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Series Preface

At present, the Vedic philosophical system suffers from many misconceptions—(a) the Vedic texts comprise many disparate or conflicting doctrines that don’t form a coherent system, (b) these texts advocate the worship of different deities so the Vedic system must be polytheistic, (c) due to the differences between the various Vedic texts, they must have been authored by different people so they cannot be of divine origin, and (d) the texts produced by various human minds must have originated at different ages and times in history.

Those who want to correct these misconceptions are also making many mistakes. First, they defend the history as being a few thousand years older than modern estimates (when the Vedic tradition is sanātana or eternal). Second, they accept impersonalism as a solution to the supposed polytheism of the Vedas (even though it is solemnly rejected by the Vedic texts). Third, they apologize for the diversity of texts as the intellectual virtue of plural viewpoints (when plurality is different perspectives on a single understanding of reality). Fourth, they visualize Vedic knowledge through the mundane lens of geographical contiguity and genetic resemblances, confusing the correction of mistakes with pedestrian ideals of nationalism, political unity, cultural pride, etc., and the true spiritual foundations under which all material identities of body, gender, society, and nation are rejected as a waste of time, are ignored.

This series of books differs from the above-mentioned goals and aspirations. This may potentially reduce the reader list to a smaller number of people who are truly interested in the truth, not a race, nationality, language, etc. But that risk must be taken in the interest of truth, and broader objectives of Vedic knowledge. The sacrifice of immediate interests is hence a necessary evil.

The primary goal of this series of books is to establish that the Vedas constitute a coherent description of reality, which has to be understood from multiple perspectives to grasp its true nature. This understanding can be broadly classified into the following categories—(a) the study of matter as concepts and qualities, (b) the understanding of the soul and its relation to God, (c) the practices by which this nature of the soul and God are practically realized and experienced, and (d) the system of reasoning and logic that is used to explain it to anyone who might be interested. The study of the nature of the soul and God is theology. The practice by which this nature is realized is religion. The description of matter as categories and qualities is philosophy. And the system of reasoning and logic used to explain it to those who are interested is science.

Each perspective can be, in principle, described and understood without the others. For example, we can practice religious mysticism without perfectly knowing theology. We can know the philosophy of reality without religion or theology. And we can understand the science without practicing mysticism. 

Nevertheless, the Vedic texts do not put these into separate boxes. Every text discusses all the subjects—science, philosophy, religion, and theology—but with different relative emphases. Some texts are more focused on science, others more on theology and religion, while others more on philosophy. This unifying tendency in the Vedic system is the antithesis of the modern tendency to compartmentalize, separate one issue from another, focus on narrow problems, and create the illusion of progress by going round and round in circles.

The Vedic system looks at all inquiries holistically, and their answers to one question cannot contradict the answers to any other potential question. If you progress in philosophy, then you also progress in religion, theology, and science. Scientific progress is not contrary to ethics and morality; spiritual development is not contrary to the necessities of life. The Vedic system is not divided into physics, chemistry, mathematics, sociology, economics, psychology, cosmology, theology, and so on, as its purpose is to create wise people—who know everything—rather than professional academics whose solutions are conceived within the narrow ambits of their primary expertise. A wise person is one who acquires broad knowledge needed to consider all aspects of a problem.

The understanding of the knowledge and its application to various areas of human knowledge should be the primary goal, because by achieving that goal, the other goals can be achieved automatically. If the knowledge is useful and true, then each path meant to attain it can be useful for people with different abilities and interests. If the Vedic texts describe reality correctly, then the timelessness of the knowledge would be more important than the age of the text. If the philosophy is consistent and complete, then even plural authorship of the texts would indicate a multitude of mutually coherent viewpoints. If the personalistic and aspected nature of reality is understood correctly, then the myriad personalities would not be contradictory to a single person of God. And the universal applicability and the non-sectarian nature of knowledge would make any national, social, cultural, and political pride completely redundant. 

Even as the Vedas are divine knowledge, and many times described as the word of God and transmitted through the creator of the universe—Brahmā—nobody has to accept their divinity a priori. Vedas recommend faith in the teachers because no student approaches a teacher without some faith. But blind faith—as the antithesis of reason and experience—is rejected. The philosophy of the Vedas is meant to be studied, debated, and discussed by all qualified people (the restriction of the Vedas to a certain class is the restriction of qualification). And the knowledge of the Vedas is beyond race, nation, and society. In all these ways, the Vedas constitute a “secular science”—not atheistic, but secular—as they are amenable to reason and experience, open to sincere inquiry and discussion, and not to be conflated with narrow political objectives.

The primary aim of this series of books is to help the readers understand the knowledge. If the truth of the Vedic texts is known, then we can talk about their history. If the unity of Vedic philosophy is known, then we can talk about whether they had different authors. If by learning this philosophy, we can master every subject, then we can talk about its divine and eternal nature. And if all these are achieved, then we can speak of the intellectual, cultural, and social superiority of the people who have preserved, advanced, and propagated this knowledge selflessly. In fact, by establishing the truth, all other questions about history, authorship, and divinity will become moot—we will accept them without an argument, based on their superiority. Without proving the consistency, completeness, pervasive usefulness, and the empirical truth of this knowledge, there is no point in talking about history, authorship, divinity, geographical heritage, and socio-cultural identities. Without understanding the nature of reality, pride in ancient history makes no difference to the present. And without putting that knowledge into practice, all claims remain the subject of endless subjective opinions and pointless debates. If instead, we focus on the truth in the Vedas, then even the temporaneous goals can also be achieved naturally.
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The Vedas in fact describe the history of their appearance, but because people don’t believe in the Vedic truth, therefore, they don’t accept the history. Because the academics have become accustomed to numerous mythological texts in the West, which were repeatedly modified and curated by religious institutions to suit their political objectives, they think that the Vedas too must be myths. But where is the evidence for the doctoring of the Vedas? We can find that evidence in the case of the Bible and the Koran for instance, where books have been revised many times, and the ideas of the doctors were inserted into the books. But the Vedic tradition gives us no such evidence. Instead, there is clear evidence of the separation of the texts from the commentaries on the texts. The texts are always separate from the commentaries by various authors. Therefore, if we rely on the Vedic texts, we can also understand their own history.

To understand the Six Systems of Philosophy, we need to take note of their historical appearance. The Vedas state that their knowledge has existed since time immemorial, and originated in the four Vedas compiled by Brahmā—the creator of the universe—after being inspired in the heart by Lord Viṣṇu. Brahmā imparted this knowledge to his sons—the seven sages, Manu, the four Kumāras, and others. These disciples and their successors then produced a broader oral tradition, which was called the “Vedic system”—because it was based on the original four Vedas narrated by Brahmā to others. This oral tradition was significantly larger than what we know as the Vedic texts today. 

Vedic cosmology divides time into cycles of yugas, which are further divided into four sub-ages called Satya-yuga, Tretā-yuga, Dvāpara-yuga, and Kali-yuga. The Kali-yuga is the smallest age and is 432,000 years. Dvāpara is twice that of Kali-yuga, Tretā is three times of Kali-yuga, and Satya is four times Kali-yuga. The present age is Kali-yuga. In the bygone ages—Satya, Tretā, and Dvāpara—which amounts to 3,888,000 solar years, the Vedas existed as an oral tradition, because the people following the system had a great memory. 

At the beginning of Kali-yuga, these texts were scribed by Vyāsa, who is also sometimes called Bādarāyaṇa. This is when the oral tradition became a written one. Vyāsa performed a selection from the oral tradition, and the texts he produced by scribing the oral tradition were a subset of the oral tradition.

Vyāsa also divided the oral tradition into many parts, which are today known as Saṁhitā, Upaniṣad, Tantra, Purāṇa, Itihāsa, etc. Each of these classes is further divided into many sub-classes and texts. For instance, there are 108 Upaniṣad and 18 Purāṇa. He then also composed the Vedānta Sūtra after compiling the other Vedic texts. There is a subtle difference between compiling and composing. A compilation is the selective scribing of the oral tradition. But the composition is solely attributable to Bādarāyaṇa (although he often quotes other sages even in this text). Quite simply, Vedānta Sūtra is Bādarāyaṇa’s summary of the oral tradition, after the selective scribing of the oral tradition.

While dividing, scribing, and compiling the Vedic texts, Vyāsa referred to the philosophies of some of the Six Systems such as Sāṅkhya and Yoga and included them into the Vedic texts. He left out some of the philosophies such as Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, and Mīmāṁsā as they were, and still are, considered supplementary. We might wonder why. And the answer is that Nyāya is a system of logic, Mīmāṁsā is the use of reason for semantic analysis, and Vaiśeṣika is the application of semantic analysis to the study of the material nature. These are, strictly speaking, the applications of Vedic philosophy, which are of great interest to the experts, but not of primary interest to the general population. This exclusion of some philosophies from the primary Vedic texts means that logic, semantic analysis, and its applications to the study of nature, were considered to be not of interest to the people primarily interested in the conclusions.

 The selective inclusions and exclusions of some philosophies do not mean that they weren’t part of the Vedic tradition. For example, practically everyone undergoing scientific education at present uses logic and mathematics, but the foundations of logic and mathematics are studied only by experts. Similarly, practically everyone masters some language, but the foundations of linguistics are outside the scope for everyone except the experts. The doctors who treat patients learn medicine, but they don’t study biochemistry because that is too much unnecessary detail that is not of primary interest to their needs.

Therefore, the inclusion of philosophies of Sāṅkhya and Yoga should be viewed as based on the fact that these were considered general information for everyone’s use, while the exclusion of philosophies like Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, and Mīmāṁsā should be viewed as something that was needed only for experts.

Quite separately, complete systems of philosophy existed as the Sūtra texts that this series is about. They were authored by other sages (Sāṅkhya by Kapila, Yoga by Patañjali, Nyāya by Gautama, Vaiśeṣika by Kaṇāda, and Mīmāṁsā by Jaimini). These other systems of philosophy are also based on the oral Vedic tradition, which preceded Bādarāyaṇa’s selected scribing of the tradition, although Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, and Mīmāṁsā were not included in the scribing. They too existed as an oral tradition and were scribed by their tradition followers, but their names are not known at present because (a) the texts are relatively small compared to the texts that Vyāsa scribed, and (b) there was no selection performed in the scribing of these texts; they were presented as they were. In that light, we can view Vyāsa as an editor of the Vedic tradition, while the other systems of philosophy had scribes that did not try to edit the Sūtra texts.

The result of this difference between Bādarāyaṇa’s selected scribing, and the texts of the other five systems, is that we can sometimes find it hard to cite the claims in the philosophies of Sāṅkhya, Yoga, Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, and Mīmāṁsā from the Saṁhitā, Upaniṣad, Tantra, Purāṇa, and Itihāsa. This inability to find direct references for one system in another one should not be taken to mean that they are at variance, or that they are not Vedic, or that they were created after the scribing of Vedic texts by other philosophers who did not agree with Bādarāyaṇa’s view. We must rather understand that all the Six Systems are based on the oral tradition. Specifically, Sāṅkhya, Yoga, Vaiśeṣika, Nyāya, and Mīmāṁsā had their oral tradition before Bādarāyaṇa scribing a select portion of the oral tradition, followed by composing the Vedānta Sūtra. As far as the historical dates of composing are concerned, Vedānta Sūtra is later. It is for this reason that it is sometimes called Uttara Mīmāṁsā (later analysis).

When we study the Six Systems of philosophy, in one sense, we are studying the much older oral tradition—as it was understood by six different sages. And when we study the Saṁhitā, Upaniṣad, Tantra, Purāṇa, and Itihāsa, we are studying the Vedic system as it was selectively scribed by Bādarāyaṇa. The differences in these systems do not indicate a contradiction, but the fact that the oral tradition was bigger than the combinations of all the texts at present.

The point is this: The Six Systems are Vedic because they are all based on the oral tradition. They are also Vedic because Bādarāyaṇa’s texts directly reference Sāṅkhya and Yoga, which are also referenced by Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, and Mīmāṁsā. Then, several doctrines about the nature of the soul and God are common across the Six Systems and can be found in Bādarāyaṇa’s texts. Therefore, the Six Systems are not divergent philosophies, but different streams within the oral tradition that emphasized different aspects, and were thereby encoded as the Sūtra texts, that came to be studied by different students, and that inherited method of teacher-disciple succession created many schools.
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And yet, there is widespread perception at present that the Six Systems of Philosophy are divergent, or even contradictory. This perception of divergence is not entirely fictional; it is indeed based on fact. But its appearance is relatively recent. Such deviations appear in the age of Kali-yuga, where people tend to replace understanding with argument, and incommensurate ideas that deviate from the Vedic philosophy appear. To support their contentions, they also reject many essential aspects of the cohesive system of philosophy. 

