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NANDITA BANDYOPADHYAY

THE CONCEPT OF SIMILARITY IN INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

INTRODUCTION

In Indian philosophy there is an interesting controversy centring round the
possible ontological status of similarity. One extreme viewpoint is represented
by the Buddhists who decline to confer any ontological status on sadr$ya
(similarity). This can be easily deduced as a corollary from their theory of
svalaksana, or the self-complete self-defined unrelated momentary particular,
as the real par excellence. It follows hence that there cannot be anything
really common between two such pin-point particulars of the moment. Any
such commonness is bound to compromise the pristine purity of an unmixed
particular, for it would presuppose a mix-up or partial identity of two
particulars. Thus observes Dharmakirti:

“sarva eva hi bhavah svaripasthitayo natmanam parena
miSrayanti, tasyaparatvaprasangat”
(PV, Dharmakirti’s Auto-commentary on Svarthanumana,
p. 115, Rahul’s Edn., Allahabad.)

[All the reals resting in their pure essence do not mix up their identity with
one another, for in that case the self-same identity would become something
other than itself.]

The context of this remark is the refutation of universals as members
of the real world, but it is equally applicable to the case of similarity. So
according to Dharmakirti similarity at best is a mere logical category or an
intellectual construct having no corresponding referent in the world of reals.
Elaboration of the Buddhist view is beyond the chosen scope and purpose of
the present article.

The view-point on the opposite extreme belongs to the Prabhakara School
of Parvamimamsa which accepts similarity not only as an undeniable reality,
but also as a fundamental category of the reals on a par with substance,
quality, universal and the like. It is highly significant that a later sub-school
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240 NANDITA BANDYOPADHYAY

of Navya-Nyiya is completely in agreement with the Prabhakara School as
regards the ontological status of similarity.

Between these two extremes an intermediate position is held by Kumarila
Mimarhsi. On the one hand it recognises similarity as a reality in opposition
to the Buddhists, while on the other it firmly rejects the Prabhakara view that
similarity is a basic category. The test of validity, according to the Kumarila
School, is the uncontradictedness of cognition. Hence that which emerges as
an object of uncontradicted knowledge should be accepted as real. Similarity
is such an object and so cannot be dismissed as an unreal appearance or a
mere logical construction (Vikalpa). Kumarila remarks:

Sadrsyasyapi vastutvam na sakyamapabadhitum /
(SLV / Upamana 18)

[It is not possible to reject the reality of similarity.]
SucaritamiSra comments:

SadrSyantu jatyadivadabadhitabuddhivedyam kathamanyatha
bhavisyati... ... na hi drste’nupapannam nama kificidasti
(Kasika on the above)

[Similarity is an object of uncontradicted knowledge like the universal etc.
and so how can it be unreal? Nothing is inconsistent about that which is
established in experience.]

This is derived from Kumarila’s basic philosophical outlook which is
compressed in the following sharp and compact expression:

na sarvalokasiddhasya laksapena nivartanam /
(SLV / Pratyaksa [ 133)

iNothing which is established in universal experience can be dismissed by
a priori argument.]

Before going into the details of the respective positions held by the
Kumarila and the Prabhakara Schools of Mimarmsa it will be convenient for
us to examine the position of the Nyaya-VaiSesika School in this regard.

I. THE TRADITIONAL NYAYA-VAISESIKA VIEW

The students of Indian philosophy are quite familiar with the following
definition of similarity:
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THE CONCEPT OF SIMILARITY 241
(Sadrsyam) tadbhinnatve sati tadgatabhiyodharmavattvam /

(Visvanatha’s Muktavali under Karika 2, also Vardhamana’s and
Samkaramisra’s commentaries on Vallabha’s Nyayalilavali, p. 76).

[One entity being different from another, similarity is the possession by
one of many properties belonging to the other] .

Though this definition has been popularised mostly by the Naiyayikas
its origin may be traced to the famous VaiSesika treatise, Nydyalildvati of
Vallabhacarya. Vallabha defines sadriya as samdnydderanekavrttitvam.
(Similarity is the existence of properties such as the universal etc. in more
than one substrata). It is the same as two or more different entities having
some common properties. Here one need not put any premium on the adjective
bhiiyah in the first definition, because even a single common property is
adequate for conveying the sense of similarity. A can be called similar to
B on account of their tallness alone. Sarhkaramisra remarks in this connection
that similarity is not a separate category, since it can be easily included
in Sdmanya. Here, as it has been interpreted both by Vardhamana and
Samkaramisra, the term sémdnya should be taken not in the technical sense
of the universal, but in the wider sense of a logical concept. The reason for
accepting this wider sense is not far to seek. Suppose we realise that the
pitcher is similar to a piece of cloth on the basis of both having the common
property of substanceness (the universal ‘dravyatva’). We cannot properly say
here that this universal itself is the similarity. It is accepted in the Nyaya-
VaiSesika system that the perception of a single particular of a class is enough
for the perception of the universal inhering in it without reference to any
other particular of the same class. That means that the knowledge of a single
man is sufficient for the knowledge of the universal ‘man-ness’. In other
words, to perceptually recognise A as a man we need not drag into our
perception B also as a member of the mankind. This is technically put in the
following way: — To perceive ‘man-ness’ in A we do not necessarily go as far
as the knowledge of a relation between the two terms, A and B, which in the
case of similarity may be respectively called the correlate (anuyogin) and the
counter-correlate (pratiyogin). But the apprehension of similarity necessarily
involves such a relation. We can say ‘A has the universal, man-ness’ without
any reference to the further statement that B has the universal, man-ness.
But we cannot say ‘A has similarity’ or ‘B has similarity’ independently of
each other. It is nonsensical to simply say ‘A is similar’ or ‘B is similar’. To
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242 NANDITA BANDYOPADHYAY

attain any sense in a similarity-statement we must say ‘A is similar to B’ or
‘A has similarity with B’. In a similarity-statement the subject-substantive
(uddesya) figures as the correlate and the predicative term (vidheya) as the
counter-correlate. Similarity appears as the relational affirmation operating
between these two entities. All this shows that the universal in itself cannot
be counted as similarity. The same reason may be applied mutatis mutandis
to show that other properties like quality and action cannot constitute the
essence of similarity.

As regards the possibility of a universal standing as similarity there is also
another serious objection. According to the Nyaya-Vaisesikas a universal
cannot be a substratum of another universal. When two universals are under-
stood as similars, if similarity is equated to a universal we land in the absurdity
of one universal resting in another universal. We can say: — Just as cowness is
eternal so is horseness (Yathd gotvarin nityam tatha asvatvam api). Evidently
here there is similarity between the two universals, cowness and horseness, in
respect of their eternity. If it is said that here similarity is nothing but eternity
itself and if eternity is conceived as a universal we arrive at the anomalous
position of one universal existing in another universal. It may be argued that
eternity is not a universal, but only a construct (upddhi). Even then the
difficulty does not leave us. Let us take the statement: — Just as cowness
is a universal so is horseness (Yathd gotvarm saimdnyam tathd asvatvamapi).
Obviously here we affirm similarity between cowness and horseness on the
basis of their both being universals. Now if similarity is the universal itself
we get at the same unwelcome point of one universal inhering in another
universal. It may be again argued that here what is common between two
universals is universality (sdmanyatva) which is, however, not a universal,
but only a convenient logical construct. Then it is admitted that the universal
in the technical ontological sense cannot be accepted as similarity itself.
Moreover there are other properties like quality and action serving as the
basis of similarity. Hence if one is fond of the word s@mdnya and wants to
retain the position that similarity is a sdmdnya, one has got to extend its
meaning beyond the technical ontological sense to the wider logical sense
of a conceptual construct. Such a wider sdmdnya is often called an upadhi.

Now let us look back to Vallabha’s definition of similarity — “taddhi
samdnydderanekavrttitvam” . Sarkarmisra explains:

anekavrttitvameva upadhisdmdnyam sadrsyam ityarthah |
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THE CONCEPT OF SIMILARITY 243

This is further understood as equivalent to ‘tadbhinnatve sati tadgatabhiiyod-
harmavattvam’. Vardhamana too understands it in the same way (Comm. on
NLV, p. 76). The purport of this interpretation may be explained thus: — A
thing may have a real property like a universal, a quality or an action. Now
such a property standing in common between two terms cannot in itself be
conceived as similarity. Similarity is the having of this common property by
the two terms. Now a universal, a quality or an action is a real property. But
over and above this there is no such real property as may be called ‘having,
possessing or sharing such a common property Two books have red colour,
but have no such real property as ‘having a common red colour’. Now it is
said that similarity is nothing but ‘having or sharing a common property by
two terms’, which is nothing but a conceptual construct. This interpretation
obviously obviates the difficulty that is presented by a universal not residing
in another universal, or by a universal, unlike similarity, not requiring a
cognised counter-correlate for its own cognition. In the statement, ‘cowness is
eternal just like horseness’, or in the statement ‘cowness is a universal just like
horseness’, ‘having eternity or universality’ is not an ontologically approved
universal, but only a logical construct. So the objection that one universal
cannot reside in another universal does not arise. This is clearly stated by
Vardhamana in the following words:

Samanyarh ca jatyupadhisadharanarm / tena simanye siminya-

ntarabhave’pi laksanardpopddhisattvat sadrSavyavaharah /

(NLV pp. 76-77)

[The word sdmdnya is commonly used to connote both the universal (jati)
and a conceptual construct (upddhi). Hence though a universal does not
inhere in another universal, the use of the word ‘similar’ is quite justified
because the two terms of similarity possess the same conceptual construct
which is expressed in the definition of similarity (i.e. ‘having some property
in common’).]

