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PREFACE

Ayurveda, represented by Caraka and Susruta, stands first among the
sciences of Indian intellectual tradition. No other branch of learning is
subject to such an acute competition as Ayurveda is with modern medicine.
Yet, it has survived the challenges of time and has attained a new impetus
today. Intensive researches and studies are being carried out throughout the
world with the intention to answer some of the fundamental questions which
are yet to be answered in the domain of medical science. This is probably
due to the novelty of the fundamental principles of Ayurveda which is based
on a holistic approach. The fundamental principles are, in fact, built upon
philosophical concepts. Hence it is essential to remove the ambiguities in
philosophical abstractions for developing the consistency and authenticity
of the fundamental principles. One of the possible ways is to make explicit
the philosophical speculations in which the fundamental principles of
Avyurveda are rooted. Carakasamhita deserves special mention in this

respect.

Carakasamhita is recognized as a unique treatise on kayacikitsa and
fundamental principles. It is an encyclopaedia that discusses the inner and
outer world without leaving anything as irrelevant and taking into

consideration the prevailing knowledge systems.



Carakasamhita, ascribed to the great celebrity Caraka, has got three
strata. The first stratum is the original work composed by AgniveSa, the
foremost of the six disciples of Punarvasu Atreya. He accomplished the
work by collecting and codifying the teachings of his preceptor Punarvasu
Atreya. The second and the most prominent stratum is the redacted
(pratisamskrta) form of AgniveSatantra and this redaction is ascribed to
Caraka.The third and final layer is a reconstruction by D dhabala, son of
Kapilabala of the Punjab. He has incorporated the seventeen chapters of the
sixth section Cikitsasthana as well as the last two sections Kalpasthana
and Siddhisthana into the Carakasamhita and completed it. Thus,
Carakasambhita, as it is available today, comprises 120 chapters (adhyayas)
prearranged in eight sections (sthanas): Slokasthana or Sitrasthana (30
chapters), Nidanasthana (8 chapters), Vimanasthana (8chapters),
Sarirasthana (8 chapters), Indriyasthana (12 chapters), Cikitsasthana (30
chapters), Kalpasthana (12 chapters), and Siddhisthana (12 chapters). The
most significant thing to be noted in this connection is that the book is now
known in the name of the redactor Caraka even though the final

reconstruction was done by D dhabala,.

The present thesis is the result of my endeavor as a research student of
the Mahatma Gandhi University. The purpose of the attempt is to present a
comprehensive view of the philosophy of Caraka. The work primarily tries
to codify the philosophical abstractions strewn in different sthanas of the
compendium and, through a comparison with the concepts in other
philosophical systems, seeks to bring out the foundational ideas constituting

the creative matrix of Ayurveda.

Vi



The thesis comprises nine chapters. The introductory chapter deals with
the relevance of the study by focusing on the relationship between philosophy
and the practical science of Ayurveda. The second chapter gives an
explanation of the six categories enumerated by Caraka in comparison with
the six categories of VaiSesika philosophy. The third chapter is devoted to a
discussion of the important fundamental theories regarding the origin of
the universe, five physical elements (paficabhitas), and the three faults
(tridosas), and reveals the allegiance of Caraka to the pre-classical Samkya.
The next chapter describes the Self as the foundational cause of the Universe.
A detailed exposition of a human-being and his relation with the universe
based on philosophical abstractions is given in the fifth chapter. In the
sixth chapter the means of knowledge are analyzed by making a comparison
with their concepts in Nyaya philosophy. Similarly, the seventh chapter is
a comparative analysis of logic and dialectical terms. The eighth chapter
discusses ethical conceptions and moral prescriptions. The concluding
chapter evaluates the innovative contributions of Caraka and determines

his philosophical vision.
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Chapter -1
INTRODUCTION

Ayurveda is a practical science and Carakasambhita is a treatise on it.
So it is quite natural to have the question: “What is the relevance of the
study of the philosophy of Caraka?” or “Is there any philosophical

speculation in Carakasamhita?”