To understand this divergence, we need to consider the last few thousand years of history, in which three philosophies—materialism, voidism, and impersonalism—have dominated. Each of the Six Systems of Philosophy rejects these doctrines. The world, in Vedic philosophy, reflects the properties of God like a mirror reflects a person’s image. The mirror is real, and hence, matter is real. The form in the mirror is objective—the image in the mirror is real. Similarly, the reflection in the mirror is not a creation of the mirror, or an illusion, because there is a person outside the mirror. Since there is a transcendent person, therefore, the mirror and the reflection in it are not the only reality; there is also a transcendent reality. By acknowledging a transcendent reality, materialism is rejected. By acknowledging that this transcendent reality is a person, impersonalism is rejected. And by recognizing that the person exists even if not reflected in the mirror—i.e., if the world doesn’t exist—voidism is rejected.

The Six Systems texts delve into the details of why materialism, voidism, and impersonalism are false. They describe why God desires to see His reflection—namely, that it is a process of self-awareness and self-cognition. They describe how God is reflected in the mirror—the mirror is also a person, not an impersonal thing; the reflection in the mirror is the mirror “knowing” God; the mirror is then identified as God’s energy or Śakti, and two realities—one masculine and the other feminine—are seen as the basis of the world. The immense variety in the reflection is attributed to the myriad aspects of God, which are integrated in God but separated in the Śakti. Thus, the created world is called duality whereas God is described as non-duality. The separation of the integrated reality is then understood as a mechanism by which God knows Himself—quite like a person looking into a mirror to see his varied features.

Each of the Six Systems of Vedic philosophy goes over these themes in different orders, emphasizing different aspects of this ideology, dwelling more on some things and less on others. Each philosophy refutes impersonalism, voidism, and materialism as these doctrines contrary to the Vedic system.

In the modern context, the criticism of materialism can be equated to the rejection of modern science, and the ideas that underpin it. The Six Systems texts provide alternative descriptions of matter too, which is unparalleled by any other system in the past or present in its breadth and cohesiveness. The methods of realizing the truth of this description—i.e., the methods for practical and empirical confirmations—are also presented. The alternative to materialism is hence also rational and empirical, and without changing the definition of science—i.e., empirical, and rational truth—the reality is presented differently. It is rather the change of the doctrine of matter, with far wider empiricism, that covers the experiences of the senses, mind, intellect, ego, and the moral sense. The criticism of materialism therefore also constitutes an alternative science.

Similarly, in the modern context, the criticism of voidism can be equated to the rejection of Buddhism and allied traditions, which reject the reality of the soul and God. This rejection, similar to the rejection of materialism, is relatively easier, and the Six Systems of Philosophy don’t dwell upon it as much.

The greatest focus in these systems—apart from the description of their position on the nature of reality—is to distinguish it from impersonalism, because impersonalism uses more Vedic terminology than voidism. All over the Six Systems texts, we can find the rejection of all the contentions of impersonalism, namely, that—(a) nature is a deluding agency, (b) nature is inert, (c) Oneness is the ultimate reality instead of diversity, (d) this Oneness is formless, and (e) the desire and individuality of the soul are temporary.

All the followers of the Vedic tradition easily accept the rejections of materialism and voidism, but the rejection of impersonalism has become contentious because impersonalism used to be a non-Vedic system until Śaṅkarācārya authored a commentary on the Vedānta Sūtra, to establish that impersonalism was Vedic. This commentary replaced the void of the Buddhists with two realities—called Brahman and māyā—with Brahman being an undivided consciousness, and māyā being inert matter (sort of like the Cartesian mind-body dualism). Since Brahman is undivided, therefore, the analogy of a person reflected in a mirror is modified to say that the mirror—i.e., māyā—creates an illusory picture of the formless. Since māyā is originally formless, and Brahman is always formless, this doctrine runs into difficulties in explaining the origin of forms. Calling something an illusion doesn't make it go away. The doctrine might also sometimes say that even māyā is a conscious entity, which deliberately tries to mislead Brahman into an illusion. This is also problematic, because if māyā is a deluding agency, then everything in the world—including the Vedic scriptures—must be illusory, as they are byproducts of māyā. The evil nature of māyā would entail that Brahman can never be liberated out of māyā because even the supposed sources of enlightenment are merely delusions. 

The fact is that Vedānta does not support such an interpretation, because there are explicit statements about devotion to the Lord, the difference between soul and God, and the divine relationship between God and His Śakti. Hence, Śaṅkarācārya’s commentary was an ill-conceived misrepresentation. His position was, in fact, subsequently criticized by other Vedānta views, and owing to these successive interpretations, the Vedānta system is popular today.

The Vedic practitioners of that time could have protested Śaṅkarācārya’s commentary, but they welcomed it on pragmatic grounds—they saw Indian society afflicted by Buddhism and considered that to be a bigger and more urgent problem. In voidism, every book is a delusion, because the whole world is unreal. Therefore, even the Vedas must be a delusion. Śaṅkarācārya argued against that idea, and his key contribution was to explain why the Vedic texts are not delusions. But he married an un-Vedic doctrine of impersonalism to the acceptance of the Vedic texts as divine knowledge and divine authority.

To support his impersonal doctrine, Śaṅkarācārya also created a schism between the Six Systems, rejecting the other five systems in his Vedānta commentary. Śaṅkarācārya could not comment on Vedānta alone, if the integrity of the other five systems of philosophy—namely, Sāṅkhya, Mīmāṁsā, Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, and Yoga—wasn’t challenged. Historically, these six systems had always supported each other and used each other’s doctrines. The schism between the Six Systems of philosophy owes to the criticism of the other five systems by Śaṅkarācārya. Since that time, people began to consider the Six Systems as divergent and inconsistent philosophies, and their teachers began to grow apart, instead of being considered a part of a single coherent system.

Even as later Ācāryas tried to correct this problem by commenting again on Vedānta Sūtra, the results were less than desirable. Three specific problems arose quickly out of these successive commentaries. First, the commentaries of Rāmānujācārya, Mādhavācārya, and others, emphasized the worship of Lord Viṣṇu, instead of Lord Śiva, thus creating a schism between Vaiṣṇavism and Śaivism. Second, they restricted themselves to the discussion of soul and God, neglecting His Śakti. Third, the study of material nature and Śakti was embraced by the Tantra system, and the Vedic system split again into the third sect of Śaktism, which seemed different from Śaivism and Vaiṣṇavism.

The specific outcome of Śaṅkarācārya’s commentary was the schism between the Six Systems, and the specific outcome of the later commentaries was the schism between Vaiṣṇavism, Śaivism, and Śaktism. Once these two types of schisms were created, the unity in the Vedic system was effectively lost. The Vaiṣṇavas and Śaivas focused on Vedānta, and the Śaktas took a greater interest in the other five systems of philosophy. Over time, each of these three systems was further split into many subsects, each based on different Vedic texts, but each of them neglecting the principles presented in the other texts. To the outsider, this reinforced the belief that the Vedic system is not just diverse but also disparate; that it is a collection of many contradictory ideologies.

These schisms continue to play havoc on the understanding of the Vedic system even today. For instance, Sāṅkhya is included in all Purāṇas, but practically everyone who reads these Purāṇas glosses over Sāṅkhya and proceeds into the stories because the teachers of the Purāṇas are mostly Vaiṣṇavas and they deemphasize everything other than select aspects of Vedānta. Similarly, the discussion of Yoga forms a core aspect of all the Upanishads, but the teachers of these Upanishads, who are mostly Śaivas, gloss over Yoga philosophy because they are focused on Vedānta. When outsiders look at these discrepancies, they find it justifiable to create even more discrepancies. For instance, the Yoga Sūtra doesn’t speak about the Kuṇḍalinī, although Tantra does. There is no discussion about Chakras in the Yoga Sūtra, although it is present in the Tantras. The Yoga Sūtra speaks of only one Asana or meditative posture, while Tantras speak of 8,400,000 such postures. While Tantra practitioners indulge in sexual practices, the Yoga Sūtra speaks of celibacy. While Yoga Sūtra rejects the pursuit of mystical powers, the Tantra system advocates it. The modern practitioners of Yoga have therefore effectively transformed it into Tantra. This means that even more people who are interested in the transcendental nature of the Six Systems of Philosophy, are repelled from it, as it is now Tantric. 

The schisms between the various systems are also exacerbated because the Vedānta school emphasizes the urgency of liberation from the material world, while other systems discuss the nature of the material world. If you think of the material world as a raging firestorm, then Vedānta says that you must quickly get out of it. Sāṅkhya explains how the fire started. Yoga explains how to get out of the firestorm. Nyāya explains how that fire is a logical outcome of the incompatibility between soul and matter. Vaiśeṣika explains how the fire burns. And Mīmāṁsā discusses the protections while trying to get out of the firestorm. Now, it is up to the reader to decide—Do you want to treat the methods of protecting yourself against the fire as a recommendation for permanently living in the fire, or a method to defend yourself while you are trying to escape? Do you want to consider the description of fire and how it burns just an intellectual curiosity or urgent information that matches the urge to escape the fire?

The divergences in the Six Systems are exacerbated when their position in the larger scheme of things is not understood. Then, a method for protection against the burning fire is treated as a recommendation to stay in the fire. Or, information about the fire’s burning is used just for intellectual curiosity. This recommendation then is seen as a contrast against the exhortation to escape the fire, and, lo and behold, a contradiction between the texts is produced. 

To avoid such misinterpretations, one must study all the Six Systems, because that gives one the conviction that there is a fire (in case you don’t believe it), there is a reason why it was started (in case you are looking for a rational justification), there is a method to escape it, and there are methods to avoid its harmful effects while you are trying to run out of the firestorm. Wearing a mask is not contradictory to running out; understanding that the fire will not die on its own is not contradictory to deciding that one must run out of the fire. In this way, the Six Systems of philosophy are consistent and coherent, despite their diverging emphases. By studying them, we obtain a view into the larger oral tradition, how this tradition was adapted for different purposes, and why all the systems of philosophy are important for different aspects of the problem. These books are the manuals for life—useful for different kinds of issues.
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Finally, a few words must be said about the prevalent commentaries, and how the present commentaries differ. The prevalent commentaries today fall into two broad categories. First, experts in one system, trained by their tradition, comment on only one system of philosophy. Second, academics not trained in any system by the tradition, but having some expertise in the Sanskrit language, comment on multiple systems; they produce false interpretations of things that they don’t understand because the context in which the text is written completely escapes them. Both these classes seem interesting to historians, but they mean little to most people because their ideas are not compared to modern thinking. The experts are restricted to one system; the non-experts are misleading; and neither experts nor non-experts demonstrate the relevance of an ancient system in a modern world—when so much around has changed. 

These commentaries aim to (a) carry out an unthinkable marriage between the text and the broader Vedic context, (b) demonstrate how this knowledge is relevant today, and (c) make it assimilable to people who know little about Vedic philosophy (or even about Western philosophy and modern science). 

This series of books is subtitled “Scientific Commentaries”, by which I mean reason and experience—something that can be rationally explained, put into practice, and confirmed by experience. I also mean a contrast or similarity to modern science, Western philosophy, and other prevalent systems of thinking. The former is meant to demonstrate that this is not based on “faith”—although enough faith is needed to read the books, put some of it in practice, and realize the truth. The latter is meant to assist with understanding by the modern mind which is accustomed to almost everything other than Vedic doctrines. 

We progress from what we know to what we don’t. If what we know is true, then it must be confirmed. If what we know is false, then it must be rejected by reason and evidence. The books are meant to provide adequate background to help people understand. This is a different approach to commentaries than those that have been done in the past. The past commentators relied exclusively on referencing other Vedic texts, and that was acceptable in a society where the Vedic texts were popular and their tenets were accepted. It is not useful for a global audience, or those who are educated in modern science but know very little about Vedic texts. They need an alternative, and these books can help. 

From an academic viewpoint, the purpose of writing scientific commentaries is also to transform the discussion of Vedic texts from one of history, linguistics, and religious studies to one about science, philosophy, and empirical merit. Unless Vedic texts are seen as technical information, rather than poetry and literature, their content cannot be truly evaluated and appreciated.

Any ambitious project is hard, and anything hard is likely to have flaws. But it is said that thoroughly honest people enjoy and appreciate reading about the truth even if imperfectly composed. I sincerely hope that you will too.


Book Preface

 

The Nyāya system of philosophy dwells on the following key topics:


		It identifies a five-step syllogism in which the first and the last steps represent the goal to be achieved and the conclusion established by the process of reasoning. This five-step syllogism includes the use of ‘examples’ which is a method to ensure that reasoning is not merely rational, but also real; the distinction between real and rational is seen in modern logical systems which can postulate arbitrary axioms, but those axioms are never realized in the real world. The text then also discusses various forms of irrational or illogical methods of argumentation and categorizes them into classes such as fallacious, ignorant, useless, gossip, deception, and others.