Again, since an upddhi is not an ontologically accepted universal, the
question of sdmdnya not requiring a cognised counter-correlate (pratiyogin)
and of sadrsya requiring such a counter-correlate does not arise. This is how
Sarhkaramisra explains the point:

tadbhinnatve sati tadgatabhilyodharmavattvasya upddheh
sadrSyatvena pratiyogigrahapeksagrahatvam ityarthah /
(Comm. on NLV, p. 76
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244 NANDITA BANDYOPADHYAY

Vardhamana’s interpretation is slightly different: — yadyapi
samanyam apratiyogikam tathapi tadbhinnatve sati tadgata-
bhiiyodharmavattvar sadr§yam / ato viSesanarnsasya sapratiyogi-
katvat tadviSistamapi tatha ityarthah /

(Comm. on NLV, p. 76)

What Vardhamana means is this: — It is true that a universal does not
depend on a cognised counter<correlate for its own cognition. But we define
similarity as — ‘two terms being different from each other, similarity is the
possession by one term of some property or properties belonging to the other
term’. Now this definition gives us a logical concept, not a pure universal. The
adjectival part of the definition, namely, ‘two entities being different from
each other’, involves a relation between a correlate and a counter-correlate.
This is so because the very concept of difference requires a term (anuyogin)
which is different and also a term (pratiyogin) from which the other is
different. Thus the relation between the correlate and the counter-correlate,
which is present in the qualifying adjective, invades the qualified totality
(visista).

But all this is possible because of the basic position that the meaning of
the definition is only a logical concept, not a real universal. So Samkaramisra’s
explanation is not only more simple, but also more relevant.

After going through all this interpretation should we be wrong to suggest
that in the final analysis sadr$ya or similarity, as conceived in the Nyaya-
VaiSesika system, loses its ontological character altogether and turns into a
mere logical or conceptual property? If it is so it is doubtful if the Nyaya-
VaiSesika position in this regard is basically different from the Buddhist
position.

Udayana’s short treatment of s@dr$ya in Nydyakusumdiijali in connection
with the Nydya view of upamdnapramana does not also enlighten us on
the ontological status of sddrsya. No doubt he refutes in this context the
Prabhakara view endowing similarity with an independent categorical status.
But he seems to skip over the question whether similarity can be counted as a
point of reality at all. Udayana here is mainly concerned with determining
the object of upamdnapramana. He proceeds to show that sadrsya, whether
accepted as an independent category (Prabhakara view), or as a sort of
universal under some qualifying conditions (Kumarila view), can in neither
way be called the object of upamanapramana. Udayana makes a very
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THE CONCEPT OF SIMILARITY 245

interesting observation to the effect that if the cognition of sddrsya requires
the services of a separate pramdna called upamdna, we can likewise demand
the services of another pramana for the cognition of vaisddrsya or Vaidharmya
(dissimilarity).

sadharmyamiva vaidharmyam manamevarh prasajyate /
(NK.3/9.)

If similarity is not a separate category, and even then if it is to be conceived
as a part of the worldly reality, then the Naiyayikas must clearly and
convincingly state under which basic category of the sevenfold scheme they
want to place it. We shall see later on how and why the Prabhakara School
has felt the need of recognising sddr$ya as an independent basic category.
The followers of Prabhakara have elaborately shown why sadrsya cannot
be accommodated in the sevenfold Nyaya-Vaisesika scheme. A thorough
reply to the Prabhakara School on this issue has not come forth from the
Nyaya-VaiSesika standpoint.

The interpretation of the Nyaya-VaiSesika definition of sadrsya that has
been offered in the later treatises such as the Dinakari commentary on
Visvanatha’s Muktavali does not help in clearing the confusion. Of course,
the Dinakarf, after explaining the traditional view, emphatically asserts
that according to a later section of Navya-Naiyayikas similarity should be
considered a separate basic category. Elaboration of this view is reserved by
us for a later part of this article. At present we shall take up Dinakari’s
interpretation of the traditional view and see how and why it is not free
from confusion. We remember the emphatic assertion of both Vardhamana
and Sarhkaramisra that sddrsya is nothing but a logical concept (upddhi)
of ‘having or sharing of some common properties by two different terms’.
Visvanatha repeats the same in his Muktavali. Dinakart explains:

SadrSyaghatakadharmasca kvacij jatirtipo yatha ghatasadrsah
pata ityadau / kvacid upadhirtipo yatha gotvam nityar
tathasvatvamityadau, yatha va candrasadrsam mukham
ityadavahladakatvadi, atiriktakalpane gauravaditi.

(Comm. on Muktavali, p. 73 Madras Edn.).

The confusion starts from the explorable meaning of the term ‘ghataka’ in
the expression, ‘sadrsyaghatakadharma’. Does it mean ‘constituting’ or
‘determining’? In different contexts the word is used both for a constituent
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246 NANDITA BANDYOPADHYAY

and a limiting determinant (avacchedaka). It seems that Dinakari takes the
word in the first sense. Otherwise it cannot be linked with the conclusion
that similarity need not be counted as a separate category. As to the second
meaning the followers of Prabhakara would also agree that similarity which
is an independent category may be determined by a universal, a quality,

an action or even an upddhi. The Prabhakaras, however, prefer the term
‘prayojaka’ to ‘ghataka’. Now if we take the first meaning the question-
remains open whether the constituent (ghataka) and the constituted (ghatita)
are different or identical. In the former case it would mean that a property
serves as the constituent of the logical concept, ‘having a common property
by two different entities’. Now this over-all definitional concept is not a
reality over and above the reality of the property. Yet it cannot be said that
the concept and the property are one and the same. Had it been so similarity
would have been identical with the property itself and the definition might
have been more reasonably shortened into the form: — ‘Similarity is a common
property or properties like universal, quality etc.’, and not lengthened into
the available form: — ‘Similarity is the having of some common properties
by two different terms’. Thus if sdadrsya is discarded as a basic category we
come to the position that it turns into a mere definitional concept without
any status of reality. But the Nyaya-Vaisesikas do not clearly assert this
position. The nearest clarity is offered by Vardhamana when he observes
that sddrsya is a definitional concept (laksanaripopadhi) and also by
Sarhkaramisra who explains that s@drsya is nothing but the conceptualised
universal such as ‘the existence of the same property or properties in more
than one term* (anekavrttitvam eva upadhisamdnyarm sadrsyam).

Ramarudra’s elaboration of the traditional view in his sub-commentary on
Dinakart contains a laborious attempt to resolve an unforeseen difficulty and
as a result the concept of sd@drsya has been complicated by conceiving an
elongated new relation in order to find a common property. In the statement,
‘the face resembles the moon’, delightfulness (= ahlidakatva) is supposed to
be the common property forming the basis of similarity. But the delight caused
by the moon is not exactly the same as caused by the face. It follows hence
that the delightfulness belonging to the moon is also different from the same
belonging to the face. Difference in causal determinants (kdranatdvacchedaka)
necessarily (d@vaSyakatvat) leads to difference in cause-ness (kdranatd). Here
faceness and moonness (rmukhatva and candratva) are the two respective
causal determinants of the two causes, the face and the moon. This difference
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THE CONCEPT OF SIMILARITY 247

in causal determinants is answered by difference in cause-ness (i.e. delight-
causingness) respectively belonging to the face and the moon. Thus delight-
fulness being different in the two different entities of similarity, we fail to
get a common property between those two entities. If we search for a further
similarity between these two particular delightfulnesses we end up in an
infinite regress, for we have then got to seek a further common property
between the two particularised properties.

To tide over this difficulty Ramarudra suggests a modification in the
concept of the common property (sddhdranadharma). It is true that the
delight caused by the face is different from the same caused by the moon.
But we can rise over this particularity by supposing that these two cases
delightfulness, however different, are of the same particular type. Then this
type-particularity (ekavaijatya) commonly belongs to both the cases of
particular delight produced by the face and the moon. Now let us conceive
that the two causes, the face and the moon, are also qualified by the same
type-particularity through a single extended relation such as ‘creating delight
possessing the same type-particularity’, which is technically represented by
the expression ‘svdsrayopadhdyakatvasambandha’, i.e., the relation of ‘causing
effects serving as the substrata of the same type-particularity’. Here the
pronominal term ‘sva’ stands for ekavaijatya (literally, specific type-ness,
which for convenience we have called type-particularity). The two cases of
particular delight are the substrata (dSraya) of this same type-particularity.
Upadhdyakatva means the property of causing something. Now the substrata,
i.e., two particular delights of the same type, are directly qualified by the
same type-particularity. But indirectly, the two causes also are qualified by
the same type-particularity as commonly belongs to the two effects. The two
causes (the face and the moon) are directly qualified by the two effects (two
delights) and the effects are directly qualified by the same type-particularity.
Now if we suppose that these two serial qualifications constitute a single
relation, we may further assume that the causes are also (indirectly) qualified
by the same type-particularity. Thus the face and the moon may be considered
to possess a common property, namely, ‘being qualified by the same type-
particularity’ (ekavaijdtyavisistatvam eva sidhdranadharmah).! Shorn of
technical niceties, this interpretation means in short that the common
property between the face and the moon is ‘causing the same type of delight’.
Hence similarity in this context, according to our definition, should be
‘possessing the property of causing the same type of delight’. It is easy to
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248 NANDITA BANDYOPADHYAY

see how here also similarity becomes a mere logical concept, not a reality.
First, though ‘causing delight’ is a member of the world of facts, there is

no such fact as may be called ‘causing the same type of delight’, for ‘type-
particularity’ or the type itself is not a real universal, but only a logical
category. Secondly, ‘possessing such a common property’, or more technically
speaking, ‘being qualified by the possession of such a common property’
turns out to be a logical super-concept of analytical understanding having

no exact correspondence to a real category.

II. THE VIEW OF KUMARILA MIMAMSA

We have already seen in the introductory section that according to Kumarila
similarity is a definite part of external reality, not a mere logico-epistemic
relational concept. In opposition to the Buddhists Kumarila at first proposes
the following tentative definition of sadr§ya:

bhiilyo’vayavasimanyayogo jatyantarasya tat
(SLV [ Upamama / 18)

We call this definition tentative because, as we shall see very soon, Kumarila
himself has been forced to introduce many modifications in the course of

his prolonged discussion. The immediate context of this definition is the
determination of the object of upamdnapramdna according to the Mimarsaka.
Here he takes into consideration the familiar example, ‘gosadrso gavayah’

(the gavaya is an animal similar to the cow). Here similarity obtains between
two animals of two different classes. While proposing the definition Kumarila
perhaps has this example in mind. So the definition is not at all comprehensive,
but only tentative. The definition literally means as follows:

‘Similarity is the relation of a thing belonging to a particular class with a multitude of
universals which are inherent in the parts of a thing belonging to another particular class’.

