or pratyalcya pramii is 

called of pratyalcya pramiirya. Thus, we can see that the term 'pratya/cya' is used 

both for valid knowledge and the source of this valid knowledge. The cognition 

that is attained through the relation (sannikar~a) of a sense-organ (indriya) with 

some object (artha) is perception (pratyalcya). Pratyak$a is of two types-

nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka. In defining pratyak:;a Naiyayikas say, "lndriyiirth 

sannikar,sajanyam jniinam pratyalcyam". 19 

Pratyaf0a is defined as that knowledge which is attained through the contact 

of sense organ with some object. In this definition the term 'artha' means 'a 

real thing'. Here we should remember that perception may be valid and 

invalid.20 

lndriyiirthasannikar,sotpannam jniinam avyapadeshyam avyabhiciiri 

vyavasayiitmakam pratyaksam. (Nyaya-Sutra, l, l ,4). 
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Goutama defines perception as 'non-erroneous cognition which is produced by the 

intercourse of the sense-organs with objects, which is not associated with a name 

and which is well defined'. This definition of perception excludes divine and yogic 

perception which is not generated by the intercourse of the sense-organs with the 

objects. Hence Vishvanath has defined perception as 'direct or immediate 

cognition, which is not derived through the instrumentality of any other 

cognition'. This definition includes ordinary as well as extra-ordinary perception 

and excludes inference, comparison and testimony. 

Pratyakya is karaYJa of only valid perceptual cognition. Pratyak~a is divided into 

two kinds - indeterminate or nirvikalpaka and determinate or savikalpaka 

(Nisprakiirakam jfiiinam nirvikalpakam). 21 

The perception that is ·nisprakiiraka i.e., having no quantifiers is called nirvikalpa 

perception. That means the perception, which is devoid of determinans or prakiira, 

is called nirvikalpaka. Literally nirvikalpaka means the perception in which there 

is no vikalpa. Vikalpa means a name or a quality or a universal or a relation of 

'characteriser-characterised' (vise~aYJa-vise~ya). Thus, it is clear that in the case of 

nirvikalpaka perception a name or a universal etc. are not present as its object : All 

our perceptions are about something or about some object. In the case of 

nirvikalpaka perception we can know that something is there but we cannot know 

the name or the quality etc. of that object. The actuality of nirvikalpaka perception 

can be proved in this way. The cognition of a thing like 'cow' is due to the 

cognition of its determinant or vise~a!Ja 'cow ness'. We can differentiate cow from 

other things, as there is cow ness in it. To avoid infinite regress we should not say 
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that 'cow ness' is also a determinate (vise$ya). Because if cow ness is a 

determinate, it must have a determinant (vise$al'Ja). In this way, there arises 

infinite regress. If we say that the knowledge of cow ness is possible without the 

knowledge of any other determinant, then we should say that this is a case of 

indeterminate perception. Thus we can prove that nirvikalpa pratyak$a is possible. 

Nirvikalpaka or indeterminate perception IS the pnmary cognition of an 

object and its diverse characters without any judgement to interrelate them. 

Suppose you look at an orange placed on the other side of your table. 

Immediately after the first glance, or after the first moment of contact 

between your eyes and the object, you apprehend something, its colour, 

shape etc., along with a general character called orange ness. But at the first 

sight, you do not think of it as yellow or round, or an orange. This kind of 

primary perception is called indeterminate perception. 22 

Savikalpaka perception is the cognition of an object as possessed of some 

character. While nirvikalpaka is the cognition of the existence of a thing as 

such, savikalpaka may be said to be the recognition of its nature. 23 

(Saprakarakam jfianam savikalpakam). 24 The perception, which is saprakara or 

associated with qualifiers is called savikalpa. A cognition, which has for its 

cognitum an appellation, a universal etc. a vise$a1Ja, a vise$ya or a relation is 

called savikalpaka perception. From the term 'savikalpaka' we can understand 

that it is a kind of perception, which has a vikalpa. Name, universal, vi.Se$ya, 

vise$a1Ja, relation etc. are vakalpas. 'That is Ram', 'He is black' etc. are examples 

of savikalpaka perception. 
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Thus we may say that nirvikalpaka ·is an indeterminate apprehension and 

savikalpaka a determinate, predicative judgement. There could not be any 

savikalpaka perception of an .object without a previous nirvikalpaka 

perception of it. Unless we first knew the unrelated elements as such, we 

could not possibly know them as related. Unless I first perceive water, cold 

ness, liquidity etc. I cannot come to know it as water or as cold or as liquid 

etc. 25 

(Anumitikaraf}amanumiinam. Pariimarsajanyam jniinamanumiti). 26 The karaYJa or 

uncommon condition of anumiti is called anumiina. Anumiti results from 

pariimar.§a. 

Inference is mediate knowledge of an object (e.g., a fire) derived through the 

medium of the knowledge of a mark (e.g., a smoke) by virtue of the relation 

of invariable concomitance between them. It depends upon the perception of 

a mark and the recollection of invariable concomitance. 27 

After looking that there is smoke on the hill we can infer that there is fire in it. 

This cognition results thus : we see smoke coming out from the hill; we remember 

'where there is smoke, there is fire' and we are assured that the smoke which we 

see comes under the rule. After this we can infer that there is fire. This inferential 

cognition results from the three; the seeing, the remembrance and the assurance. 

As after assurance inferential cognition arises so it is called the kara17a of anumiti. 