		It describes a model of scientific description that comprises four components—wholes, parts, a system to control the parts from the whole, and a system to reconcile the parts in the whole. By the method of reconciling the parts in the whole, the whole doesn’t break apart into separate wholes. And by the method of controlling the parts through the wholes, the parts get a functional nature where they are engaged in unique roles within the whole. The whole is identified not physically as the aggregation of the parts, but as the head, or the leader of a system that controls the parts. The head must be reconciled to the parts, otherwise, the system will break into many distinct wholes with their own leaders. And the leader must be in control of the parts giving them direction.

		It discusses an isomorphism between language and reality, by virtue of which reality comprises language. It is owing to this isomorphism that rational conclusions drawn in language are applicable to reality, and a rational discussion—carried out in a language—becomes the basis for the understanding of reality. The most elementary ingredients of reality are identified as the letters in the alphabets of language; and just as sentences are created by the combination of such letters, similarly, all reality is also constructed out of the combination of linguistic atoms. Just as the linguistic atoms have meaning, similarly, the reality is also semantic. The rules or laws of nature are then the rules of combining the semantic atoms. Rationality is the production of one semantic reality from another. This production involves choices, and the laws of actions involve not just results, but also consequences, which are called karma. This karma is just like the consequences of speech and argument—namely, they either lead to ignorance and bondage, or to knowledge and liberation. Thus, by the correspondence between reality and language, a further correspondence between reasoning and the purpose of life—i.e., freedom from entanglement—is established.

		Inherent to the Nyāya system is the idea that reality exists as a potential, only some of which is manifest at a given time, place, and situation. Thus, as many different aspects of reality are manifest, a seeming contradiction on the “true” nature of a thing is created. The text describes how the “true” nature of a thing is that which reconciles all the myriad manifestations of possibility in different times, places, and contexts. The semantic reality is therefore also aspected (i.e., it has many aspects), and the whole truth is the reconciliation of these aspects into a coherent nature of the whole.

		Unique to Nyāya is the idea of ‘nothingness’ which is presented in two ways—doubt and absence. Just as a premise exists but is incomplete, which then leads to doubt, and the doubt then leads to a resolution in the form of an answer or a solution, similarly, the reality exists in an abstract form, and details are produced from this reality due to doubt or absence. The term ‘doubt’ refers to the incomplete understanding of what something truly is, and ‘absence’ refers to the desire in the whole to complete that understanding. A doubt could exist perpetually, but the absence is created; the creation of absence is the desire to completely know the nature of a thing. Reality thus expands from a primordial abstract form into a contingent detailed form because, in each abstract state, there is a doubt about what it really is, which then leads to an absence or desire to overcome that incompleteness. This doctrine forms the basis of a rational process of creation in which a primordial abstract semantic reality expands into many details—because this process of detailing overcomes doubt and produces completeness. Reality can therefore be understood as a primordial consciousness that tries to define its true nature, and in that process, expands into the world as the method by which its true nature is known to itself. Just like an artist creates works of art only to know who he truly is, similarly, a primordial reality expands to discover its true nature.

		The process of absence is also used to solve some difficult problems in logic whereby each presence contains some absences. For instance, if you see a cow, you know that it is (a) not a dog, and (b) not other cows. The opposition between words in a language is thus inherited in logic as the ideas of mutual exclusion and non-contradiction because there is an absence of other things inside the presence. This absence is an ontological reality, not merely an epistemological or logical reality. Thereby, the logical contradictions between opposites, and the existence of opposites in language, are attributed to the problem of absences that are present in each thing. If this absence is converted into a presence, then the knowledge of the other thing is realized within each thing. In short, everything exists inside everything as absence; when this absence is converted into a presence, then we say that we “know” the other things. The possibility of knowledge—in which the vision of apple is just like the apple and yet not the apple—is thus based on the absence. By this principle, the knowledge of everything also exists in each of us; when we know something, we are just manifesting a detail from within us. Although this potential is generally manifest due to an external trigger,  it could be manifest from within too. Thus, the knowledge of the truth can be obtained without any external observation, and this is the basis of pure rationalism.

		Finally, Nyāya presents a unique understanding of the Absolute Truth in which the origin of everything has many aspects such that each aspect is present within the other aspects. The eyes of the Lord are therefore not merely eyes; they are also His tongue, hands, legs, genitals, etc. Of course, the Lord can see with His eyes, but He can also taste with His eyes, walk with His eyes, hold with His eyes, and impregnate by His eyes. Due to the presence of every aspect in every other aspect, the form of the Lord is not ordinary; every part of the form is the whole truth, but at a given moment, in one place and one context, one of these truths is manifest. It also means that the Lord has infinite forms and, in each form, some aspects of the whole are manifest, while the other aspects remain hidden. All these forms are the same person and yet different personalities. The parts of the form are not like the parts of our bodies, and hence, the central contention of impersonalism—i.e., that the Lord has no form because forms are material—is refuted. Similarly, attributions of polytheism or the plurality of forms are rejected. All ideas of non-dualism in Vedic philosophy rest on this understanding of the Lord, and Nyāya is thus the cornerstone of Vedic philosophy.



 

We can thus see how Nyāya addresses the conflict between experience and reason in Western philosophy. It addresses the question of why language is useful in describing the nature of reality. It discusses how contradictions in language are not merely logical and epistemological but also ontological. And it establishes an understanding of God, on which the Vedic religion (where many forms are worshipped as one, without impersonalism or polytheism) rests.

The Nyāya system uses Sāṅkhya in many ways. First, it recognizes the reality of the five elements of Sāṅkhya. Second, it echoes the philosophy of Satkāryavāda in which an effect is produced from within the cause as it was previously latent in the cause. The Vedanta doctrines of Advaita, Abheda, Advaya, etc. are invoked in the understanding of the whole and the part—the whole doesn’t reduce to the parts, and the parts are not identical to the whole. The principle of non-difference is supported on the basis of the semantic or linguistic nature of reality in which the parts are examples and illustrations of the whole; therefore, they are not identical to the whole, and they are not separate from it. The whole truth exists without its examples and illustrations; therefore, the Lord exists independent of His empirical confirmation—i.e., the manifestation of the visible world. But because empirical confirmation illustrates the whole truth, and is manifest from it, therefore, the empirical reality is not independent of the complete truth; in fact, the empirical reality is a method of understanding the whole truth—it explains that reality through examples and illustrations. 

Due to the logical independence of the whole truth, the fundamental premise of rationalism—namely, that the truth can be known via pure reason is established. The whole truth exists as a person whose nature can (in principle) be grasped by pure reason. Similarly, because the whole truth is illustrated by examples, therefore, empiricism—or the knowledge of the truth by observation—is also established. Then, because the Absolute Truth is semantic, His nature can be expressed in words, and authoritative scriptures are also ways of knowing the truth. Finally, because the Absolute Truth is semantic, it can also appear within the partial truths, and this entry constitutes the mystical appearance of the Lord in our minds. Based on the possibility of this entry, it is possible to experience the Lord—not only through the world but also directly. 

Thus, if you are a rationalist, the truth is available to you by pure reason. If you are an empiricist, the truth is available via observation. If you are interested in the study of scriptures, then truth is available through authoritative sources. And if you are a mystic, then the truth is available via direct experience. All these methods of knowing the truth can be employed individually, or in combination, as they are equally capable processes for understanding the truth. If even one method is perfected, the results of the other methods are gained.

Nyāya thus establishes the foundations of Vedic epistemology. All other Vedic texts present the details on how reason, observation, scripture, or mysticism can lead a person to the truth, without grounding this epistemology into the nature of reality. To those who take these methods for granted, Nyāya seems unnecessary, although people argue about which method is superior. The understanding of Nyāya establishes how all of them are equally feasible and lead to the same conclusion. Each person can choose a method for themselves. And all the claims about there being fundamental contradictions between science, philosophy, reason, observation, mysticism, scriptures, etc., are just myths. 


Chapter 1




Section 1

Sūtra 1.1.1

प्रमाणप्रमेयसंशयप्रयोजनदृष्टान्तसिद्धान्तावयवतर्कनिर्णयवादजल्प

वितण्डाहेत्वाभासच्छलजातिनिग्रहस्थानानाम् तत्त्वज्ञानात् निःश्रेयसाधिगमः

pramāṇaprameyasaṃśayaprayojanadṛṣṭānta

siddhāntāvayavatarkanirṇayavādajalpa

vitaṇḍāhetvābhāsacchalajātinigrahasthānānām 

tattvajñānāt niḥśreyasādhigamaḥ

 

pramāṇa—evidence; prameya—object; saṃśaya—doubt; prayojana—purpose; dṛṣṭānta—example; siddhānta—conclusion; avayava—parts of syllogism; tarka—argument; nirṇaya—decision; vāda—statement; jalpa—gossip; vitaṇḍā—fallacious argument; hetvābhāsa—appearance of reasoning; chala—deception; jāti—class; nigrahasthānam—position of discomfort; tattvajñānāt—from knowledge; niḥśreyasa—best; adhigamaḥ—by acquisition of.

 

TRANSLATION

The best knowledge is attained from the acquisition of evidence, the object, the doubts, the purpose, the examples, the conclusion, the parts of a syllogism, the argument, the decision, the statement, gossip, fallacious argument, the appearance of reasoning, deception, the class, and the position of discomfort.

 

COMMENTARY

This sūtra describes 16 types of methods by which the perfect knowledge is obtained. Each of these methods of knowing is discussed in the subsequent sūtras. This process of knowing is illustrative as it indicates that one method of knowing is not sufficient. For example, one can have direct perception, but how do we know that it is not an illusion? We can establish that by reasoning about the cause. How do we know what the cause is? We can establish that through examples. How do we know what good examples are? We can employ a syllogism to establish their validity. Similarly, during reasoning, we can find the positions that constitute fallacious arguments, those which give the appearance of rationality but may employ circular reasoning. We can separate the true argument from hair-splitting, or rambling on and on without a conclusion. In this way, there are many subparts of the epistemology of Nyāya, and each of these parts will be discussed, distinguished, and elaborated in the later sūtras.

 

Sūtra 1.1.2

दुःखजन्मप्रवृत्तिदोषमिथ्याज्ञानानाम् 

उत्तरोत्तरापाये तदनन्तरापायादपवर्गः
duḥkhajanmapravṛttidoṣamithyājñānānām 

uttarottarāpāye tadanantarāpāyādapavargaḥ

 

duḥkha—unhappiness; janma—birth; pravṛtti—tendencies; doṣa—faults; mithyājñānānām—false knowledge; uttarottara—on the successive; apāye—decreasing; tadanantara—after that; apāyāda—destruction; apavargaḥ—liberation.

 

TRANSLATION

Unhappiness, birth, material tendencies, faults, false knowledge—on the successive destruction of these in the reverse order, follows liberation.

 

COMMENTARY

The path to liberation begins with the destruction of false beliefs. As one loses these false beliefs, the faults in the person are destroyed. Over time, the tendencies (to commit bad deeds) are destroyed. Then one becomes free from birth and death. Following this, one becomes free of unhappiness. That position of freedom from unhappiness is called liberation from material existence.

The previous sūtra described how perfect knowledge is obtained, and this sūtra talks about the sequence of steps beginning with the destruction of false beliefs—which would arise after we acquire perfect knowledge. We can connect these two sūtras and infer that by the acquisition of perfect knowledge, false beliefs are destroyed and that destruction eventually leads to liberation. This establishes the meaning of true knowledge—knowledge will set you free. If you haven’t obtained liberation, then you haven’t obtained true knowledge.

 

Sūtra 1.1.3

प्रत्यक्षानुमानोपमानशब्दाः प्रमाणानि
pratyakṣānumānopamānaśabdāḥ pramāṇāni

 

pratyakṣa—observation; anumāna—inference; upamāna—comparison; śabdāḥ—the word of authority; pramāṇāni—pieces of evidence.

 

TRANSLATION

Observation, inference, comparison, and the words of authorities are (the sources of) evidence.

 

COMMENTARY

The basic form of evidence begins with observation—for example, by our eyes we perceive some color, shape, and size. Then, from the memory, we can recall that the red color, round shape, and size that fits in our hands, indicates an apple. This process of deducing that the observation pertains to a class of things is called ‘inference’. This inference is not universal, because sometimes imperfect rounds are called circles, some imperfectly straight line is called a straight line, and an unstable chair can be called a chair. Therefore, inference also depends on comparison to the ideal thing. For example, if you were shown a perfect circle alongside an imperfect circle, and asked, “Which of these is a circle?” then you will identify only the perfect round like the circle. However, if you were shown only the imperfect circle, then you may designate it as a circle. In the former case, you have applied the inference to determine that an imperfect round is not a circle, and in the latter use, you have used a comparison to decide that it is a circle. Finally, despite inferences and comparisons, our understanding may still be imperfect. Hence, we can also confirm our interpretation by asking an authority. This happens when, after inferring the meaning of sentences, we cross-check the understanding by asking, “Do you mean to say such and such, or do you mean to say this and that?” We can similarly confirm our understanding by consulting the experts about the true nature of things.