Take the example, ‘the gavaya is a cow-like animal’. Here the familiar cow
has been presented in order to introduce the unfamiliar gavaya through its
likeness with the cow. The likeness is based on the fact that the major parts
of the gavaya’s body and the major parts of the cow’s body come under the
same multitude of universals such as eyeness, earness, tailness, hornness,
dewlapness (sdsndtva) and so on. These universals reside in the respective
parts of both the animals directly through the relation of inherence (samavdya).
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THE CONCEPT OF SIMILARITY 249

The two animals also rest in their respective parts through the same relation.
Parts of the bodies of both the animals are thus the substrata of the same
universals and also of the two bodies. So the bodies and the universals are
related through the relation of co-inherence (ekdrthasamavadya). The universals
residing in the parts of both the animals are the same, for a universal does
not differ according to difference in particulars in which they inhere. Hence
through the wider relation of ekdrthasamavdya the same universals inherent
in the parts of the cow and the gavaya equally belong to both the animals.
Now finally, similarity between go and gavaya is the common existence of
these part-universals (avayavasdmanya) in both the animals through the same
relation of co-inherence (ekdrthasamavdya).

The same definition and interpretation apply in the case of a part of one
whole resembling the part of another whole. The only thing is that here the
parts are to be considered in relation to their sub-parts. When we say, ‘the
eyes of the girl resemble the petals of a lotus’ we should look for the sub-parts
of both the eyes and the petals and also for the corresponding universals
inhering in those sub-parts. These divisions and sub-divisions stop short of the
indivisible atom. So according to Kumarila there is no question of similarity
between two atoms; there exists only a common universal without accounting
for any resemblance.?

The definition of Kumarila, on the very face of it, is incomplete for
the simple reason that similarity between two things does not necessarily
depend on their parts; properties like quality and action may also account for
similarity. Kumarila himself and his commentators are conscious of this
weakness in the main definition. So it is stated that no special stress is to be
put on the word ‘@vayava’ in the definition. Kumarila himself has first raised
the point — what should be the nature of sdmdnya when we say that a picture
resembles the original, say, the picture of a man is like the man himself?

Citradau yatra sadrSyam simanyam tatra kim bhavet?
(Ibid. V 30).

There are no real part-universals (@avayavasimdnya) like handness etc. in the
imitational parts of the picture. Such real universals exist only in the parts
of a real man. So similarity on the basis of avayavasamanya is impossible in
such a case (na hi manusydvayavagatdni hastatvadini citravayavesu santi. —
Parthasarathi on the same).

Kumdrila replies that in such cases we should go for such common
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250 NANDITA BANDYOPADHYAY

universals as we may find in the symmetry of structure, colour and the like in
the picture and the original:

tatrapi prthivivarnaviesadisamanata /
SLV, Ibid., V. 30

Parthasarathi explains:
tatrapi samsthana-parimana-varnasimanyani santi /

SucaritamiSra comments that in the case of similarity between a picture

and the original we should generally depend on the structural resemblance
(@krtisadrsya) between the two. An expert artist unfolds this structural unity
in the picture:

prayena cakrtisidrSyameva tatravagamyate / Kusalastu citrakaro
vyaktisadrSyamunmilayati

For the sake of convenience in understanding the nature of relation
involved in similarity depending on universals other than the part-universals
we may take the example of a red rose and its picture. The picture is faithful
to the original. An important aspect of this faithfulness refers to the colour.
The two particular red colours, one of the picture and the other of the rose,
have the same universal, redness, inherent in both of them. Redness inheres
in the two red colours which in turn inhere in the rose and its picture. So by
the transferred relation of samavetasamavdya (inherent-inherence) the same
universal, redness, commonly exists in both the rose and the picture. Thus in
such cases similarity is constituted by this kind of transferred relation.

gunadivartinamapi gunadisamanyanarh samavetasamavayad
gunadimadvartitvat.
Cidananda’s Nititattvavirbhdva, p. 150

Again no special significance should be attached to the word ‘bhiiyas’
(many) in Kumarila’s definition, for a single universal may sometimes suffice
for the determination of similarity. Many universals are generally necessary
in cases of similarity based on avayavas, but in cases of similarity based on
quality etc. often a single quality-universal (gunasimdnya) is sufficient.

Thus in determining similarity between sugar and milk the single universal,
sweetness, is a sufficient determinant. Kumarila himself is liberal enough to
make this concession:
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raparasagandhanam ca kasyacit tulyata kvacit /
navaSyarn sarvasimanyat sadr§yamupajayate [/
(SLV / Ibid. / 31).

Sucarita’s commentary is very clear and emphatic on this point.3

The definition of similarity has undergone a further modification due to
the consideration that similarity is not necessarily limited to two individuals
belonging to two separate classes. Members of a twin are often similar to each
other, but do not come under different classes. Here also avayavasimdnyas
(part-universals) form the basis of similarity as in the case of go and gavaya
belonging to different classes. In the case of the twin, however, similarity
does not extend from one class to another, yet there is a too pronounced
similarity to be denied. Hence one should set no great store by the word
jatyantara in the definition. So Sucaritami§ra remarks:

jatyantaravayavasimanyagrahanam upalaksanartham /
vyaktisadrSyamapi yamadisu drstameva /
Kasika under SLV / Upamana / 18.

According to Sucarita similarity between a picture and its original also may
be considered a case of mere Vyaktisddrsya (individual similarity) and not of
jatisadrsya (class-similarity). (Comm. on. SLV / Upamana / 30).

It is now evident that Kimarila and his followers have been compelled to
lift the restrictions embodied in the definition one by one and at last have
become liberal enough to declare that similarity is to be conceived as it is
found in the nature of things, and one should not bind oneself by any
dogmatic limitation. (vathddarsanam taddsriyate — Kasika under Ibid. / 31.)
Sucarita says the same thing under V. 22 while explaining Kimarila’s remark,
‘drstatvat kimihocyate’.

After all this liberalism we fail to grasp what Kumdrila exactly means by
sadr$ya. The Nyaya-Vaisesika position is more clear in contrast. Sucaritamis$ra
further adds to the confusion by asserting that both the universals themselves
and the relation of these universals with their substrata may be accepted as
the connotation of similarity. In the context of class-similarity he says —
jatyantarasamavdya eva tesdm sddrsyam. (Similarity is the inherence of the
same universals in two members of separate classes). Here the emphasis is on
the relational aspect of the common universals. Again he says: — pinditani
tu jatyantarasamavdyopahitdni sadrsyam (Similarity is the collection of
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universals conditioned by their inherence in a member of another class).
Acceptance ot sdmdnya or universal as the essence of similarity presents some
difficulties which we have already noticed in our treatment of the traditional
Nyaya-VaiSesika view. There are some other serious problems which it is
relevant to discuss in this context.

There is a marked distinction between the cognition of séimdnya and
the cognition of sddrsya. Sdmanya is the object-cause of ‘that’-cognition
(tadbuddhihetu), while sadriya is the object-cause of ‘that-like’-cognition
(tddvadbuddhihetu). The distinction between ‘that’ and ‘that-like’ is too
evident to be denied. A universal helps us identify an object by a class-name.
In reply to the question, ‘what is that’? we say: ‘that is a cow’. Here the
universal ‘cowness’ as the essential classcharacter of the cow identifies the
referent of ‘that’ as belonging to a particular class. The white, red or black
cows are all cows. These continuity of the class-character ensures a sort of
unity in all the individual cows by virtue of which every individual of the
class is identified as a cow. For this continuity and unity in understanding,
a universal is called anuvrttapratyayahetu and ekatvabuddhinibandhana. But
similarity on the other hand directly involves in its cognition a distinct
diversity along with unity, for likeness immediately presents before us two
distinct terms which are alike in some aspects. Hence here we get no unitary
understanding of identification as we get in the case of a universal. This
determines the difference between the cow and the cow-like, between ‘that’
and ‘that-like’. It shows that the universal is not the same as similarity, for
cowness cannot be the same as cow-likeness. So sdmadnya and sadrsya are
two different object-supports of two different forms of cognition.

Kumarila attempts to defend his position through a device which is
presented in the following verse:

pradhananam tu samanyarm yatraikam sampratiyate /
sa eveti bhavettatra tadbhede sadrSatvadhih //
SLV / Upamana / 29.

Kumarila here makes a distinction between the cognitive functions of major
universals and minor universals. In the similarity-statement, ‘the gavaya is like
the cow’ the two major universals, gavaya-ness and cow-ness respectively
belong to the two correlates of similarity, gavaya and cow. But these major
universals have nothing to do with the determination of similarity. They only
identify the individual members as belonging to the respective classes of
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gavaya and cow. So the major universals constitute the ground for ‘that’-
cognitions. But the minor universals belonging to the parts of the two animals
such as earness, dewlapness etc. form the objective support of the cognition
of similarity in a way that we have shown in details. Yet even these part-
universals (avayavasimdnyas) taken in themselves as essential class-characters
constitute the ground for the unitary and identificatory content of ‘that’-
cognitions which are expressed in such statements as ‘this is an ear’ or ‘this is
a dewlap’. This aspect of the minor universals has no function in building up
the case of similarity. But these minor part-universals constitute similarity in
their aspect of being conditioned by their inherence in a member of another
class which figures as the other term of similarity. We have shown before that
this interpretational alternative has been put forth by Sucaritamisra.
Cidananda in his Nititattvavirbhdva has fallen back upon this interpretation
of similarity in defence of the Kimarila School. He tries to drive home this
point by an interesting and ingenious analogy. A person is known as Devadatta
and also as a son of Yajfiadatta. In knowing the person as Devadatta we
directly identify the person in himself (svaripatah) through immediate
acquaintance. But in knowing the same person as the son of Yajfiadatta
we do not really identify the person in himself, for the attribute of being
produced by Yajfiadatta which is expressed in the descriptive phrase, ‘the son
of Yajfiadatta’, is not at all a constituent of the meaning of the proper name
Devadatta. Such a descriptive qualification which does not enter into the
constitution of the meaning of a term is technically called upalaksana.
Through upalaksana we know something in a way different from the way
of directly knowing it through identificatory acquaintance. This difference
in the form of cognition does not make any difference to the objective nature
of the thing cognised, because the same thing is the object of both cognitions.
In a similarity-statement a part-universal is cognised in its aspect of being
related to the member of another class which is the other term of similarity.
Yet ‘being related to the other term’ is a descriptive qualification (upalaksana)
which does not constitute the essence of the part-universal. But the part-
universal does not in any way lose its essence (svaripa) in being cognised
through this descriptive qualification. So we are entitled to say that the part-
universals constitute similarity when they are cognised through the descriptive
qualification of being related to the other term.? Thus there is no real
difference between sdmdnya and sddr$ya. The difference is merely conditional
(aupddhika). Samanya itself is sadrsya under a particular condition.
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This clever contrivance of Cidananda (who was probably under the
inspiration of Sucarita), is of dubious value in defence of similarity as a
reality. It is admitted that there is a definite difference in the cognitions of
similarity and the universal. The universal taken in itself cannot be called
similarity. If something more is added to the universal in the cognition of
similarity the external object-counterpart of cognition definitely gets a new
addition without which similarity cannot be cognised. Thus the constitution
of similarity, being something more than the constitution of the universal,
is bound to constitute a new element of reality. If we do not admit this, the
additional element would not really add anything and as such it should be
accepted as a mere intellectual construct (buddhinirmdnamdtra-vikalpa).
Thus similarity being turned into a vikalpa, we are landing in the unwelcome
company of the Buddhists.