Anumiina (inference) is the process of ascertaining, not by perception or 

direct observation but through the instrumentality or medium of a mark, that 

a thing possesses a certain character. 28 

Vyiiptivi.Se$(a pak$adharmatiijniina is called piiramarsa. Vyaptivi.Se$(a means that 

which is characterised by vyiipti and paf0adharmata means the fact of being a 
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feature of pah;a. Pariimada is the cognition of the 'subject' of an inference as 

having a mark, which is characterised by the 'vyiipti' of the probandum. The hill 

(pah;a) under reference as having smoke (the hetu) which is characterised by the 

invariable concomitance (vyiipti) of fire (the sadhya) is paramarsa. 

If only it is said that inferential cognition results from pariimarsa alone then there 

arises the defect of over-coverage. Because in that case we should call 

samsayottora pratyah;a (i.e., perception after doubt) as inference as it results from 

paramarsa. Sometime we may look a thing from a distance and we may not sure 

what the thing is. We may confuse whether the thing is a man or a stump of a tree 

as the thing appears with the features which are common to both a man and a 

stump. We may think that 'the thing before us has hands, legs etc. which are 

uniform associate (vyapya) of the features of a man'. After that we may attain the 

cognition that the thing·before us is a man. This cognition results from paramada. 

So we should call it anumiti. But it is a case of perception. To avoid this difficulty 

the Naiyayikas said that inferential cognition results from paramarsa accompanied 

by pah;ata. The absence of certainty that is accompanied by the absence of desire 

to infer is called pah;ata. If there is certainty that the sadhya is in the pah;a, then 

inferential cognition cannot arise. So, the certain knowledge of sadhya is a bar to 

arise inferential cognition. But in that case also inferential cognition may arise if 

there is the desire to infer. The desire to infer is here the stimulant (uttejaka). Thus 

the absence of certainty that is accompanied by the absence of the desire to infer is 

a casual condition for inferential cognition. It is described as pa/cyata. In the case 

of samsayottara-pratyah;a, though the absence of certainty is present, there is also 
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the desire to infer. This is not the case where there is the absence of certainty that 

is accompanied by the absence of the desire to infer. So, we cannot say that 

samsayottara-pratyak.rja results from pariimarsa accompanied by palcyatii. 

Inference is of two kinds : (I) inference for oneself and (2) inference for 

. others. The first kind of inference is a psychological process which does not 

require the formal statement of its different members. 29 

This is the psychological analysis of inference for oneself. The second kind 

of inference is intended for convincing others. It is a demonstrative inference. 

30 

Goutama speaks of three kinds of inference - piirvavat, she!?avat and 

siimiinyatodr,r(a. The first two are based on causation and the last one on 

mere co-existence. 31 

Another classification of inference gives us the kevaliinvayi, kevalavyatireki 

and anvayavyatireki inferences. It is based on the nature of vyiipti and on the 

different methods of establishing it. 32 

The third kind of pramiirya accepted by Nyaya is upamiina. (upamitikararyam 

upamiinam. Swnjfiii-sarhjfiisambandha jfiiinam upamitif1).33 That means, the 

special condition for upamiti is upamiina. Upamiti is described as the relation 

between a term (san1}fiii) and what it signified (san1}fil). Sadrsya-jfiiina or the 

'cognition of similarity' is the special condition for upamity. For example, a 

person wants to know the meaning of the term 'gavaya '. A forester tells him that a 

gavaya is like a cow. He then goes to a forest and looks a cow-like animal. He 

remembers the forester's statement that a gavaya is like a cow. After that he 
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comes to know that the animal before him is a gavaya. This knowledge is called 

upamity. 

Now, upamana is just this way of knowing the denotation of words, or the relation 

between names and the objects denoted by him. 

Suppose you do not know what "saxophone" means. You may be told by a 

musician : "A saxophone is a musical instrument something like a U shaped 

trumpet". If, on subsequently seeing a saxophone, you are able to give its 

name, it will be clear that you understand what "saxophone" means. 34 

Now, upamana is just this way of knowing the denotation of words, or the 

relation between names and the objects denoted by them. 35 

Here knowledge of similarity is upamana, which is the special condition of 

upamity. In the case of upamity the knowledge 'a gavaya is like a cow' stands for 

verbal knowledge of similarity. The perception of a thing like a cow stands for 

perceptional knowledge of similarity. The remembrance of the statement 'a 

gavaya is like a cow' stands for memory knowledge of similarity. Philosopher are 

divided on the question : which knowledge of similarity is upamana? 

Govardhanacarya in his Nyayabodhinz says that the verbal knowledge 'a gavaya is 

like a cow' is upamana pramii!Ja and the memory cognition is the vyapara. On the 

other hand, Chanraja Simha in his book Padakf:tyam says that the perceptional 

knowledge of similarity is upamana prama11a and memory cognition is vyapara. 

Nyaya have accepted Sabda or Agama as the fourth kind of valid knowledge. Its 

special means or kara!Ja is called sabda. Sabda prama!Ja is defined as a statement 

of a trustworthy person. A trustworthy person is one who always speaks the truth. 
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Testimony may be of two kinds : Vaidika and secular (laukika). Vaidika testimony 

is perfect and infallible as the Vedas are spoken by God. 'But-laukika testimony 

may be valid or invalid. Those laukika testimonies are valid which are spoken by 

' trustworthy persons. A sentence is a collection of words and a word is that which 

has power to convey its meaning. The ancient Nyaya says that the power of a word 

to convey its meaning comes from God. But the later Nyaya says that this power 

comes from long established convention. 

Thus the Naiyayikas have accepted four types of prama (pratyak~a. anumiti, 

upamiti and sabda) and four types of pramiiY!a (pratya~a. anumana, upamana 

and sabda). 
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