 

Sūtra 1.1.4

इन्द्रियार्थसन्निकर्षोत्पन्नं ज्ञानम् अव्यपदेश्यम् 

अव्यभिचारि व्यवसायात्मकं प्रत्यक्षम् 

indriyārthasannikarṣotpannaṃ jñānam avyapadeśyam 

avyabhicāri vyavasāyātmakaṃ pratyakṣam 

 

indriya—the senses; artha—the purpose; sannikarṣotpannaṃ—produced by the proximity and attraction to; jñānam—the knowledge; avyapadeśyam—not classified; avyabhicāri—not unstable; vyavasāyātmakaṃ—of its own nature; pratyakṣam—perception.

 

TRANSLATION

Perception is that evidence which arises by the proximity and attraction of the senses to the purpose of the senses (i.e., their objects). It is the knowledge that is not unstable, of the nature of the thing, but non-classified.

 

COMMENTARY

The senses create sensations, but the mind classifies these sensations using concepts. For example, the eye sees the hue of redness, but the mind classifies it into the class red. But how do we know that the eyes are indeed seeing the hue of redness? This sūtra says that the perception must be stable. This stability can be obtained by observation for longer durations or by repeating the observation (e.g., in scientific experiments). The perception must also be attributable to the thing being observed and not to extraneous factors. For example, the world can seem red to a person wearing red goggles. Similarly, non-red things can seem red under a red light. Finally, observation is defined as the proximity between the senses and the object being measured. This proximity is not physical; it is established by our desire to see something. Directing the senses toward an object, by which the senses interact with their objects, requires a desire which then creates a proximity. If the senses are distracted by other things—because they are attracted to other things—then it cannot be called perception. 

The principle of focus is violated when we employ instruments. For example, if we measure a hot object using a thermometer, then, we are not observing the heat; we are observing the thermometer. The result of that observation could say: “The mercury moved to the 50 0C mark”. If the thermometer is faulty, then the observation would still be correct, even though the hot object may be hotter or cooler. The correction of the thermometer by comparing the result to other thermometers cannot produce certainty because the other thermometer can also be faulty. Ultimately, certainty is established by sense perception, where we observe that something is hot, and the thermometer also says so. 

Therefore, pratyakṣa or direct observation is the perception by senses and not the measurement by instruments. This is because we don’t know if we can trust the measuring instrument. To validate if the thermometer is valid, we will either need our hands (to verify if the object is hot or cold) or another thermometer whose validity is again suspect, and which could ultimately be verified by our hand. When instruments are verified in this way, then even the transference of the knowledge through an instrument depends on direct perception.

Thus, ‘observation’ has a specific definition: (1) it is that which is stable and not flickering, (2) the extraneous factors that might modify our perception have been removed, and (3) the senses are proximate to the object being measured. The measurement through instruments is not considered observation because they violate the last two conditions—proximity to the object, and absence of extraneous factors. Of course, this is not to insist that our senses are always perfect. It is only to assert a very specific definition of the term ‘observation’.

 

Sūtra 1.1.5

अथ तत्पूर्वकं त्रिविधम् अनुमानं 

पूर्ववत् शेषवत् सामान्यतोदृष्टं च 

atha tatpūrvakaṃ trividham anumānaṃ 

pūrvavat śeṣavat sāmānyatodṛṣṭaṃ ca

 

atha—now; tatpūrvakaṃ—that which was preceded by that (observation); trividham—in three ways; anumānaṃ—inference; pūrvavat—the prior; śeṣavat—the leftover; sāmānyatodṛṣṭaṃ—the vision of the class; ca—and.

 

TRANSLATION

Now, an inference is that which was preceded by that (observation) and obtained in three ways— (1) the prior, (2) the leftover, and (3) the vision of the generality or class of things.

 

COMMENTARY

That which follows observation is called inference. The observation presents data, and the inference is the interpretation of data. For example, if we see something as red and round, we might infer that it is an apple. Inferences are carried out in the mind and constitute meanings. The perception of red and round is in the senses, and the interpretation of apple is in the mind. Likewise, the perception of shapes and sizes of letters is in the senses, and the cognition of meaning is in the mind. However, before the cognition of an object, we must aggregate and separate sensations into different groups. For example, if you are looking at a red apple placed on a black table, then the senses see red and black, but the mind must infer that redness belongs to a different group of sensations than blackness. If a black fly is sitting on an apple, kept on a table, then we not only have to aggregate the red and round into one group but also separate the blackness of the table from the blackness of the fly. The aggregation and separation of sensations into groups creates boundaries around sensations. And if these boundaries are drawn, the mind is focused on one thing at a time—for example, it might be focused on the apple, and defocused from the fly and the table. The thing that the mind is focused upon is pūrva or prior, and the thing that the mind is defocused from is śeṣa or leftover. We can call them the foreground and background of perception. If the foreground and background are formulated by the mind, then the resulting picture is classified into a genus. 

Thus, inference involves three decisions — (1) which data is included, (2) which data is excluded, and (3) assigning a genus to each of the data groups. We might wonder why aggregation is insufficient, and why separation is explicitly required, and the answer is that we correctly know each thing only when we correctly know all the things. For example, we might initially cognize an apple on the table, but then find a black spot on the apple, which doesn’t fit with the cognition of the apple—How can an apple have a black spot? Then we focus on the black spot, and aggregate it into a data group, and cognize a fly. Finally, we separate that fly from the apple. Thus, separation, aggregation, and cognition are the three aspects of the same process—some aggregation automatically leads to some separation and cognition. But the process may not begin with aggregation; it might also begin by separation: We might spot differences or a boundary before we complete the boundary and identify an object. 

Likewise, the process can begin with a concept. For example, familiarity with a certain idea—e.g., particles and waves in modern science—makes us see those things in the world; thereby, whatever is perceived is classified to suit the particle or wave designation. In this case, we have predetermined the concept, and then the aggregation and disaggregation are used to fit the concept.

Therefore, each of these three processes of aggregation, disaggregation, and classification operate as complementary aspects in inferences. Familiarity with a genus sometimes makes us see things that may not necessarily exist. And unfamiliarity with a genus leads us to aggregate and disaggregate data in incorrect ways. Thus, sometimes disaggregation leads to aggregation and classification. At other times, classification drives aggregation and disaggregation. And sometimes aggregation leads to disaggregation and classification. Each of these methods is necessary for the interpretation to be complete, but each of these three methods is sufficient to drive the process of interpretation.

 

Sūtra 1.1.6

प्रसिद्धसाधर्म्यात्साध्यसाधनम् उपमानम्

prasiddhasādharmyātsādhyasādhanam upamānam

 

prasiddha—famous; sādharmya—similarity of nature; atsādhya—beyond the object; sādhanam—the instrument; upamānam—is comparison.

 

TRANSLATION

Comparison is the similarity of nature with something famous (or previously well-known), that is beyond the object and the instrument. 

 

COMMENTARY

We often call imperfectly circular things a ‘circle’. Something that isn’t ideally suited for sitting may sometimes be called a ‘chair’. The process of inference, which we discussed in the last sūtra, applies when the separation of the perceptual field produces things that are easily classified by using some concepts. But there are perceptions that are not easily classified in this way.

Suppose that you are reading a text that has many spelling errors. The classification, in this case, has already been done by the spaces separating the words. The reader is merely required to identify what each word means, but in the case of misspelled words, the words don’t mean anything. That, however, doesn’t prevent us from understanding the meaning in most cases, because we make a comparison between the spelling that we are reading and the ideal spelling in our minds. Thereby we spot incorrectly spelled words, or even missing words, sometimes even aggregating and disaggregating letters in new ways (if an inadvertent space was inserted between letters that should be part of a single word, or if space between words was inadvertently removed). If we always relied on aggregation, disaggregation, and identification, then we could not spot the incorrectly spelled words, or words incorrectly joined or split. Sometimes by this process, we can identify missing words, because that makes the sentence perfectly meaningful. This process of perception in which we keep correcting the observation and inference to arrive at perfect meaning is comparison. It is different from inference which is cognition of things as they are, rather than correcting the things to understand what they are intended to be. 

The existence of comparison—as a method to correct things—is the attempt to see an imperfect world in terms of a perfect world. Inference is instead the attempt to see the world just as it is. By inference, an imperfect round would not be classified as a circle. But by comparison, an imperfect round would also be classified as a circle. In our perception, sometimes inference dominates, and we say that the imperfect round is not a circle. And sometimes comparison dominates and we say that an imperfect round is also a circle, because it was intended to be a circle. By inference, we spot the flaws, and by comparison, we overlook the flaws. Since most of the things in the real world are not ideally round, therefore, most of the time we use comparison to understand them.

 

Sūtra 1.1.7

आप्तोपदेशः शब्दः

āptopadeśaḥ śabdaḥ

 

āpta—the full or respected; upadeśaḥ—teachings of; śabdaḥ—verbal testimony.

 

TRANSLATION

The teaching of the full or respected (person) is verbal testimony.

 

COMMENTARY

In a trial, if clear physical evidence is available, which doesn’t require an ambiguous interpretation, then this evidence is given the greatest importance. If clear physical evidence is unavailable, one might seek circumstantial evidence, which indicates some similarity to the case where a crime may have been committed, but the similarity is not foolproof. If even this circumstantial evidence is not available, then one relies primarily on the testimony of reliable and respected people. However, ultimately, even if we think that clear and unambiguous evidence is available for something, the expert can throw doubts at that by interpreting it differently. The expert can also draw our attention to some unambiguous evidence that was previously overlooked. In this way, expert opinion is considered superior to merely observation and inference. The expert, of course, should generally provide evidence in a way that is not contrary to observation and inference. In short, the expert cannot be illogical, and cannot demand an exclusive reliance on his opinion. He is free to point to other evidence and then explain it rationally. In this way, in the expert, direct observation, indirect inference, and its intelligent interpretation all play a role.

 

Sūtra 1.1.8

स द्विविधो दृष्टादृष्टार्थत्वात्

sa dvividho dṛṣṭādṛṣṭārthatvāt

 

sa—that (verbal testimony); dvividho—is of two types; dṛṣṭa—that which is seen; adṛṣṭārthatvāt—from that which is just like the invisible meaning.

 

TRANSLATION

That verbal testimony is of two types: that which is seen and from that which is just like the invisible meaning.

 

COMMENTARY

We see the sun rising and setting every day, but we may not know the cause of that rising and setting. Thus, a scientist may postulate a law of nature, like Newton’s gravitational law, that explains the rising and setting of the earth based on the earth’s motion around the sun. This process is called ‘inference’ because it is an interpretation of the observation by formulating a model of the solar system, and a theory that explains the motions of the planets in the solar system. This model and theory make several assumptions about matter, such as the uniformity of space and time, the universality of the gravitational law, and action at a distance. Who is to say that these assumptions are true?

The general answer in science is that if these ideas help us explain a wider set of phenomena, then they must be true. But how wide should the phenomena be? Modern science, for example, cannot explain the working of the mind or the economy based on physical laws. This is where the expert comes into play. 

He points to two things. First, he points to the phenomena that we can all see—e.g., the working of the mind and the economy—but which are not explained by the current models and theories. This is the first function of the expert noted here. Second, he must point to a new model and theory that explains not just the previously explained, but also the previously inexplicable. 

The new model and theory are as invisible as the previous models and theories. But the expert shows that the new model and theory are better than the previous ones. This demonstration that the new model and theory are better also requires evidence, and the evidence cannot be faith and trust in the expert. It must rather be demonstrated rationally and empirically. Several meta-theoretic principles are generally employed to provide convincing arguments. For example, a model that has fewer variables is better; this is known as Occam’s Razor. Likewise, the more symmetric model is better; this is known as the argument from beauty. Similarly, that which leads to practical usefulness in our day-to-day life is better; this is the argument from pragmatism. In this way, the expertise of the expert is proven by the use of these meta-theoretic principles. These principles are also beyond our vision, but they constitute rationality.

 

Sūtra 1.1.9

आत्मशरीरेन्द्रियार्थबुद्धिमनःप्रवृत्तिदोषप्रेत्यभावफलदुःखापवर्गाः तु प्रमेयम्

ātmaśarīrendriyārthabuddhimanaḥ

pravṛttidoṣapretyabhāvaphaladuḥkhāpavargāḥ tu prameyam

 

ātmā—the soul; śarīr—the body; indriyārtha—the objects of the senses; buddhi—the intellect; manaḥ—the mind; pravṛtti—the tendencies; doṣa—the faults; pretyabhāva—transmigration; phala—the consequences; duḥkha—suffering; apavargāḥ—liberation; tu—but; prameyam—the subjects of knowledge.