Let us take the two statements — ‘That is Devadatta’ and ‘That is the son
of Yajfiadatta’. It is wrong to assume that the cognition of these two
statements have the same objective-reference. Had it been so we should admit
that the two statements, ‘That is a cow’ and ‘That has been bought at the
market for a thousand rupees’ have the same objective-reference, which is
absurd. The second statement of each of the two pairs, obviously brings in
some facts of the world which do not enter into the meaning-constitution
of ‘that’.

Parthasarathi, as the most faithful disciple of Kumdrila, puts special
emphasis on the word ‘yoga’ (relation) in the original definition. In the
body of the definition this word receives substantive emphasis (viSesyatvena
pradhdnyam) and Parthasarathi does not fail to notice this. So both in Nydya-
ratndkara (comm. on SLV) and Sdstradipikd he gives the same interpretation.
In Nyaya-ratndkara he assertively adds the following:

na cdtra svaripamatram yogah / kintu jatyantarasamban-
dhanuraktariipena yastesam jatyantarena yogastat sidrsyam /
(SLV / Upamana / 18)

What he means is this: — The part-universals in themselves do not constitute
the relation. The relation is that which is determined by the part-universals
as being commonly shared by two members like go and gavaya belonging to
different classes. Verily that relation is similarity. We have already seen how
this relation turns out to be ekdrthasamavdya or samavetasamavdya according
to the categorial nature of the terms of similarity. Kumarila himself asserts in

This content downloaded from
205.208.116.24 on Wed, 14 Apr 2021 17:24:26 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



THE CONCEPT OF SIMILARITY 255

no uncertain terms that neither the properties nor their multitude constitute
similarity. It is the objects having the multitude of (common) properties that
are apprehended to be similar. Kumarila himself observes:

na dharma eva sadrSyam bhiyasta va tadasraya /
bhiyastvavaddhi jatyadi sadrsatvena drsyate //
(Ibid. / 21).

Parthasarathi explains: — The universals are inherent in the parts and the
multitude is inherent in the universals. So the multitude of universals is only

a constituent of similarity. If the universals or their multitude would have
been the same as similarity, mere cognition of a collection of universals would
have been the same as the cognition of similarity. Similarity is obviously more
than this and this more is the common relation of these universals with the
terms of similarity.’

III. THE STAND OF THE PRABHAKARA SCHOOL

(Similarity as an Independent Category)

The definite assertion of the Prabhakara School that similarity is an
independent category is primarily traced to Prabhakara’s Vrhati commentary
on Sdbarabhdsya. In his treatment of upamdnapramdna Prabhakara observes:
— Some have said that similarity is only the universal itself. But that is not
similarity. A universal is the same everywhere. It is always ‘that’ (i.e., not
‘that’-like). Yet similarity is something which appears as knowable. Some
think that there is no such knowable. But it is definitely knowable, for it is
cognised as an object through a separate pramdna.

The independent status of similarity is primarily based on an independent
type of knowledge which holds similarity as its object. This independent type
of knowledge is upamiti which can be justified, according to the Prabhakara
School, only on the assumption that similarity is an independent prameya
(knowable category). Salikanatha, the most devout follower of Prabhakara,
in his Prakaranapaficika, advances the following arguments in defence of the
independence of similarity.

Similarity is not a substance, since it rests in quality and action also.
Qualities like smell etc. may be cognised as terms of similarity. Actions are
also cognised as being similar to one another. For this same reason similarity
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is neither a quality nor an action. (For a quality does not inhere in another
quality, and an action does not inhere in another action). Similarity is not
also a universal, because unlike a universal similarity does not constitute any
ground for the sense of a continuant running as a self-same identity through
all the particulars of a class. Similarity is not samavdya, since it is not a
relation. It also does not come under ViSesa (particularity), because the
Mimarmsakas do not accept such a category. (PP. B. H. U. Edn. p. 268).

It goes without saying that similarity cannot be placed under abhdva, since
it is grasped in a cognition with a definite positive feeling of affirmation. So
by this method of elimination, we come to the conclusion that it should be
counted as a separate category. It should be noted, however, that Salikanatha’s
arguments proceed from the technical way in which one conceives the
categories. For example, if one conceives that a quality can rest in another
quality, or an action in another action the argument that similarity does
not come under quality or action falls through. Hence for the most vital
arguments against those who do not accept the categorial independence of
similarity we are to look elsewhere. The nature of a thing is to be judged from
the nature of our cognition. What is or is not is to be finally determined by
how our cognition comprehends it. Hence the Prabhakaras go into the depth
of things when they observe: pramdnam anubhdtih (Ibid. p. 124). It means
that cognition itself is the final criterion of validity, and so knowledge itself is
the ultimate means of knowing. In the Upamdna Chapter of Prakaranaparicika
Salikanatha more emphatically observes: — All objects for their final

.determination have only one resort to fall back upon, that is knowledge
itself. There is the knowledge — ‘this is similar to that’ (which is incontrover-
tible). So similarity is established on the basis of the very (uncontradicted)
nature of our knowledge. It does not matter whether or not it is included in
the traditional lists of categories. (Ibid. p. 268). So we should examine the
status of similarity by applying this cognitive test and see whether Kumarila
Mimamsa passes this test.

We have noticed two views about similarity among Kiimarila’s followers.
According to some the emphasis is laid on sdmdnya, and similarity is equated
with sdmanya or a collection of sémdnyas conditioned by a complicated
pattern of relation. According to Parthasarathi the emphasis is laid on the
relational aspect and similarity is the relation itself. We have already discarded
the first view by showing that similarity, unlike a universal, does not come
into cognition charged with the sense of a self-same continuant running
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through the particulars. An identificatory ‘that’ is different from ‘that’-like.
The same arguments will apply against Parthasarathi’s position. We know

that the statement ‘A and B have the property p’ or ‘A has p which is also
possessed by B’ is not at all epistemically equivalent to the statement ‘A is
similar to B’. Now the same logic leads us to conclude that the statement ‘A

is related to B through p’ or ‘A and B have p-relation’ cannot be epistemically
equivalent to the similarity-statement. The wrong assumption of epistemic
equivalence proceeds from a confusion between the ground and the grounded,
between the determinant and the determinable. The point is that similarity

is grounded in or determined by p or p-relation. One may stop at simply
noticing that A and B have p or the p-relation, and may not choose to rise
above the ground and go for the conclusion that A and B are similar. This is
technically expressed as ‘p or p-relation is the prayojaka (determining ground)
of sddrsya, but itself is not sadrsya’. So the knowledge, ‘that is p or p-relation’
is not the same as the knowledge, ‘that is similarity’. This has been sharply put
in Nayaviveka by Bhavanatha, an eminent member of the Prabhakara School:

‘tadvat iti taddhih, na tu ‘tat’ iti, sambandha iti va /
(NV, M. U. Edn. p. 148)

Another technical objection vitiates the position of Parthasarathi or the
Kumarila School in general. If similarity is considered to be nothing but
‘Yoga’ or property-relation, i.e. the common relation of A and B with a
property or properties in the shape of sdmdnyas, what is the categorial nature
of this relation? Kumadrila School recognizes only four basic categories,
namely, jati (universal), dravya (substance), guna (quality) and Kriyd (action).
The followers of Kumarila, however, use the term, ‘samavdya’ to designate
the said relation. Obviously then samavdya, according to the Bhattas, should
come under the category of quality. Then how should we explain similarity
between one quality-particular with another quality-particular, as for example,
we get in the statement: ‘the smell of snake resembles the smell of Ketaki
flower’ (Ketakigandhasdadrsah sarpagandhah)? If similarity is identical with
the type of samavdya that we have discussed earlier, similarity between two
qualities would mean a quality resting in another quality. This is impossible
according to the Nyaya-VaiSesika view. The Mimarnsakas are not very clear
on this point; but it seems from their explanation of similarity between
qualities that they also abide by the Nyaya-Vaisesika view. The explanation
offered by the Bhattas is this:
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The snake and the Ketaki are two substance-wholes (avayavidravya). These
have got their respective parts which also have the same kind of smell. Smell
possesses the universal, smellness (gandhatva), which commonly belongs
to the smell of the parts of both the wholes. Smellness is inherent in the
smell-particulars which are again inherent in the parts. So through this
relation of samavetasamavdya the same smellness exists in the respective parts
of both the wholes. This peculiar relation is the similarity between the parts
of the Ketaki and the snake. The same relation is then also the similarity
between the quality-particulars of the two wholes, because the parts and
the wholes have the same kind of smell which possesses the same smellness.

Yadapi gunayoh sadrSyam yatha ketakigandhasya sarpagandhasya
ca, tatrapi avayavigunanam avayavagunasamanyayogah sadrsyam /
(NRK on SLV, Upamana / 18).