 

TRANSLATION

The soul, the body, the objects of the senses, the intellect, the mind, the tendencies, the faults, transmigration, the consequences (of actions), suffering, and liberation are but the subjects of knowledge.

 

COMMENTARY

This sūtra summarizes a classification of all the subjects of study. One might say, “So many subjects of modern studies, such as history, geography, sociology, economics, politics, etc. are not covered in this classification.” The answer to that is that society is also an organism. Similarly, the entire universe is an organism. So, if we simply study the “body” then we have understood all these subjects. On the other hand, there are so many subjects, which are not studied in modern academia. These include the senses (which create desire), the mind (which controls these desires), and the intellect (which guides these desires toward a purpose). These desires arise due to innate tendencies or proclivities in us, but they are not visible to us, although their effects are visible. Some of these tendencies are good and some of them are bad. The bad ones are called ‘faults’ here. Due to these ‘faults’, the soul’s actions produce consequences which are called ‘phala’ or karma. Due to this karma, the soul is forced to move from one body to another, and change its tendencies, which again have some good and bad aspects. Since this transmigration is forced, hence, the soul suffers in this world. And then it seeks liberation from the faults, their consequences, and the suffering that follows. That liberation requires the purification of the tendencies such that the bad tendencies are removed while the good tendencies are retained. 

In this way, there are so many additional subjects of study that are not included in modern science, and everything that modern science studies can be subsumed into two subjects—the body, and the objects of the senses. We think that this is all there is to study because we neglect the first topic of study—namely, the soul. If this soul is studied first, then the subjects of material study expand dramatically. Unless the subjects of study are defined in this broad manner, all that we call reasoning, rationality, logic, etc. also remain confined to the reasoning about the body and the sense objects. Therefore, a broad conception of what we mean by ‘knowledge’ is essential before we define the nature of reasoning because this reasoning must suffice for all subjects. 

 

Sūtra 1.1.10

इच्छाद्वेषप्रयत्नसुखदुःखज्ञानानि आत्मनः लिङ्गम् इति 
icchādveṣaprayatnasukhaduḥkhajñānāni ātmanaḥ liṅgam iti

 

icchā—desire; dveṣa—aversion; prayatna—the effort; sukha—happiness; duḥkha—misery; jñānāni—cognitions; ātmanaḥ—of the soul; liṅgam—the symptoms; iti—in this way.

 

TRANSLATION

In this way, the symptoms of the soul are desire, aversion, effort, happiness, misery, and cognition.

 

COMMENTARY

The soul has three primary aspects, which are called sat, cit, and ānanda. The cit represents the knowing or cognitive ability and the acting or conative ability. These two are noted here as jñāna and prayatna. The sat or the consciousness by which the soul connects to other things is not noted. However, the ānanda of the soul is elaborated in four ways as desire, aversion, happiness, and misery. Happiness and misery are the byproducts of the fulfillment of desire and aversion, through the faculties of knowing and acting, and these faculties, in turn, interact with an external world due to the soul’s consciousness. 

The reason for identifying these as symptoms of the soul is that these topics cannot be reduced to the body, senses, mind, intellect, or sense objects. For example, why should some material entity “desire” another material entity? To desire something, there must be a sense of incompleteness, which can be fulfilled by desire. That sense of incompleteness requires the existence of a self, separate from the bodily, mental, sensual, intellectual properties. This because each of the properties can be changed, but the self must remain unchanged for us to say that the desire was fulfilled. The fulfillment of desire requires that the thing that possessed the desire originally and the thing whose desire was later fulfilled are the same person. Otherwise, there would be no meaning to ‘desire fulfillment’ and without that, we cannot explain happiness and suffering.

Thus, the scientific explanation of happiness requires a soul; the explanation of happiness requires a desire; the effect of desire must be some knowledge and action, and the realization of action and knowledge requires an external world. In this way, when we study the world beginning from the question of happiness, then we can see a clear hierarchy or cause-effect relationships.

 

Sūtra 1.1.11

चेष्टेन्द्रियार्थाश्रयः शरीरम् 

ceṣṭendriyārthāśrayaḥ śarīram

 

ceṣṭe—in the efforts; indriyārtha—the purpose of the senses (i.e., the pursuit of sense objects); āśrayaḥ—the shelter; śarīram—the body.

 

TRANSLATION

In the efforts for the objects of the senses, the body is the shelter.

 

COMMENTARY

In modern times, people identify the senses with the bodily organs. But they cannot explain why these organs have desires. Why does the tongue desire to taste good food? Why does the nose desire to smell pleasant odors? Why do the eyes ache to see beauty? Why does the skin feel the necessity for loving touch? This fact is explained in the Vedic texts by identifying the senses to be different from the body. In this sūtra, the body is called the ‘shelter’ for the senses, as it helps the senses fulfill their desires. Just like a servant might fetch things for his master, similarly, the senses are the master, and the body is the servant. Their relationship can be compared to that between a machine and the intention for which the machine exists. The intention is also material, but it is a different kind of matter than the intention controls. The action of the senses controls the body, just like translating an intention into an activity. Just like a driver takes ‘shelter’ of a car to reach a destination, similarly, the senses take shelter of the body in order to fulfill their purpose—enjoyment of objects.

 

Sūtra 1.1.12

घ्राणरसनचक्षुस्त्वक्श्रोत्राणि इन्द्रियाणि भूतेभ्यः

ghrāṇarasanacakṣustvakśrotrāṇi indriyāṇi bhūtebhyaḥ

 

ghrāṇa—the sense of smell; rasana—the sense of taste; cakṣuh—the sense of seeing; tvak—the sense of touch; śrotrāṇi—the sense of hearing; indriyāṇi—the senses; bhūtebhyaḥ—for the elements.

 

TRANSLATION

The senses of smell, taste, seeing, touch, and hearing are the senses for the elements.

 

COMMENTARY

These senses are identical to those described in the Sāṅkhya philosophy. Each sense corresponds to a unique type of sense-perceivable object.

 

Sūtra 1.1.13

पृथिवी आपः तेजः वायुः आकाशं इति भूतानि

pṛthivī āpaḥ tejaḥ vāyuḥ ākāśaṃ iti bhūtāni

 

pṛthivī—earth; āpaḥ—water; tejaḥ—fire; vāyuḥ—air; ākāśaṃ—ether; iti—in this way; bhūtāni—the bhūta or the sense-perceivable objects.

 

TRANSLATION

Earth, water, fire, air, ether, in this way, the bhūta or the sense-perceivable objects.

 

COMMENTARY

These sense-objects are identical to those described in the Sāṅkhya philosophy. Each sense-perceivable object represents one unique type of sensation. 

 

Sūtra 1.1.14

गन्धरसरूपस्पर्शशब्दाः पृथिव्यादिगुणाः तदर्थाः

gandharasarūpasparśaśabdāḥ pṛthivyādiguṇāḥ tadarthāḥ

 

gandha—smell; rasa—taste; rūpa—form; sparśa—touch; śabdāḥ—sound; pṛthivyādiguṇāḥ—the qualities of earth, etc. tadarthāḥ—their meanings.

 

TRANSLATION

Smell, taste, form, touch, sound—the qualities of earth, etc.—are the meanings of the five elements (described in the previous sūtra).

 

COMMENTARY

The universe is organized like an inverted tree of concepts. In this inverted tree, the higher-level concept—just like the branch of a tree—is the meaning of the lower-level concept—like the leaf of the tree. Thus, for example, the objects of the senses are properties like red, blue, and green, and their meaning is ‘color’. Similarly, the meaning of ‘color’ is ‘seeing’ which is embodied in the sense of seeing. In this way, the higher-level reality is the meaning and the lower-level reality is the word. Thus, everything in the tree is word and meaning. The root of the tree is a word whose meaning is itself; we can call this the self-evident meaning, which doesn’t need any other deeper meaning. All other words depend on those words whose meaning then depends upon the root. Thus, the qualities like smell, taste, form, touch, and sound are the meanings of the bhūta like earth, water, fire, air, and ether. These qualities are in turn the words whose meanings are the five senses of smelling, tasting, seeing, touching, and hearing. These senses are in turn words for the meaning in the mind.

 

Sūtra 1.1.15

बुद्धिः उपलब्धिः ज्ञानं इति अनर्थान्तरम् 

buddhiḥ upalabdhiḥ jñānaṃ iti anarthāntaram

 

buddhiḥ—the intellect; upalabdhiḥ—acquires; jñānaṃ—the knowledge; iti—in this way; anarthāntaram—the difference of meanings.

 

TRANSLATION

The intellect acquires the knowledge; in this way, the difference of meaning (i.e., the difference between the true and the false meanings of things). 

 

COMMENTARY

Once the senses gather the sensations, the mind classifies them into sensation groups and attaches object-concepts to them. These object-concepts are the meanings of the sensations. For example, if we perceive something to be red, round, and sweet, then the mind groups these three types of sensations into a single object, and attaches an object concept such as an apple. The problem is that the same sensations could also be interpreted differently. For example, a nectarine also looks like an apple. Once these interpretations of sensations are produced, then the intellect decides if an interpretation is correct, based on other beliefs, such as whether this is the right season to see apples, whether apples are available in this part of the world, whether this just is the picture of an apple, etc. The mind thus produces meanings, and the intellect judges if they are true. The combination of the meaning and the truth determines knowledge.

 

Sūtra 1.1.16

युगपत्ज्ञानानुत्पत्तिः मनसः लिङ्गम् 

yugapatjñānānutpattiḥ manasaḥ liṅgam

 

yugapat—together; jñāna—knowledge; anutpattiḥ—non-production; manasaḥ—the mind; liṅgam—the form.

 

TRANSLATION

Together they (the mind and the intellect) create knowledge; the mind alone doesn’t produce the form (or the understanding of the nature of reality).

 

COMMENTARY

After noting the role of the intellect, this sūtra says that the mind alone doesn’t produce knowledge. This is because the role of the mind is interpreting the sensations to create object-concepts, and there are many such potential interpretations. This idea can be further elaborated if we replace objects with sentences. Each sentence can potentially have many meanings, but only one of these meanings is likely to be true in a given situation, spoken by a specific person, at a specific time and place. Similarly, many such statements would turn out to be contradictory to previously held beliefs. For instance, if someone said that the “sky is purple” the mind can determine that there is an object called the ‘sky’ whose property is ‘purple’ but the intellect shall determine that this statement is false because it contradicts previously held beliefs. Thus, the combination of the mind and intellect is essential to obtain knowledge.

 

Sūtra 1.1.17

प्रवृत्तिः वाग्बुद्धिशरीरारम्भः 

pravṛttiḥ vāgbuddhiśarīrārambhaḥ

 

pravṛttiḥ—the tendencies; vāk—speech; buddhi—the intellect; śarīra—the body; ārambhaḥ—the beginning.

 

TRANSLATION

The tendencies cause the beginning of the body, intellect, and speech.

 

COMMENTARY

The experience of the soul is sometimes divided into three parts, called the body, mind, and words. In this description, the ‘body’ comprises four bhūta, namely, earth, water, fire, and air; the ‘words’ are sounds in the ether, and the ‘mind’ represents the meaning or object associated with the sensations. In this sūtra, the ‘mind’ has been replaced by the ‘intellect’ as the agency that determines the meanings (after discussing that knowledge is not determined by the mind alone, and that intellect is also involved in the process). In Sāṅkhya philosophy, the body which includes the ether and the sound constitutes the sthūla or the gross body, and the senses, mind, intellect, ego, and the moral sense constitute a gendered body. These two bodies are in turn produced from a sūkṣma or subtle body. This subtle body comprises the tendencies and comprises three aspects called citta, guṇa, and karma. In Yoga philosophy, the tendencies are generally assigned to citta (which comprises the impressions) and guṇa (which comprises the desires). Together, these exist as the soul’s unconscious body with the potential to manifest into the conscious experience. The citta, guṇa, and karma are agitated by time, and their combination produces conscious experiences, which include the gendered body and the gross body. Hence, the purification of the citta and guṇa is the prescribed method for the soul’s liberation in both Sāṅkhya and Yoga philosophies. This point is also made in this sūtra; the gross and gendered bodies emerge from a subtle body.

 

Sūtra 1.1.18

प्रवर्त्तनालक्षणाः दोषाः 

pravarttanālakṣaṇāḥ doṣāḥ

 

pravarttanā—promoting; lakṣaṇāḥ—the symptom; doṣāḥ—faults.

 

TRANSLATION

Promoting the faults into their symptoms.