All this means that the similarity between the smell-particulars of the two
wholes is nothing but the similarity between their respective parts, which is
the same as the samavetasamavdya relation of smellness with those parts. In
this way we can avoid the problem of a quality resting in another quality,
because the samavdya-relation (samavetasamavaya) does not reside in the
two quality-particulars, but in the substantive parts of the wholes.

The long and short of this tortuous explanation is that: — the similarity
between two quality-particulars of two substances is nothing but the
similarity between their respective parts, which is again nothing but the
samavetasamavdya of the same quality-universal.

This is, however, a contrivance too clver to be convincing. When we
perceive similarity between two red colours of two pencils we never feel like
perceiving this unwieldy winding process of reaching similarity at the top.
Even if this process is admitted, it at best can furnish the ground of quality-
similarity. So the process itself is not the similarity.

Kumarila’s position is further complicated by his observation that similarity
like the universal is complete in each member.

samanyavacca sadrSyam ekaikatra samapyate /
(SLV / Upamana / 35)

It means that similarity, though obtaining between two terms, is not
distributed between the two like a relation. Sarmyoga (physical contact) is
distributed between two terms so that cognition of saniyoga is dependent
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on cognition of both the terms, for it is not complete in a single term.

Such a distributive existence is called Vydsajyavrttitva and the relation

by which it is distributively completed in two terms taken together is called
parydptisambandha. A universal on the contrary is not distributed among the
particulars. For this reason one can cognise redness in a single instance of red
without reference to the other members of the red-class. But sarmyoga in one
term cannot be cognised without reference to the other term. If sddrsya is
complete in one term and is also the same in both the terms, one should have
been able to cognise it completely in one term without reference to the other,
as it is the case with the universal. But that is certainly not the case with
sddrsya. Kumarila, however, looks for its parity with the universal on the
following ground: One can perceive similarity in a single term without
perceiving its counter-correlate (pratiyoginyadrste’pi tasmdt tadupapadyate —
Ibid.)

But it is doubtful if we really perceive similarity in a single term. If we
admit it, our perceptual judgment would take the form: ‘A is similar’ or ‘A
has similarity’, without including that with which A is similar. But such a
judgment is hardly vouchsafed by our experience. If we admit this we may
equally admit such a perceptual judgment as ‘A is shorter or longer’ without
reference to the counter-correlate of comparison. But that is absurd. Let A
and B be two similars. When I perceive A alone I do not perceive it as being
qualified by similarity, though in fact A is similar to B. Technically speaking,
in our perception of A alone sadr§ya does not figure in knowledge as a
prakdra (qualificatory adjective) qualifying A. But at the same time it is
true that in our determinate perception (savikalpa) of A the universal ‘A-
ness’ emerges as the prakdra of A. This adjectival universal is necessary
for identifying A as a member of the A-class. Thus there is an indelible
distinction between similarity and universal. If this distinction is not
maintained and the parity of similarity with the universal is strictly adhered
to, it is difficult to maintain upamdna as a separate pramdna. This has been
convincingly shown by Vicaspati in his commentary on Sdmkhyakdrikd.”
According to Kumarila when we perceive gavaya we perceive its similarity
(with the cow) along with it. This perception by law of association leads to
the memory of the cow and then we realise that the cow is also similar with
gavaya. Perception of similarity in gavaya is the pramdna or means of valid
knowledge. Remembrance of the cow is the vydpdra or intermediate function
and the realisation of the remembered cow as being qualified by similarity
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with gavaya (gavayasddrsyavisistd gauh) is the resultant knowledge, upamiti;
or it may be said that the similarity qualified by the counter-correlate, cow,
is the upamiti, {smaryamdnaiva gauh gavayasddrsyavisistd, tadvisistam va
sadrsyam upamdnasya prameyamiti | NRK on SLV / Upamana / 37).

It should be seen that the cow herself does not figure in the perception of
gavaya, for then the emergence of the cow in memory through the law of
association becomes irrelevant. So the perceptual judgment constituting
upamdnapramdna will get this dubious form: — ‘the gavaya is similar’ without
the intrusion of the counter-correlate. Vacaspati argues:

The similarity of gavaya with the cow and the similarity of the
cow with the gavaya is one and the same. Hence perception of
similarity in gavaya is the same as the perception of similarity in
the cow. Thus the case of upamdna is covered by perception. If
we go upto yoga (relation) in the concept of similarity following
Parthasarathi, the situation does not improve, for the relation is
the same in reference to both the terms. Thus the perception of
the relation in one term is the same as its perception in another
term. So nothing remains to be knowable by upamdnapramana.
Apart from what Vacaspati has said we may raise a further
objection. When we perceive similarity in gavaya and remember
the cow through association, the cow alone cannot come into
memory leaving aside her similarity with gavaya. In other words
the cow is remembered as being qualified with her similarity with
gavaya. Thus the case of upamdna is jointly covered by perception
and memory.

Kumirila, however, seems to have anticipated these objections and
attempted a plausible reply while spelling his final stand on upamdna (SLV /
Ibid. / 36—39). He admits that a person who for the first time observes a
gavaya in the forest cannot perceive its similarity with the cow before the
pre-perceived cow leaps into his memory. It is only after this recollection of
the cow that he perceives the gavaya as qualified by its similarity with the
cow (tatra yadyapi gam smrtvd tadbhdanamupajdyate — Ibid. 36). From this
he goes to the conclusion that the cow is qualified by her similarity with
gavaya. In other words, though similarity is the same yet the two judgments
‘A is similar to B’ and ‘B is similar to A’ are different. They are, however,
equivalent in the sense that, similarity being a symmetric relation, the
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proposition ‘A is similar to B’ leads to its equivalent proposition, ‘B is similar
to A’. The former is the means (upamdnapramdna) and the latter the result
(upamiti).

The first weakness of this reply springs forth from the confusion between
logical equivalence and epistemic equivalence. Logically, one equivalent may
be deduced from another equivalent such as, — the proposition ‘B is similar
to A: is deduced from ‘A is similar to B, for ‘A is similar to B’ if and only
if ‘B is similar to A’. But there is no such deduction in the epistemic field,
because A’s similarity with B and B’s similarity with A are co-apprehensibles
(tulyavittivedya) just as A’s difference from B and B’s difference from A.

He who observes the one observes the other at the same time in a single
structure of knowledge. This seems to be the deeper implication of Vacaspati’s
objection.

The second difficulty arises with the question — what does excite the
memory of the cow? Is it the perception of the gavaya alone? Then why
does it not induce the memory of a horse? The obvious reply will be — the
similarity of the gavaya with the cow excites the memory of the cow. But
how can one perceive the gavaya’s similarity with the cow before remembering
the cow which is not present? So we move in a vicious circle. Parthasarathi
asserts that it is the perception of the gavaya qualified by similarity which
rouses the memory of the cow. (sddrSyavisistagavayadarsanam gosmaranasya
janakam — Comm. on Ibid. / 39). Our first statement of upamdna follows
this interpretation of Parthasarathi. Evidently it goes against Kumarila’s
express opinion that the perception of the gavaya’s similarity with the cow
can come only after the recollection of the cow. This is quite justified, since
before having B in knowledge how can one know A’s similarity with B?

The only way out of this vicious circle is to suppose that,.though at the
initial moment of the perception of A its similarity with B is not perceived,
yet the similarity by virtue of its very factual existence, unnoticed at the
outset, helps A in reviving the memory of B. The helper standing at the wings
for the time being enters the stage of perception only after the entry of B.
But the acceptance of this proposition would lead the Kumarila School to
an unwanted destination, for it paves the way to the acceptance of similarity
as an independent external reality almost of a separate category, which is
not a far cry from the Prabhakara School. It is a generally accepted principle
that the knowledge of a substantive qualified by an adjective involves the
knowledge of the adjective (viSistagrahane visesanasydpi grahanam). Hence
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we know the universal along with the particular, as in knowing something

to be a red colour we must had redness in the same knowledge. But here in
our case though the gavaya factually stands qualified by similarity yet the
knowledge of gavaya at the initial stage leaves out the adjective from its
fold. If such a novel case in the epistemic field is to be admitted, it should
also be admitted at the same time that similarity is a novel type of adjective,
unlike those which we meet in our traditionally accepted list of categories,
because it has the capacity to move things from an unnoticed background
without coming to the foreground of knowledge along with the qualified
substantive which it undoubtedly qualifies. This is only a pointer to similarity
as a basic category.

Bhavanatha in Nayaviveka advances a very cardinal point in favour of
Prabhakara and against Kumarila. According to Kumarila the universals or
their relations which primarily exist in the parts constitute the similarity
which exists between the wholes. This is farfetched indeed, for such
universals or their relations should have accounted for the similarity between
the parts to which they directly belong. Hence the part-universals and the
part-relations have been shown as existing in the wholes also through the
complicated and elongated relation of ekdrthasamavdya or samavetasamavdya.
All these directly violate the very nature of our understanding. We seem
to directly perceive similarity between two terms without the need of a
complicated network of relations. If the part-universals and the part-relations
could have constituted similarity, the knowledge of these constituents should
have kept floating in our cognition of similarity. But we have no such feeling
of these so-called constituents in our knowledge of similarity. Similarity
strikes us as a simple object of perception without these complicative
constituents being dragged into its fold. Similarity in itself appears as an
indivisible object. When we say ‘A is similar to B’ we do not mean to say
that the parts of A and B have a common set of relations and universals.
These relations or universals may belong to the causal nexus which explains
and determines similarity. In other words they are prayojakas (causal
determinants) and as such are not themselves constitutive parts of the essence
of the effect itself. Contact between the object and the sense-organ is the
causal determinant of perception, but is not a part of the perception itself.
The Kumarila School suffers from a confusion between the determinant
causal nexus and the determinable effect. This is further evident from the
fact that the part-universals and their relations are many in number while
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similarity belonging to an object is one and indivisible. This is so because
a plurality of causal determinants may lead to a singular effect.

What we have said here is an elaboration of the following observation of
Bhavanatha MiSra:

Kifica samanyayogayorgunadivartita, bahuta ca; sadrsyam
gunadimadvarti, abahu ca iti bhedah / gunadisamanyam hi
ekarthasamavetasamavayat gunadimadyogi; sadr§yam tu
tadgatarh dhistham iti bhedah /

NV, p. 148

(The printed text reads abahutd ca in place of bahutd ca and bahuta ca in
place of abahutd ca. This seems to be a copyist’s mistake unnoticed by the
editor. The correct reading which is consistent with the argument is available
in Cidananda’s quotation from Nayaviveka — NTV, p. 150).

Cidananda’s attempted rejoinder to Bhavanatha takes the following shape:

It is true that the constituent univerals are many while similarity figures as
an indivisible unity. Yet all these part-universals through ekdrthasamavdya or
samavetasamavdya rest in a term of similarity. This term which figures as the
pratiyogin (counter-correlate) of sddrsya as well as of ekdrthasamavdya or
samavetasamavdya is one and the same. This sameness of the pratiyogin
imparts the idea of oneness to similarity. The objection that similarity
appears as directly belonging to a term while the universals belong to it
through an indirect relation does not make any material difference, for the
universals belong to the term in any way. Thus there is no harm if these
universals themselves are taken to be constitutive of similarity. The difference
lies only in this:

The universals belonging to the parts or qualities vary according
to the variation of a specific part or quality. So these universals
appear as directly belonging to a part or quality. Similarity on
the other hand, properly speaking, is the collection of all the
universals belonging to the parts and the qualities of the whole.
A collection of such universals directly appears as belonging to
the collective whole of parts and qualities and not separately to

a single member of the whole. Now since these parts and qualities
are not separate from a term of similarity the collection of those
universals also appear as belonging to the term itself.?
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If we pause to think it is not difficult to detect the weakness of this
defence. It is difficult to understand that the fact, that the universals appear
as directly resting in the respective parts and qualities of a entity while
similarity undeniably strikes us as directly resting in the entities itself, does
not make any material difference. We have already referred to the generally
accepted epistemic principle that the nature of a thing is finally settled by
the way it appears in our uncontradicted cognition. Something appears in
cognition as directly belonging to an object and something else as indirectly
belonging to the same. If these two things are accepted to be one and the
same, one may equally argue that redness and pitcherness (raktatva and
ghatatva) are also one and the same. Pitcherness appears as directly inherent
in the pitcher just as redness in red colour. Yet redness also belongs to the
pitcher through the indirect relation of samavetasamavdya (inherence in the
inherent). Hence following Cidananda one should not have been wrong
in asserting that redness and pitcherness are the same. But that is plainly
absurd.

To assert that similarity is a collection of subsidiary universals does not
improve the situation a whit, because this collection does not directly exist
in a term of similarity, but only in the totality of the parts and qualities of
the term. A term is not exactly identical with the totality of its parts and
qualities. Moreover, to have a sense of similarity one need not take into
account all the parts and qualities of the two terms.

Parthasarathi, followed by Cidananda, finds in quantification of similarity
an insurmountable objection against similarity as an independent category.
We say — A is more similar to B than B is to C. ‘More’ and ‘Less’ are
expressions of quantity. It is argued that quantity can belong only to a
substance. If similarity is a separate category how can it be qualified by some
quantity?® This objection, however, does not assail the position of Kumarila
School, since a greater number of subsidiary universals would account for a
greater similarity and a lesser number of universals for a lesser similarity.

This objection, however, hardly stands scrutiny. When similarity is
accepted as an independent category the traditional scheme of categories
is undoubtedly modified by a new addition. If it is demanded by reason
modification is not a sin. The Kumarila School itself does not accept the
Nyaya-Vaisesika categorical scheme. If the traditional scheme is modified by
addition of similarity we can equally modify the principle that quantity can
belong only to a substance. It may be easily assumed that similarity as a
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distinct category has the distinctive property of bearing a quantity. Or it
may be assumed that the quantity of the causal determinants (prayojaka) of
similarity projects a sense of quantity in similarity itself through a secondary
operation (upacdra). Moreover the objection raised by the Kumarila School
may be turned against itself. Quantity (or number) is a type of quality. A
quality on your admission can belong only to a substance. Yet you say in
the same breath that quantity and number can belong to the universals also.
If it is admitted there is nothing wrong in the assumption that they can
equally belong to similarity. Again, if you stick to the principle that a quality
can belong only to a substance, what should we do with such empirical
expressions as ‘this is more blue than that’? Here some sort of quantity
appears as belonging to a quality, and quantity is also regarded as a kind of
quality. Thus the case for similarity as an independent category stands on a
very strong foundation.

The Prabhakaras, however, advance a difficult proposition in their
assertion that similarity belonging to two similar things is not the same, but
different. In other words A’s similarity with B and B’s similarity with A are
two different similarities. It means that the transposition or reversal of the
correlate and the counter-correlate makes a breach in the identity of similarity.
When the proposition ‘A is similar to B’ is replaced by the proposition ‘B
is similar to A’, the similarity itself changes its identity. This is so, because,
according to the Prabhakaras, similarity is not a relation standing in common
between two relata. It is a non-relational basic category. The point may be

* understood by contrasting similarity with a relation like sariyoga. Perception
of samyoga (physical contact) requires the simultaneous perception of the
two relata of contact. On the contrary we can perceive the similarity of
gavaya with the cow without necessarily perceiving the cow, the counter-
correlate of similarity. Mere memory of the cow is enough for a person
who perceives the gavaya to perceive its similarity with the cow. Thus the
perception of similarity does not necessarily demand the simultaneous
perception of both the terms. Perception of one term and memory of the
other may be enough for the perception of similarity existing in the perceived
term. This definitely demarcates similarity from a relation like samyoga or
samavdya. A perceptual judgment such as ‘A and B are similars’ is really a
collective judgment about two similarities, that is, A’s similarity with B and
B’s similarity with-A. Hence similarity cannot be equated with a universal
or a collection of universals, which continues its unmitigated identity in all
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the particulars.!® The other major difference of similarity from a universal

lies in the fact that a universal for its cognition does not require a simultaneous
cognition of a counter-correlate, where as cognition of similarity is entwined
with the cognition of a countercorrelate, which may emerge either in
perception or in an allied memory.

IV. THE LATER NAVYA-NYAYA VIEW

Prabhakara’s position in favour of similarity as a basic category has been
reinforced by the strong support provided by a later school of Navya-Nydya.
The view of the later school has been recorded in the Dinakari commentary
on Visvanatha’s Muktavali in the following words:

navydstu sadrsyamatiriktameva

(Karikavali, Chow. Edn. p. 44)

Ramarudra gives the reasons behind this emphatic assertion. He deduces the
basic categorial nature of similarity from its cognitive uniformity which is
retained intact in all possible similarity — propositions. Let us take the two
following propositions:

@) The face is similar to the moon.
(ii) The cloth is similar to the pitcher.

In the first proposition similarity is determined by delightfulness (¢hlddakatva)
and in the second by such attributes as substanceness (dravyatva), earthness
(prthivitva) etc.

In the cognitive forms of both these propositions similarity stands as a
common factor which as a qualificatory adjective uniformly qualifies both
the cognitions. Despite the variations of determinants like delightfulness,
substanceness, and so on, there is no variation in the uniform nature of
similarity which is included in the object-forms of both the cognitions. ‘A
is similar to B’, ‘C is similar to D’, ‘E is similar to F* — the basis of similarity
in all these different judgments may be quite different. Yet all of them have
a common adjectival form, namely, ‘similar’. This common adjectival form
running through different cognitions is technically called ekaprakdratd. The
fundamental nature of similarity is deduced from this ekaprakdratd. This
ekaprakdratd cannot be explained by the simple assumption that similarity
is constituted by the common properties belonging to a pair of similars.
Those who make this assumption advance the following interpretation:
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In the proposition, ‘the face is similar to the moon’ similarity is nothing
but a collection of properties like delightfulness etc. which stand in common
between two terms. These properties undoubtedly figure as qualificatory
adjectives (prakdra) of the corresponding cognition. Again in the proposition,
‘the cloth is similar to the pitcher’, a collection of properties like substance-
ness etc. likewise constitutes similarity between the cloth and the pitcher and
as such figures as the qualificatory adjective (prakdra) of the corresponding
cognition. Thus in these two similarity-propositions or their corresponding
cognitions there is a definite difference in the cognitive adjectives or prakdras.
But the two propositions despite this difference have a common adjectival
cognitive form in the shape of ‘similar’. Thus different cognitions of similarity
with varying entities have two distinct types of elements in their adjectival
object-forms, namely, (1) a non-varying element running uniformly through
all the cognitions of similarity, whatever be the variation in entities and (2)
varying elements which figure as different causal determinants of similarity
in different cognitions with different entities.

It is clear from this analysis that mere common properties in a pair of
entities; the properties which differ in different pairs and thus figure as
different prakdras in different cognitions of similarity, cannot be equated
with similarity itself which provides varying cognitions of similarity with a
non-varying prakdra. This samdndkdratd or ekaprakdratd (i.e. the property of
having a common adjectival object-form in the shape of ‘similar’ or sadrsa)
is established in our uniform universal experience. This uniformity of
experience cannot be explained unless we accept similarity as a basic
category. The common properties belonging to a pair of similars are only
causal determinants of similarity, and hence they do not come into the
constitution of similarity itself.!!

Like Prabhakara Rimarudra also argues that A’s similarity with B and
B’s similarity with A are two different reals. But the argument placed by
Ramarudra is somewhat different. He perceives the following difficulty in
conceiving a single similarity as covering all the instances of similar things. In
the proposition, ‘the face is similar to the moon’, let us suppose that the one
and the same similarity belongs to both the terms and likewise let a single
similarity comprehend all the cases where two things are similar. Now the
face is similar to the moon on the basis of their common delightfulness, and
the face is also similar to a cloth on the basis of their common substanceness
(dravyatva) etc. If similarity is the same and identical in both the cases, then
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through transferred relation the moon becomes equally similar to the cloth
on the strength of the following deduction — the moon is similar to the face
and the face is similar to the cloth, so the moon is similar to the cloth. But
similarity can hardly be conceived as a transitive relation. From ‘A is similar
to B’ and ‘B is similar to C’ it does not necessarily follow that A is similar to
C, for A may be similar to B in one aspect and B may be similar to C in a
different aspect. So we cannot conclude from this that A is similar to C.
Difference in causal determinants in two instances of similarity calls for a
difference in similarity itself.