 

COMMENTARY

The material body is an instrument meant to be used for the soul’s purposes, and the soul must create the purpose which should be fulfilled by the body. The material energy, however, tempts the soul by inciting it into activity. We can understand this idea as follows. Suppose you are a musician and you use a musical instrument to express your musical abilities and desires. In this case, the instrument acts if and when you want to use it. But the instrument can also incite in you the desire for music, and by looking at the instrument you may be tempted to play music. This incitement is the result of preexisting material tendencies—which are called guṇa—being excited into a desire upon interaction with the external world. Once this desire is created, the soul (due to its identification with the body) thinks that it is his own desire (rather than something external to it). In this way, due to the existence of the guṇa, the soul is tempted into activity. These guṇas are called doṣa in this sūtra; the term guṇa means ‘good qualities’ and doṣa means ‘bad qualities’. We might think that the ability of the musician to play musical instruments is a good quality. However, that would be the case if the musician was not being forced or tempted to play music due to extraneous conditions. Thus, all tendencies, because they drag the soul into activity by making it think that the material desires are its own desires, are sometimes described as guṇa and sometimes as doṣa. The difference is one of perspective—they are all bad from the perspective of the soul’s bondage.

 

Sūtra 1.1.19

पुनरुत्पत्तिः प्रेत्यभावः 

punarutpattiḥ pretyabhāvaḥ

 

punarutpattiḥ—rebirth; pretyabhāvaḥ—is called transmigration. 

 

TRANSLATION

Rebirth is called transmigration.

 

COMMENTARY

The soul’s rebirth occurs not just at a certain point called ‘death,’ but at every moment. This is because the body is just like a dress, and at each moment, the dress is changing. Some changes of dress are called ‘birth,’ because the new and the old dress are drastically different. And some changes of dress are called ‘change,’ from childhood to youth to old age, because the new dress and the old dress have some similarity. If you changed your clothing from a tunic to a suit, the process of change is not very different than when you change the suit from one shade of blue to another. Hence, all changes in this life or at the time of death and rebirth are just the transmigration of the soul from one body to another. Due to the drastic differences, they are designated by different names. Thus, this sūtra says that ‘rebirth is transmigration’; a naïve reading of the sūtra would mean birth into a drastically different body, but an informed reading of the same sūtra is that every change in the body is a new body, and hence rebirth.

 

Sūtra 1.1.20

प्रवृत्तिदोषजनितः अर्थः फलम् 

pravṛttidoṣajanitaḥ arthaḥ phalam

 

pravṛtti—the tendencies; doṣa—faults; janitaḥ—born of; arthaḥ—the meaning; phalam—is called ‘result’.

 

TRANSLATION

The meaning born of the tendencies and faults is called ‘result’.

 

COMMENTARY

In Yoga philosophy, the tendencies are said to be stored in the citta, while the desires constitute the guṇa or the doṣa (as we interpret them). By the effect of time, sometimes the citta produces thought, and then a desire is triggered. Similarly, sometimes, by the effect of time, the guṇa produces a desire, which then selects an impression in the citta, and a thought is produced. The net result in these two cases is that there is a thought which is desired or liked. 

Once such a thought is produced, then we might engage in rational thinking, such as whether this desire can be fulfilled, the cost-benefit analysis of fulfilling the desire, whether there are opportunities to fulfill them, whether such fulfillment will be moral or immoral, and so on. This decision-making process then leads to planning, and execution, for which one also needs the support of karma. However, once an action has been executed, we must go back to the origin of this process to determine the consequences of the action. For example, did something bad happen because there was evil desire and thought to begin with? Or did it happen accidentally, despite a good desire and thought? 

Thus, the karma or phala of an action is determined by the combination of thought and desire. Doing something constructive with an evil desire—e.g., to create the false impression of a person being good—thus creates bad karma. However, doing something destructive with proper motivation—e.g., punishing a criminal to reform him—creates good karma. The nuances of karma-phala require a deep understanding of the nature of the thought and desire in the person. This sūtra notes that karma is a type of meaning, which is created from citta and guṇa/doṣa.

 

Sūtra 1.1.21

बाधनालक्षणं दुःखम् 

bādhanālakṣaṇaṃ duḥkham

 

bādhanā—bondage; lakṣaṇaṃ—the symptom of; duḥkham—suffering.

 

TRANSLATION

The symptom of bondage is suffering.

 

COMMENTARY

A lot of people claim to be ‘free’ to do whatever they like, but this sūtra states that if they were free, they would also be happy. Unhappiness originates in the sense of helplessness about one’s condition, as the soul has no other reason to be unhappy. When the soul feels incomplete or insufficient and incapable of improving its situation by its own efforts, then it also becomes unhappy.

 

Sūtra 1.1.22

तदत्यन्तविमोक्षः अपवर्गः 

tadatyantavimokṣaḥ apavargaḥ

 

tat—that (suffering); atyanta—the ultimate; vimokṣaḥ—cessation; apavargaḥ—is called liberation.

 

TRANSLATION

The ultimate cessation of that (suffering) is called liberation.

 

COMMENTARY

Liberation is sometimes taken to mean that a person is out of the material world. But this is not necessarily true. Liberation can also mean being present in this world, and yet, being free of all kinds of miseries. In Sāṅkhya Sūtra, these miseries are identified as ādhidaivika, ādhibhautika, and ādhiatmika. These respectively represent the miseries caused by natural phenomena (such as earthquakes, floods, drought, pestilence, plague, etc.), by other living entities (such as family members, rulers of a kingdom, criminals, etc.), and by one’s own body (such as the suffering of hunger, anxiety, depression, and diseases). The ultimate cessation of these miseries is stated to be the goal even in Sāṅkhya.

 

Sūtra 1.1.23

समानानेकधर्मोपपत्तेः विप्रतिपत्तेः 

उपलब्ध्यनुपलब्ध्यव्यवस्थातः च विशेषापेक्षः विमर्शः संशयः 

samānānekadharmopapatteḥ vipratipatteḥ 
upalabdhyanupalabdhyavyavasthātaḥ ca viśeṣāpekṣaḥ vimarśaḥ saṃśayaḥ

 

samāna—similarity; āneka—many; dharma—the nature; upapatteḥ—the logical conclusion; vipratipatteḥ—the contrary conclusion; upalabdhi—the attainment of; anupalabdhi—the non-attainment of; avyavastha—dissimilarity; ataḥ—therefore; ca—also; viśeṣāpekṣaḥ—the expectation of qualities; vimarśaḥ—consideration; saṃśayaḥ—doubt.

 

TRANSLATION

Doubt, which is the expectation of qualities, therefore, also arises from the consideration of the observed similarity in nature of many things, and the contrary conclusion of the attainment or non-attainment of dissimilarity. 

 

COMMENTARY

We can illustrate this sūtra by an example. Suppose you see a horse, that also has some stripes on his body. Then, you can see some similarities with a horse—e.g., that it has four legs, a mane, a tail, two standing ears, etc. But you also see some properties that are not seen in other horses—e.g., that it has stripes. This will give rise to a doubt, “Is this truly a horse or a zebra?” Likewise, if you see a horse, but it doesn’t have a mane, then again, in this case, you are observing many similarities, but you also see one thing that exists in other horses but doesn’t exist in this horse. This will also lead to a doubt: Is this truly a horse or a pony? In this way, doubt arises when: (1) we see additional qualities that are dissimilar to the qualities present in the general class of things, and (2) we see missing qualities that are dissimilar to the qualities in the general class. For a doubt to arise, we must also see some similarities to the class. Hence, doubt is the combination of the existence of some similarity and dissimilarity.

 

Sūtra 1.1.24

यं अर्थं अधिकृत्य प्रवर्तते तत्प्रयोजनम् 

yaṃ arthaṃ adhikṛtya pravartate tatprayojanam

 

yaṃ—that which; arthaṃ—meaning; adhikṛtya—the domination of; pravartate—proceeds into activity; tatprayojanam—that is purpose.

 

TRANSLATION

The purpose is that meaning by whose domination one proceeds into activity.

 

COMMENTARY

Modern science believes that change arises without a purpose, as things are automatically moving due to a law of nature, rather than due to a purpose. This sūtra rejects that idea. All activity arises due to a purpose. Even the movement of planets and stars is the outcome of a purpose. This idea is easily illustrated in our everyday lives: If you eat medicine, then you will be cured; if you walk, then you can reach your destination; if you work hard, then you can get the results, etc. The presence of “if” in these cases indicates that things don’t move automatically. Matter, therefore, exists in a state of potentiality, and it is converted into a reality through a choice. This choice in turn is governed by a purpose, which selects a sequence of possibilities over the course of time. If purpose did not exist, then choices could not be made; and if choices could not be made, then the world would remain a possibility. Hence change is caused by a purpose. 

 

Sūtra 1.1.25

लौकिकपरीक्षकाणां यस्मिनर्थे बुद्धिसाम्यं सः दृष्टान्तः 

laukikaparīkṣakāṇāṃ yasminarthe buddhisāmyaṃ saḥ dṛṣṭāntaḥ

 

laukika—worldly processes; parīkṣakāṇāṃ—the examiner; yasminarthe—in whose meaning; buddhisāmyaṃ—the intellect is stabilized; saḥ—that; dṛṣṭāntaḥ—is an instance or example.

 

TRANSLATION

That thing in whose meaning the intellect is stabilized, and that which can be (proven) by an examiner’s worldly processes, that is an example. 

 

COMMENTARY

The same sense perception can be explained through many models or theories. And the same model or theory can lead to many sense perceptions. Therefore, neither sense perception nor a model nor a theory individually confirm the nature of a thing. However, if both are applied simultaneously, we can say that the thing that we are seeing is an example of the general class, theory, or model. For example, to say that something is a car, we must classify it into a general class by our minds, and validate that it has qualities that are present in other cars, and is not missing some crucial features of the car; in short, we must eliminate the doubt of something being a car. Then, we must also test if the thing that we consider to be a car works as a car—i.e., all its parts and aspects are functional. This method doesn’t preclude the possibility of applying other concepts and confirming their truth; therefore, we cannot say that just because something is judged to be a car, and is confirmed to be a car, therefore, it is only a car. The same thing may also be judged and usable in other ways. However, we can say that it is an example or instance of a car, without precluding the fact that it could also be the example or instance of other concepts.

 

Sūtra 1.1.26

तन्त्राधिकरणाभ्युपगमसंस्थितिः सिद्धान्तः 

tantrādhikaraṇābhyupagamasaṃsthitiḥ siddhāntaḥ

 

tantra—a mechanism; adhikaraṇa—supervises; abhyupagama—the agreement; saṃsthitiḥ—a system or arrangement; siddhāntaḥ—a scientific theory.

 

TRANSLATION

A scientific theory is a mechanism that supervises or controls the agreement in a system or arrangement.

 

COMMENTARY

Modern science formulates theories of individual things, but Nyāya describes a theory or doctrine to be the explanation of a system or arrangement of things. This is a rejection of reductionism or the idea that the whole can be reduced to independent parts. Our bodies, for example, are complex arrangements in which each part performs a distinct function. By these functions, a coherent system is produced. But what keeps this system together? Why doesn’t it break apart into pieces—like it should if the parts were independent? This is the fundamental role of propounding a doctrine. The world around us exists as coherent systems. These include the small cells in our body, their organization into organs, which then organize into our bodies, which are collected into societies, which then exist as part of ecosystems, which collectively form a planet. What holds all these things together, and why do they exist cohesively? The explanation of this coherence and cohesion and the supervising mechanism that keeps things coherent and cohesive requires an explanation. The essential purpose of a scientific doctrine is to provide such an explanation. Innate in this description of ‘science’ is the idea that there aren’t many theories of nature; there is rather one ‘science’ that explains how order emerges in nature. This order spans across many types of parts and their organization into a whole. This type of theory is called a General Systems Theory at present, which studies the world as organized systems rather than a collection of independent parts.

 

Sūtra 1.1.27

सः चतुर्विधः सर्वतन्त्रप्रतितन्त्राधिकरणाभ्युपगमसंस्थित्यर्थान्तरभावात् 

saḥ caturvidhaḥ sarvatantrapratitantrādhikaraṇābhyupagamasaṃsthityarthāntarabhāvāt

 

 

saḥ—that doctrine; caturvidhaḥ—four kinds; sarva—everything or the whole; tantra—mechanism; pratitantra—each mechanism; adhikaraṇa—the controlling system; abhyupagama—agreeing; saṃsthiti—a system or arrangement; arthāntara—the difference of meaning; bhāvāt—from existence.

 

TRANSLATION

That doctrine has four parts—the doctrine of the whole, the doctrine of each thing, the doctrine of a control system, and the doctrine of how from things there is a system for agreement despite the difference in meanings.