If, however, similarity differs from instance to instance on the basis of
difference in determinants, how do we then get a single denomination which
should account for cognitive uniformity (samdndkdratd or ekaprakdrata)
and thus also for regarding similarity as a basic category? Ramarudra tries
to resolve the difficulty by conceiving an unanalysable super-property
(akhandopddhi), called similaritiness (sadrsyatva) which lies at the root of
all cases of similarity and thus accounts for the cognitive uniformity. This
super-property is not a real, but only a logical property. If you call it a real
property you should better say that the fundamental category should be
called sadrsyatva, and not sadrsya (similaritiness, and not similarity). This
complication may be avoided by taking sadrsyatva to be a logical super-
property. The two propositions, ‘the pitcher has colour and ‘the cloth has
colour’ together present us with a two-tier cognitive uniformity. The universal
‘colourness’ determines the similarity between the pitcher and the cloth at
the first level. Now there being two similarities in the two terms, the logical
super-property of similaritiness determines the cognitive uniformity at the
second level comprehending both the similarities. If similarity is accepted
as differing in accordance with the difference in terms and instances, the
solution offered by Ramarudra is undoubtedly a mark of valuable logical
insight.

Yet there is some confusion in Ramarudra’s approach to the problem.
Our problem is whether in the proposition, ‘A is similar to B’ we get two
similarities in the two terms. We have not yet raised the question if the two
similarity-propositions, ‘A is similar to B’ and ‘B is similar to C’, or, ‘A is
similar to B’ and ‘C is similar to D’, express a single identical similarity.
Ramarudra seems to begin with the first problem and yet seems to end with
a negative answer to the second problem. He does not make it clear how and
why difference in similarities in two instances such as ‘A is similar to B’ and
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‘B is similar to C’, or, ‘A is similar to B’ and ‘C is similar to D’, should be
extended to a single similarity-proposition, ‘A is similar to B’, where in A

and B are taken to possess two different similarities. One can easily argue
(without taking into account the Prabhakaras’ counter-arguments) that
similarity is a basic relational category which, like samyoga or physical
contact, does not differ in a single instance, though it differs in different
instances. Thus when A is in contact with B, A’s contact with B and B’s
contact with A are one and the same. But it does not follow hence that
samyoga is a transitive relation so that ‘A is in contact with B’ and ‘B is in
contact with C’ should lead to the absurd conclusion that A is in contact

with C. Likewise, though A’s similarity with B and B’s similarity with A are
one and the same, yet A’s similarity with B and B’s similarity with C are

not the same, and so, similarity not being a transferrable relation, it is not
possible to deduce A’s similarity with C from these two similarities. Thus the
identity of similarity in A’s similarity with B and C’s similarity with D does
not arise at all. Similarity, unlike the Nyaya-Vaisesika’s samavdya, is not a
singular entity. It is to be noted that according to the Prabhakara School
samavdya like samyoga differs from instance to instance. Cognitive uniformity
or samdndkdratd may be easily explained by accepting Ramarudra’s suggestion
of sddrsyatva as an unanalysable logical super-property. Hence to account

for maintaining the difference between A’s similarity with B and B’s similarity
with A we have got to fall back upon the Prabhakaras’ arguments as to why
similarity should not be conceived as a relation.

It is difficult to see, however, why the Prabhakara School should show
such stubbornness in denying similarity the status of a relation. It is not
necessary to assume that a relation must be like samyoga or samavdya. Once
we find sufficient reasons to regard similarity as a basic category we may
assume it to be a special type of relation unlike samyoga and samavaya. One
notable feature of this speciality is that the perception of similarity does not
require a simultaneous percepﬁon of both the relata. Hence perception of the
correlate and memory-knowledge of the counter~orrelate may determine the
perception of similarity. The relational status of similarity is deduced from
the obvious fact that the knowledge of similarity inevitably depends on the
knowledge of a correlate and a counter-orrelate (anuyogin and pratiyogin).
No doubt it compromises Prabhakara’s position that A’s similarity with B is
different from B’s similarity with A. Accepting this compromise we may
still maintain that though similarity is the same and common between two
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similars, yet it differs from instance to instance so that A’s similarity with B

is different from B’s similarity with C or C’s similarity with D. To conceive
similarity as a special type of relation does not go against conceiving it as

a fundamental category of reality. It is a fundamental relation. We think it
reasonable to introduce this much modification in the stand of the Prabhakara
School.

V. THE VIEW OF THE RHETORICIANS AND THE GRAMMARIANS

The Alarhkarikas and the Vaiyakaranas have something significant to say
about the problem of similarity. As far as we know the logico-epistemic
aspect of the problem was raised for the first time by Jayaratha in his
interpretation of the concept of simile in the Vimar§ini commentary on
Ruyyaka’s Alarikdrasarvasva. The figure, simile requires a common property
belonging to both the terms. This, however, raises a difficulty in the case

of a simile in bimbapratibimbabhdva (the relation between an object and

its reflection). Ruyyaka takes the following verse from the sixth canto of
Raghuvamsa as an illustration:

pandyo’yamamsarpitalambaharah Klptangarago haricandanena /
abhati balataparaktasanuh sanirjharodgara ivadrirajah //

[This king of Pandya with a pear-necklace dangling down from his shoulders
and with his body anointed with red sandalpaste appears like the King of
mountains with its slopes reddened by the morning sun and with streams
rushing down its body] .

Apparently here we do not find any common property between the king
of Pandya and the king of mountains. On the contrary we get two completely
different sets of properties belonging to two different objects; necklace and
red sandalpaste to the king, and the red rays of the morning sun and the
streams to Himdlaya. In order to find commonness of properties the set of
properties belonging to Himadlaya is conceived as the reflection of the set of
properties belonging to the King. Now a reflection is taken to be identical
with the object that is reflected. In this way two different sets of properties
are poetically accepted as identical and thus the simile is saved.

Jayaratha argues that this method of aesthetically constructed identity is
to be accepted even in the case of a simple and ordinary simile, otherwise no
simile is possible at all. In a simple simile such as ‘her face is like the moon’
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a soft lustrous beauty (ldvanya) is generally thought to be the property
commonly belonging both to the face and the moon. But if we pause to
think a little we find that in reality the beauty of the moon is something
quite different from the beauty of the face. So how do we reach at a really
common property? Hence here also lunar beauty and facial beauty should
be aesthetically accepted as one and the same. If we try further to find
something common between the two beauties we shall inevitably land in an
infinite regress. Thus to attain the logical possibility of simile as a figure

of speech we cannot but accept the aesthetic possibility of a constructed
identity of two different elements.'? This is an aesthetic solution of a logical
problem and Jayaratha is right within his chosen limits.

The way in which Jayaratha raises the problem and offers his solution
points to the fundamental nature of similarity. Within the limits of rhetoric
it attains almost the status of an unanalysable aesthetic axiom. But the scope
of similarity is not limited to the domain of poetic figures. The wide field of
everyday life has to take similarity into consideration almost at every step.
Jayaratha’s aesthetic solution spills over its aesthetic limits and serves as a
pointer to the accceptance of similarity as a basic category. Whether it
belongs to the scheme of logical categories alone or also to the scheme of
categories of reality is a different question. Jayaratha himself, however, stops
short of the problem whether similarity should be considered a basic category
or not.

Jagannatha is forthright in directly deducing the fundamental nature of
similarity from some figures of speech in which common properties are
expressly mentioned, but similarity is brought forth only through an implied
suggestion. Thus in the figure tulyayogitd such as ‘the moon and your face
delight my heart’, delightfulness is expressly mentioned as the common
property, but similarity is only suggested (gamya). This shows that similarity
is not the same as the common property. Had it been so the distinction in this
case between what is directly expressed and what is suggested by implication
becomes obviously inconsistent. Hence according to the Alarhkarikas similarity
is an independent additional category.!?

In this context Nagesa in his commentary on Rasagargddhara informs us
that the grammarians also hold the same view. That it is at least the view
expressed in Vaiyakaranasiddhdntalaghumafijisa. Similarity is established (as
a basic category) on the strength of its being the universally appreciable
connotation ($akyatdvacchedaka) of the word ‘similar’. The relation of the
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two similar things with a common property serves as a determinant (prayojaka)
of similarity.

Moreover, it is agreed on all hands that two similar things are related in
such a way that the perception of one excites the memory-disposition
(bhavandsamskara) of the other. Now, a cause to be a cause requires an
exclusive property which limits its causeness to itself, and so by virtue of
which it becomes the cause of a particular effect. Such an exclusive property
is technically called the limitor of causeness (Kdranatdvacchedakadharma).
Thus, contact and separation (saniyoga and vibhdga) are restricted to substance
(dravya) alone in which they exist through the relation of inherence. Hence
the substance is called the samavdyikdrana (loosely speaking, inherent-cause)
of contact and separation. That means that the substance must have an
exclusive property which limits this causeness to the substance alone in
relation to its effects. This limitor-property is dravyatva (substanceness)
which is thus established as the necessary property required by the substance
in order to be the cause of sartyoga and vibhdga. The same principle applies
to the case of similarity also. A similar thing causes the evocation of memory-
disposition of the other similar to it. So a similar thing, to be a cause of this
evocation, should have an exclusive property that serves as the limitor
determining this causeness in this particular case. That limiting property is
similarity (sadrsatva or sddrsya) which is thus established as the necessary
limitor of this specific causeness. Hence similarity should be recognised as
an unanalysable independent basic category (akhandatiriktapaddrtha).**

Though dravyatva and sadrsya are deduced by the same method, dravyatva
is easily accommodated in the class of universals. But we have seen reasons
to show that sddr§ya can not be included in any category recognised by
tradition. So similarity should be accepted as a separate basic category.