 

COMMENTARY

After describing the purpose of a scientific theory, this sūtra further elaborates on the four aspects of such a theory. These four aspects are the whole, the parts, how the whole controls the parts, and how the parts remain coherently organized within the whole. To illustrate this idea, we can think of an institution or organization. The organization comprises many roles, some of which are higher while others are lower. The higher role controls the lower roles, and through this control, the organization attains its goals. Nevertheless, the members of the organization can be replaced one by one, preserving the organizational structure. Thus, we can discern four distinct parts in an organization. First, there is a leader of the organization, who embodies the purpose of the whole organization. Second, there are members of the organization. Third, there is a system of governance in the organization due to which the goals of the organization are translated into the organization’s activities. And fourth, there is a system that maintains coherence within the organization. Each of these four aspects will be further elaborated in the subsequent sūtras. 

By analogy, a scientific theory of nature must also describe reality as the composition of four distinct aspects—(a) the leader of the organization, (b) the member parts of the organization, (c) the system of governance in the organization by which the leader controls the organization, and (d) the method by which the organization maintains coherence in the face of ongoing change. 

We can think of the same problem in terms of our bodies. The body has many parts such as hands, legs, stomach, chest, etc. However, the head is the leading part that controls the other parts. This control of the body is affected through the nerves that connect the head to the various parts of the body. And there is a system of immunity and hormones that keep the body coherent.

Here a broad non-reductionistic sketch of a system of organization is presented. In this sketch, there are many parts, but these parts are organized hierarchically, and therefore, the system has a hierarchical structure. The head at the top of this hierarchy controls this system through the hierarchy. Therefore, the hierarchy serves the purposes of functional control and the coherence between the parts. One key aspect of this sūtra is the separation between the control system and the coherence system. In our body, for example, the control system is conscious, whereas the coherence system is unconscious. By the control system, we can direct our senses to act in various ways. But in addition, there is an unconscious system of health and immunity, that keeps the system functionally coherent. This sūtra states that this is the general model for scientific description by which everything is described. And a scientific theory is therefore defined as that doctrine which supplies such a model of reality.

 

Sūtra 1.1.28

सर्वतन्त्राविरुद्धः तन्त्रे अधिकृतः अर्थः सर्वतन्त्रसिद्धान्तः 

sarvatantrāviruddhaḥ tantre adhikṛtaḥ arthaḥ sarvatantrasiddhāntaḥ

 

sarvatantra—the whole system; aviruddhaḥ—not opposed; tantre—of the system; adhikṛtaḥ—that rules over; arthaḥ—the purpose; sarvatantrasiddhāntaḥ—the principle of the whole system.

 

TRANSLATION

The system that rules over the purpose of the whole system and is not opposed to the whole system, is the principle of the whole system.

 

COMMENTARY

Again, we can understand this sūtra by the example of an organization’s leader who controls the organization. The leader represents a part of the system, and yet the whole system because he or she represents the purpose for which the system exists. Every organization is formed for a certain purpose. That purpose then expands into a structure of functional roles. And those functional roles are then populated by individuals. The leader embodies all three of these. First, his goal is the fulfillment of the organization’s goals. Second, he is the head of the organization. Third, he is also a member of the organization.

Similarly, the head in the body holds the goal for the existence of the body. The head controls the rest of the body. And the head is a part of the body.

The only reason that the head of an organization would be replaced is his or her goals stopped being the goals of the organization, or he or she became incapable of administering the organization. Then the individual occupying the position of the organization’s head would be replaced by another person. Therefore, the sūtra states that the head must not be inconsistent with the rest of the system. Of course, in our bodies, we cannot easily replace the head. But in an organization, such replacements are fairly routine in modern times.

The system that represents the whole is not physically the whole in this case. The whole is rather semantically the purpose of the whole thing. This means that if we merely think of each of the parts, we might not see the purpose of its existence. But as we aggregate the parts, then the purpose becomes visible. The part of the whole that represents that purpose constitutes the ‘whole’. In a physicalist doctrine, we would think of the whole as a physical aggregation of the parts. But in this sūtra, this whole represents the purpose of the whole.

 

Sūtra 1.1.29

समानतन्त्रसिद्धः परतन्त्रासिद्धः प्रतितन्त्रसिद्धान्तः 

samānatantrasiddhaḥ paratantrāsiddhaḥ pratitantrasiddhāntaḥ

 

samāna—the class or commonality; tantra—the system; siddhaḥ—the fulfillment; paratantra—the other system; asiddhaḥ—the non-fulfillment; pratitantra—every system; siddhāntaḥ—the principle.

 

TRANSLATION

The principle of every system (i.e., the parts) is that the fulfillment of the class or commonality of that system is the non-fulfillment of the (class or commonality) of the other systems.

 

COMMENTARY

We can understand this sūtra by the example of the members of an organization. Each member of the organization (including the head of the organization) has a different role or function, which constitutes the ‘class’ of that member. For example, some person works in engineering, while others work in marketing, finance, human resources, manufacturing, etc. Even within the various departments of an organization, each person performs a unique role. These roles collectively fulfill the duties of the department. As a result, the members of an organization can be described in two ways. First, they are unique individuals or persons. Second, they have unique roles or organizational functions. Hence, we can call the head of the organization the “CEO”. Then we can have heads of sales, marketing, engineering, human resources, and so on. Similarly, we can designate each person in an organization by the role they play. 

This sūtra extends this idea to the study of all systems and defines the part of the system as something that always performs a unique role that is not performed by any other part in the system. Hence, that part can be designated by a different class in the system. By that designation, it also gets a unique name.

For example, a car comprises many parts such as the engine, transmission, gears, wheels, brakes, accelerator, steering, lights, seats, dashboard, etc. Each part is identified by a unique class, as they perform a unique function, not fulfilled by the other parts. Each part is also a materially individual thing. Thus, we can describe the world materially as these unique things. And we can describe the same world as unique functional roles. This sūtra insists that the scientific theory must describe how the system or parts functions as a whole, which requires designating each part with a unique class of functionality.

 

Sūtra 1.1.30

यत्सिद्धौ अन्यप्रकरणसिद्धिः सः अधिकरणसिद्धान्तः 

yatsiddhau anyaprakaraṇasiddhiḥ saḥ adhikaraṇasiddhāntaḥ

 

yatsiddhau—by the fulfilment of which; anyaprakaraṇa—the other events; siddhiḥ—fulfilled; saḥ—that; adhikaraṇasiddhāntaḥ—the principle of control.

 

TRANSLATION

By the fulfillment of which the other events are fulfilled, that is the principle of control.

 

COMMENTARY

A good example of a control system in the human body is the system of nerves and veins that transmit and receive control signals to and from the brain and the other parts of the body. The brain is the controller—just like the leader of an organization. The body parts such as hands and legs are the parts that are controlled by the brain—just like the members of an organization. And the veins and nerves are the control system whose sole purpose is to get something else to behave in a certain way. These veins and nerves form a parallel system to the one comprising of the parts, and they give the whole system a control structure. For example, in a car, when the brakes are pressed, a signal is transmitted to the wheels, which causes the wheels to stop. Likewise, when the accelerator is pressed, then a signal is transmitted to the engine, which increases the flow of gasoline into the engine. This system of signal transmission and reception, which is then used to control the parts is called the ‘control’ system. 

 

Sūtra 1.1.31

अपरीक्षिताभ्युपगमात्तद्विशेषपरीक्षणं अभ्युपगमसिद्धान्तः 

aparīkṣitābhyupagamāttadviśeṣaparīkṣaṇaṃ abhyupagamasiddhāntaḥ

 

aparīkṣita—the untested; abhyupagama—in coherence; attad—obtained or perceived; viśeṣa—the details or specifics; parīkṣaṇaṃ—the verification; abhyupagamasiddhāntaḥ—the principle of being coherent.

 

TRANSLATION

The principle of being coherent is the verification that the details or specifics (parts) are perceived to be in coherence with that which is not verified or tested.

 

COMMENTARY

This sūtra separates the principle of control from that of coherence. To understand this separation, we can think of a computer. The user interface of the computer—e.g., the buttons on an application—creates signals which then control the rest of the computer. However, the computer also has an operating system that allows the control system, the intended purpose, and the various parts to function cohesively. The operating system, for instance, can forbid one part (that is not designated to control the whole system) from becoming the controller. The operating system gives fair access to all the parts to allow them to function. Its central role is to ensure that the computer doesn’t crash, one part doesn’t destroy the other parts, and parts are treated fairly in a system. The separation of the control and coherence systems is like that between the purpose for which the system exists (e.g., the user interface which makes the system useful) and the fairness system which makes the system persistent (e.g., the operating system in a computer which manages the system’s operations).

The system of coherence constitutes a set of rules that define the correct and incorrect operation of the system. In the case of a society, for example, these rules are meant to ensure that the society survives over time. The survival of the society is quite different from its other goals—such as prosperity, happiness, or other kinds of economic and political objectives. The government makes the decisions about the goals of society. But another system must ensure that these pursuits do not destroy society. This is generally achieved by enacting a system of rules to be followed by every member of the society, including the government which controls the society, and the military, police, or bureaucracy which translate the government’s will onto the people as societal control. Hence, although the government is the controller of society, it cannot act whimsically. Even though the police, government, and bureaucracy are controlled by the government, they cannot disobey the principle of society’s existence. 

A good analog of the coherence system would be the immune system in the body. Its central purpose is to ensure that the body has longevity. What we do with the body is not controlled by the immune system, and in that sense, there is a separation of the controlling system (e.g., the brain) and the coherence system (e.g., the system of hormones in the body). The brain can for instance push the body to work very hard toward some predetermined goals, and the immune system will then trigger a collapse and force the body to rest for longevity.

Similarly, the principles of the health of society—namely, the moral principles of duty and responsibility—are independent of society’s goals. If the goals force immorality on society, then they also jeopardize its longevity. In that sense, the laws of a society should not be whimsically changed because these laws are like the immune system that ensures that the body survives over time; the laws of the land should not be tailored to make it achieve different goals; these laws should simply be the principles of the health of the social system. 

 

Sūtra 1.1.32

प्रतिज्ञाहेतूदाहरणोपनयनिगमनानि अवयवाः 

pratijñāhetūdāharaṇopanayanigamanāni avayavāḥ

 

pratijñā—proposition; hetu—reason; udāharaṇ—example; upanaya—the application; nigamanāni—and the conclusion; avayavāḥ—the parts.

 

TRANSLATION

The proposition, the reason, the example, the application, and the conclusion, are the parts (of a logical syllogism).

 

COMMENTARY

We can illustrate this five-fold structure of the syllogism by an example:


		The bush is on fire – the proposition

		Because we can see light and smoke from the bush – the reason

		If the wood was on fire, we would see light and smoke – an example

		It is appropriate to compare bush and wood – the application 

		Hence, the bush is on fire – the conclusion 



 

We can apply the same five-fold syllogism structure to the reason:


		A burning bush produces light and smoke – the proposition

		Since dried leaves burned by fire produce light and gases – the reason

		We have previously confirmed this by burning a bush – an example

		The previous bush can be compared to this bush – an application 

		Hence, a burning bush produces light and smoke – the conclusion



 

We can apply the same five-fold syllogism structure to the application:


		It is appropriate to compare bush and wood – the proposition

		This is because all plants are comprised of organic matter – the reason

		Earlier, bushes and wood were burnt in the same way – an example

		Bush and wood burning can be used to heat water – an application

		Hence, it is appropriate to compare bush and wood – the conclusion



 

These syllogism structures combine the inductive and deductive methods of reasoning. The deductive method is used in “the reason”, while the inductive method is used in “an example” and “an application”. The proposition and the conclusion are (or can be) identical. Finally, as the above examples demonstrate, the five-fold structure of reasoning is also recursive—i.e., each step of the syllogism can also be treated as a proposition with its own five-step justification. If we employed recursion, then we would be able to construct an inverted tree-like system of expanding a single syllogism into infinite other syllogisms.

This five-fold syllogistic method differs from the three-fold syllogisms used in Western logic. Let us contrast them using a commonly used example. The following are the Greek and Nyāya methods of constructing syllogisms.


		The Greek Method:




		All men are mortals – major premise 

		Socrates is a man – minor premise

		Therefore, Socrates is mortal – the conclusion 




		The Nyāya Method:




		Socrates is mortal – the proposition

		Since all men are mortal and Socrates is a man – the reason

		All earlier born people have died – an example

		Philosophers like Democritus have also died – an application

		Hence, Socrates is mortal – the conclusion



To understand this difference, we have to note the debate in Western philosophy between ‘analytic’ and ‘synthetic’ statements. Analytic statements are true or false due to their meaning or definition, whereas synthetic statements are true or false as a matter of fact, not due to a definition. The contentious issue, in this case, is whether mortality is part of the definition of men. The answer is that mortality extends even to animals. Therefore, if we wanted to use analytic reasoning, then we must say that ‘mortals’ is a general class and ‘men’ is a specific class. Then ‘men are mortal’ would represent this class hierarchy, and Socrates would be a member of the ‘men’ class, so he would also be mortal. 