Jadavpur University

NOTES

1 Yadyapi candramukhadar$anajany oh sukhayorbhinnatvena candramukhayornaikam
ahladakaratvam karanatavacchedakabhedena karanatabhedasyavaSyakatvat tathapi
svasray opadhayakatvasambandhena ekavaijatyaviistatvameva prakrte sidharano
dharmah, mukhacandradarsanajanyarn ca ekajatiyameva sukhamiti bhavah /
Ramarudra’s comm. on Karikavali, Madras Edn. p. 73.
2 sadrsavayavatam tu yatra nama pratiyate / tadapyavayavanarm syat samanavayavantaraih //
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evam tavad yato nasti parabhedaprakalpana / tatah param tu samanyam bhavet
sadrsyavarjitam //
SLV / Upamana / 27-28.
3 rupadinarh madhye kasyacidekasyapi tulyataya sadrSyarn bhavatyeva uktamasakrt
‘yathadarSanarn tadasriyate’ iti / tadiha citradau varnasaimanyameva, kusumadigandha-
visesanam gandhasamanyam, ksirasarkaradau rasasamanyarn sadrSyam / avasyarn
sarvagunasimanyasamavayo nanusartavya iti.
Kasika on SLV / Ibid. / 31.
4 yatha devadatto yajiiadattajanyatvenopalaksyamano yajfiadattaputrabuddhivisayo
bhavati, svariipena tu niruppyamano devadattabuddhereva / na ca svariipavailaksanyamapi;
tasyaiva devadattasy opalaksanabhedena vilaksanabuddhivisayatvat, tatha gunavayavasaman-
yanyapi gavayasritakarenopalaksyamanani gavi gavayavadgavayasadrSyabuddhyorvisayah
svaruipenaiva niripyamanani tadityanuvrttabuddhereva visayah, na tadvattadrsabuddhyoriti /
NTV, Triv. p. 150.
5 samanyani hyavayavasamavetani, bhilyasta tu samanyasamaveta / atastadbhiiyastvarm
sadrSyasyavayavasamanyani buddhya grhyeran, gojatiyavayavasamanyayukta tu
gavayajatih sadrSyayukta grhyat iti yoga eva sadrSyamiti.
NRK on SLV / upamaina / 21
6 atra simanyameva kaiScit sadrSyamuktam; na tat sadrSyam / ki tarhi? tadeva tat,
gotvaderekatvat / nanu catra prameyameva nastiti kecin manyante, tadayuktam;
anubhiitamapi karanantaravagamyam prameyamevetyuktam /
Vrhati, Vol. I, M. U., p. 109.
7 na hyanyad gavi sadrsyamanyacca gavaye, bhilyo’vayavasamanyayogo hi jatyantaravartl
jatyantare sadrSyamucyate, samanyayogascaikah, sa ced gavaye pratyakso gavyapi tatha,
iti nopamanasya prameyantaramasti yatra pramanantaramupamanar bhavet, iti na
pramanantaram upamanam /
(STK, pp. 118-122 Balarama Udasina’s Edition)
8 gunadivartinamapi gunadisimanyanam samavetasamavayad gunadimadvartitvad
bahutve’pyekapratiy ogyasritakarena nirupyamananamekatvacceti /
Yattu gunadisamanyani samavetasamavayad gunadimadvartini sadrSyantu tadgatamiti
bheda iti, tadatisthaviyah; ubhayatrapi tadgatatvabuddheh avisesat / na hi samanyam
samavetasamavayat tadgatam, sadrSyantu samavayadeva tadgatamiti viSesamupalabhamahe /
iyamstu bhedah — gunadisamanyani gunadivartitvat tesam ca kvacitkatvat pindaikadese
tadgatatvena bhanti, sadrSyantu gunadisamanyasamaharariipatvat tasya ca sakalapindaga-
tatvat tadgatatvenaiva bhatiti /
' NTV, pp. 150-51.
9 ata eva ca samanyabhilyastvalpatvavaSena sadrSyaprakarsaprakarsau — susadrsam
Isatsadrsamiti / ye tu samanyayogatiriktam anyadeva tattvarh sidrsyam manyante,
tesam prakarsaprakarsabhedah kimnimitta iti cintaniyam /
SD Chow Edn. p. 212.
See also NTV pp. 151-52.
10 samanyanyasrayabhede’pi tanyeva; sadrSyam tu na tatheti bhedah / sadrSyam hi
pratyasrayam bhinnam, na samyogadivadekar; sadrsam iti pratyekam dhih pratyekam
bhinnavisaya; yapi sadr$au dvau iti dhih sa sadrSyadvayadhipurvika / ekadhisthayorapi
hi pratiyogisvariipapratisandhanapeksa pratiyogyantare sadrSyadhih; samy oginorekadhis-
thay ostu samy ogalingitayoreva dhirityekah samyogah; sadrSyam anekam anyonyaniyatarm
ca dhisiddharh padarthantaram /
NV M. U. pp. 148-49.
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11 anyatha sadréa ityakarakapratiteh sarvatra samanakaratinubhavapalapapatteriti
sesah / pratiteh samanatvamekaprakarakatvam, tatha ca candrasadrsam mukhamityadau
ahladakaratvadeh prakarata, ghatasadrsah pata ityadau tu dravyatvaprthivitvaderiti
tadrsapratityoh sadrSyamse anubhavasiddhayah samanakarataya apalapa uktadharmasya
sadréyatavadimate duruddharah / sadrSyamatiriktah padartha iti mate tu na
tadanupapattih / yadyapi mukhe candre ca naikarh sadrSyam anyatha pate
candrasadrSyapratityapattiriti sadrSyamse tadrsapratityorna samanakaratopapattih,
tathapi ubhayasadrsyasadharanasya sadrSyatvariipakhandopadheranugatataya ghato
rilpavan pato ripavaniti pratityo ripamsa iva sadrSyamse samanakaratopapattiriti
dhyeyam /
Ramarudra’s comm. on Karikavali, Madras Edn. p. 74.
12 panu haranirjharay ostadgamitvabhavat katharh sidharanadharmateti cet, ucyate —
asyastavad dharmasya sadharanyam jivitam / tacca dharmasyaikatve bhavati / na ca
vastuto’tra dharmasyaikatvam / na hi ya eva mukhagato lavanyadidharmah sa eva
candradau, tasyanvayasambhavat / api tu tajjatiyo’ tranyo’sti dharmah / evam
dharmayorbhedat sadharanatvabhavad upamayah svarupanispattireva na syat / atha
dharmayorapi sadrSyam abhyupagamyate tat tatrapi sadrsyanimittamanyadanvesyam,
tatrapyanyadityanavastha syat, tatasca dharmayorvastuto bhede’pi pratitavekatavasayad
bhede’pyabheda ityetannimittamekatvamasrayaniyam / anyatha hyupamaya utthanameva
na syat / evamihapi haranirjharadinam vastuprativastutayopattanam vastuto bhede’py-
abhedavivaksakatvam grahyam / anyatha hyesam pandyadrirajayoraupamyasamutthane
nimittatvameva na syat / na caisgamaupamyarm yuktam iti samanantaramevoktam / ata
evatra bimbapratibimbabhavavyapadesah /
Jayaratha’s comm. on AS, N. S. P. Edn. p. 35.
13 ata evalamkarikariamapi sadrSyam padarthantaram / na tu sidharanadharmariipamiti
vijidyate / anyatha aupamyasyatra gamyatvokteranupapatteh /
RG. N. S.P. Edn. p. 317.
ata eva aupamyasyatra gamyatvadeva / apina vaiyakaranadisamuccayah /
Nages$a’s comm. on the above.
14 sidrsyam tu sadharanadharmaprayojyam sadréidipadasakyatavacchedakataya
siddham, sadrSadarSane sarhskarodbodhakatvasya sarvasammatatvena tattvena
tatkaranatavacchedakataya ca siddhamakhandamatiriktah padarthah /
VSL. Chow. Edn. Vol. I, pp. 634-35.

ABBREVIATIONS AND BIBLIOGRAPHY

Arranged by the Titles of the Books Used

B.H. U. - Benares Hindu University.

Chow — Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, Benares

M. U. — Madras University

N.S.P. — Nirnay Sagar Press, Bombay

Triv. — Trivandram Sanskrit Series.

AS — Alamkarasarvasva of Ruyyaka, N. S. P. 1939 ed. Pandit Girijaprasad
Dvivedi
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Karikavali of Visvanatha with Muktavali, Prabha, Dinakari, Rimarudri etc.
Balamanorama Press, Madras, 1923, ed. C. Sankara Rama Sastry

Karikavali with Muktavali, Dinakari and Ramarudri, Chow, 1951, ed.
Hariram Sukla.

Kasika, Comm. of Sucaritamisra on Kumarila’s SLV, Triv. Vol. III 1943,
ed. V. A. Ramaswami Sastri

Nyayakusumafijali of Udayana, Chow. 1912 ed. Lakman Sastri Dravid.
Nyayalilavati of Vallabhacharya with comm. of Samkaramisra,
Vardhamana, etc. Chow. 1934, ed. Pandit Harihara Sastri.
Nyayaratnakara, Parthasarathi’s Comm. on SLV, Tara Publications,
Benares, 1978, ed. Svami Dvarikadasa Sastri

Nititattvavirbhava of Cidananda, Triv. 1953, ed. Narayana Pillai.
Nayaviveka of Bhavanatha, M. U. 1937, ed. S. K. Ramanatha Sastri.
Prakaranapaiicika of Salikanatha, B. H. U., 1961, ed. A. Subrahmanya
Sastri

Pramanavarttika of Dharmakirti, Comm. on Svarthanumana, Allahabad,
editors preface, dated Sth Dec. 1943, ed. Rahula Samkrtyayana
Raghuvams$a of Kalidasa, N. S. P. 1929, ed. Wasudev Laxan Sastri Pansikar
Rasagangadhara of Jagannatha, N. S. P, 1030, ed. M. M. Pandit Durgiprasad
and Wasudev Laxman Sastri Pansikar

Sastradipika of Parthasarathi Misra, Chow. date unknown, ed. Laxman
Sastri David

Slokavarttika of Kumarila with NRK. Tara Publications, Benares. 1978, ed.
Svami Dvarikadasa Sastri

Samkhyatattvakaumudi of Vacaspati, Balarama Udasina’s Comm. Gaya,
Saka era 1852, ed. Svami f&tmasvarﬁpodisfna.

Vimarsini of Jayaratha, Comm. on AS, N. S. P. 1939, ed. Pandit Girija
Prasad Dvivedi

Vrhati of Prabhakara, M. U,, 1934, ed. S. K. Ramanatha Sastri
Vaiyakaranasiddhantalaghumafijisa of Nagesa, Chow. 1925, ed. Pandit
Madhava Sastri Bhandari.
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