But what if we don’t know the entire class hierarchy? For example, do we understand everything in the chemistry of the human body to accurately know what we mean by ‘man’? If not, then we might be in trouble relying entirely on the definitions. Therefore, while rationalistic reasoning is not flawed, it relies heavily on a class hierarchy that may not be completely known. The synthetic method fills in the gaps in the knowledge of the class hierarchy in specific cases. But given the flaws in inductive reasoning, the method doesn’t give certainty. For example, by citing facts about past men dying, we do not establish that all men in the future will also die. One could say, “Maybe philosopher men do not die!” In which case, we could cite the example of Democritus to say that even philosopher men have died. But that doesn’t mean that all philosopher men would continue to die in the future. In this way, inductive reasoning doesn’t fill the gap in certainty, but it does help us reason if we don’t know for sure that ‘mortals’ are the conceptually more abstract category than the class ‘men’.

The third and the fourth steps in the Nyāya syllogism provide the inductive basis for the second step that relies on deductive truth. The Greek syllogism on the other hand relies only on the deductive truth but doesn’t in itself prove the truth of the proposition based on which we reason. Then, effectively, the Western syllogistic reasoning always ends in axioms or assumptions which are taken to be self-evident (e.g., that all men are mortal), but the basis of that self-evidence is not clarified. The Nyāya syllogism doesn’t culminate in such axioms, as it never treats anything to be axiomatically true—the basis on which we reason is illustrated based on inductively true examples. In that sense, the use of five-fold reasoning is necessary in order to avoid the trap of self-evidence.

 

Sūtra 1.1.33

साध्यनिर्देशः प्रतिज्ञा 

sādhyanirdeśaḥ pratijñā

 

sādhyanirdeśaḥ—the direction toward what must be achieved; pratijñā—the proposition.

 

TRANSLATION

A proposition is a direction toward what must be achieved.

 

COMMENTARY

Western syllogistic logic begins with premises, whereas Nyāya begins with the conclusion, or what needs to be proved. The arguments are constructed in justification for that claim. Reasoning thus follows a goal. This is philosophically revolutionary because underlying modern systems of reasoning is the idea that the conclusion comes after the reasoning is complete. As a result, the choices of goals, or even the existence of a purpose, are considered contrary to the idea of rationality. Nature, which is governed by reason, for example, cannot have a purpose. In the Nyāya system, the goal or purpose is stated before the reasons or justifications are constructed. Therefore, the existence of a purpose is not contrary to a logical system. The rejection of such purposes is the peculiarity of Western rational thinking, which has tried to eliminate purposes because their existence requires the existence of a conscious person. When logic instead is constructed based on conclusions rather than premises, then, we must acknowledge that there is someone interested in a question, a problem, and has formulated a goal to prove its truth. When applied to nature, this means that even nature must be trying to prove a predetermined goal. Thus, in all these forms, Nyāya is the rejection of purposelessness in logic.

 

Sūtra 1.1.34

उदाहरणसाधर्म्यात्साध्यसाधनं हेतुः 

udāharaṇasādharmyātsādhyasādhanaṃ hetuḥ

 

udāharaṇa—the example; sādharmyāt—from the similarity of nature; sādhya—to that which can be achieved (i.e., the proposition to be proved); sādhanaṃ—the method of achievement; hetuḥ—the reason.

 

TRANSLATION

A reason is the method of achievement (i.e., proof) to that which is to be achieved (i.e., the proposition to be proved) from the similarity in nature with the example. 

 

COMMENTARY

An axiomatic system can postulate any set of axioms and then reason with them. The consistency with the axioms would make the conclusions seem ‘true’. Therefore, the issue at hand is: What constitutes a good axiom? A theory could, for example, suppose that the universe is governed by a cosmic teacup, and the truths determined by this theory are those consistent with the axiom. That doesn’t mean that they are actually true. It just means that they are consistent with the axioms. To prove that the axioms are good, we should be able to apply that kind of reasoning in a similar situation, using the same method. When the reasoning works in other similar cases, there is a much higher likelihood of it being true. The truth now depends on the similarity between the example and the case that we are reasoning about. If the example and the case at hand are comparable, then the use of that reason makes the claim very likely true.

 

Sūtra 1.1.35

तथा वैधर्म्यात् 

tathā vaidharmyāt

 

tathā—in the same way; vaidharmyāt—from the dissimilarity of nature.

 

TRANSLATION

In the same way, from dissimilarity of nature (no proof of the proposition).

 

COMMENTARY

A good example of such dissimilarities is the application of scientific theories that were previously formulated for the study of billiard balls, water waves, or radiation and light, and their extension to the study of living bodies. Yes, we can see some similarities between the objects of study, but there are also a lot of dissimilarities. The similarity can give us some understanding of a living body, but that doesn’t mean it is the whole truth. Living bodies for example have the property of immunity or self-preservation; they have the capacity for cognition, memory, symbolic representation of the external world, etc. The reductionist tries to unsuccessfully understand these things in terms of their physical theories and ignores the dissimilarities. This is an instance where the dissimilarity between the objects under study makes the physical theory inapplicable.

 

Sūtra 1.1.36

साध्यसाधर्म्यात्तद्धर्मभावी दृष्टान्तः उदाहरणम्

sādhyasādharmyāttaddharmabhāvī dṛṣṭāntaḥ udāharaṇam

 

sādhya—the goal (i.e., the proposition to be proved); sādharmya—similarity of nature; attad—obtained or perceived; dharmabhāvī—having the nature; dṛṣṭāntaḥ—an illustration; udāharaṇam—the example.

 

TRANSLATION

By the example, an illustration having the nature is obtained or perceived that has the same nature as the goal (i.e., the proposition to be proved). 

 

COMMENTARY

Knowledge progresses from the known to the unknown. And examples mediate that progress. For instance, when children are taught number addition, the process isn’t taught in the abstract. Rather, children use an abacus to learn to add and subtract where they can group things into different collections. This understanding, which pertains to the objects in the abacus, constitutes the ‘example’, which is subsequently generalized to other additions and subtractions. Before the child being able to use the abacus, he or she must have enough knowledge to use the abacus. Thus, as children grow up, they acquire primitive knowledge to acquire advanced knowledge, and this progression depends on being able to draw analogies between what they have previously learned to what they haven’t yet learned. The process of seeing this similarity requires the mind, and it is in principle possible to extend different examples to explain the world in different ways. The selection of the example—which constitutes the abstract ‘model’ by which the world is explained—ultimately remains a choice. Nevertheless, the choice is not completely random. This sūtra states that we pick good examples by seeing the similarity between them. In other words, the greater the similarity, the greater is the usefulness of the example, and the efficacy of the model. On the other hand, when the examples are chosen arbitrarily, then the reasoning that results from that example is also likely false. This entails that even pure rationalistic thinking is dependent on our sense perception and mental cognition, and the role of the senses and the mind arises in the selection of the example or the model using which we reason about the world. This is important because rationalists have often argued that their work is independent of the real world, and hence they do not need sense perception. They may not realize that the abstract models they construct were previously derived from sense perception. And when these models are applied to the real world, there is a choice in model selection, which is good only if there is a similarity between the model and the thing being explained. That similarity requires perception and cognition of the nature of that thing and the example that explains it.

 

Sūtra 1.1.37

तद्विपर्ययात्वा विपरीतम् 

tadviparyayātvā viparītam

 

tadviparyayātvā—being opposed to that; viparītam—the opposite result.

 

TRANSLATION

Being opposed to that (i.e., picking an example that is not similar to the thing being explained), the opposite result (i.e., a false conclusion is attained).

 

COMMENTARY

When knowledge progresses by drawing analogies, comparisons, and similarities between two things, everything depends on the efficacy of that analogy, similarity, and comparison. If the perception of similarity, comparison, or analogy is false, then potentially everything deduced from it must also be false.

 

Sūtra 1.1.38

उदाहरणापेक्षः तथा इति उपसंहारः न तथा इति वा साध्यस्य उपनयः 

udāharaṇāpekṣaḥ tathā iti upasaṃhāraḥ na tathā iti vā sādhyasya upanayaḥ

 

udāharaṇa—the example; apekṣaḥ—in relation or comparison to; tathā—in the same way; iti—drawing a conclusion; upasaṃhāraḥ—epilogue; na—not; tathā—in the same way; iti—drawing a conclusion; vā—moving; sādhyasya—the goal (the proposition to be proven); upanayaḥ—the application.

 

TRANSLATION

The application is the epilogue moving toward the goal, concluding in the same way in relation or comparison to the example, or not.

 

COMMENTARY

The argument used in the reason can be supported in two ways: (a) by giving affirmative evidence, and (b) by giving evidence against its negation. The same thing applies to the application, whose purpose is to justify the similarities between the example and the case at hand. This justification can provide affirmative evidence of the similarities, or the evidence against the rejection of similarities. The difference between the example and the application is that the former provides an analogy for reasoning—which we can call the ‘model’ that we will use in our reasoning—while the latter justifies the use of this model over other potential models. Thus, for example, if we were drawing a comparison between wood and the burning bush, the ‘wood’ is the example, which becomes the model for burning things producing smoke and light. But we must also justify the application of this analogy in this specific case. For instance, the comparison to wood would be inapplicable if we were talking about leaves in the bush. This means that the comparison to wood is contextually appropriate, but that doesn’t mean that the bush is the wood. The reality is still the bush, and wood is just the model. That model can be appropriately used in some cases, but not in others. The purpose of the application of the model to reality is to justify why that model (and no other potential model) must be used for reasoning.

It’s noteworthy that modern science also employs reasons and models (these are called ‘examples’ in Nyāya). But philosophers of science know that the same data can potentially be explained by other models, so a model isn’t proven by the successes in explaining the observations, because there are other models which might equally well explain the said observations. Then how do we establish the validity of the model? The answer is always stepping outside the bounds of the said observations and checking if the comparison holds in other ways. For example, to explain why the comparison between bush and wood is appropriate for burning, we need to explain why we are comparing the bush to wood instead of gasoline. At the level of the example, we can note that burning gasoline would not produce as much smoke. But that isn’t enough justification as to why wood is the correct comparison. Therefore, we need to explain why the bush and the wood are the same type of plant matter, which requires us to step outside the bounds of merely talking about burning things—e.g., that both grow in soil and water, both have a similar biological constitution, etc. The justification of the model is ultimately its broader applicability. 

 

Sūtra 1.1.39

हेत्वपदेशात्प्रतिज्ञायाः पुनर्वचनं निगमनम् 

hetvapadeśātpratijñāyāḥ punarvacanaṃ nigamanam

 

hetu—reason; upadeśāt—from the teaching; pratijñā—proposition; yāḥ—that which; punarvacanaṃ—repeated statement; nigamanam—the conclusion.

 

TRANSLATION

The conclusion is the repeated statement of that proposition (which is being proved), from the teaching of the reason. 

 

COMMENTARY

As already noted, the conclusion repeats the proposition, but after it has been justified by the reason, the model of reasoning, and the justification for the use of the specific model for reasoning. The completion of the proof is the attainment of the goal that we set out to achieve—i.e., prove the proposition.

 

Sūtra 1.1.40

अविज्ञाततत्वे अर्थे कारणोपपत्तितः तत्त्वज्ञानार्थं उहः तर्कः 

avijñātatatve arthe kāraṇopapattitaḥ tattvajñānārthaṃ uhaḥ tarkaḥ

 

avijñāta—the unknown; tatve—the essence in; arthe—the purpose in; kāraṇa—the cause; upapattitaḥ—follows as a conclusion; tattva—the nature; jñānārthaṃ—purpose of knowing; uhaḥ—for that; tarkaḥ—argument.

 

TRANSLATION

The argument is for that purpose which follows as a conclusion as the nature of the unknown, by knowing its cause, essence, and purpose of existence.

 

COMMENTARY

The nature of a thing is described here as comprised of three aspects—the cause, the essence, and the purpose. For example, if you see a chair, then the essence of that thing is being a chair. But the chair exists for being used for sitting while studying or eating—this is the purpose for the existence of a chair. Similarly, the chair was produced by a carpenter using pieces of wood—this is the cause of the existence of the chair. The cause exists in the past, the purpose exists in the future, and the essence exists in the present. If we just see the present and not the past, then we cannot understand that the chair was produced in the past by a carpenter, which required mental and bodily skills that were embedded in the chair as the design and artistry of the chair. Likewise, if we just see the present, but not the future, then we can appreciate the design and artistry, but we could not sit on it. The purpose of sitting predicts how the chair can be used. And the production of the chair by the carpenter explains how the chair came to exist. The goal of science is to provide explanations and predictions, but they require us to delve into the past and the future. Unless the past, the present, and the future are well understood, the thing at hand is unknown or known incompletely. Therefore, this sūtra states that the sole purpose of argumentation is to determine the true and complete nature of anything.

 

Sūtra 1.1.41
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