The question presupposes the notion that science is distinct from
philosophy. Philosophy does not provide us with the kind of knowledge that
science provides. Science is a way of gaining knowledge by explaining
observed facts and the knowledge thus obtained is useful in the day to day
life of man. But philosophy is not so. It is attached to transcendental
principles. It is abstract in character, and has no direct involvement in human

life conditions.

So it is essential to give a reasonable or at least a satisfactory answer
to the above-mentioned queries, even though such questions are the outcome
of utilitarian thoughts. Such an answer would also prove the historicity of

Carakasambhita.

A retrospective introspection of the evolution of human thought reveals

that “man began by dealing wholesale with the world, indulging in
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speculations about the general nature and behaviour of the universe without
separating scientific and philosophic fields and methods of investigation
from one another”.! Gradually persuaded by increasing human needs and
directed to different groups of events, the spirit of universal enquiry was
subdivided into specialized investigations. Thus, in the west, special
sciences like Astronomy, Medicine, and Logic slowly originated at a fairly
early date and steadily became independent and self supporting.? This shows

that the western sciences have their roots in the early philosophical thoughts,

but got isolated from them in course of time.

The distinction of knowledge in Indian tradition - higher and

lower knowledge (para vidya and apara vidya)

The Indian tradition of knowledge which began with emphasis on
intuition in the Vedic age flowered in the philosophies and sciences of the
classical age.’ In the Upanisads, we find an important distinction between
para vidya and apara vidya or higher knowledge and lower knowledge,* and
also avidya and vidya or false knowledge and true knowledge.® “These
two types of knowledge differ from each other in their objects, their
consequences as well as in methods of acquisition”.® With regard to
acquisition, the higher knowledge is said to be direct and intuitive, while
the lower knowledge has different accredited means like perception, and
inference.’” The knowledge of the immutable (aksara) highest essence is
called higher knowledge (para vidya).* It was valued, for it leads to

liberation. The Upanisads and DarSanas come under the purview of
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para vidya. The empirical or phenomenal knowledge is called lower
knowledge (apara vidya). They are all discursive and the truth they aim at
1s pragmatic (vyavaharika). Such pragmatic knowledge is rational and
corrigible. All sciences fall under apara vidya. It enables one to know the
objective world, means and ends, and virtues and vices, which can lead to
prosperity and heaven. “This distinction between a spiritually liberating
transcendental knowledge and practically useful intellectual knowledge has

remained a permanently accepted distinction within the Indian tradition”.’
DarS$anas

The DarSanas are the philosophical speculations which sprang up in
continuation of the Upanisads with the aim of accomplishing the higher
knowledge of enlightenment culminating in ultimate freedom. The word
dar§ana literally and technically means either of two things: (1) literally
means sight and technically reflective knowledge '* as well as (2) literally
sense organs and technically that by which the real nature of things is seen.""
According to the second technical meaning, it refers to the source of true
knowledge (tattvajiana) of the nature of reality. The name DarSana, thus,
is used in the second technical sense for the knowledge systems, which
present a reflective knowledge of man and the world in total. They are
recognized as various philosophical systems.'? Haribhadrasuri, the Jaina
philosopher, who introduced the term DarSana in the sense of philosophy,
mentions six philosophical systems: Bauddha, Nyaya, Samkhya, Jaina,

Vaisesika, Jaiminiya and includes the non-Vedic Carvaka."
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The usual way of explaining the word DarSana is to point out that, in
the Vedas, there is a prescription for seeing the self, the threefold method
of hearing (Sravana), thinking (manana), and meditation (nididhyasana).
But this explanation is not adequate, for all philosophical systems do not
prescribe methods for realizing the self. The Buddhists and the Carvakas
refute the existence of the self, yet they are not deprived of the name

Dar§ana."

Sayana Madhava, who speaks of sixteen DarSanas, classifies them
into two groups namely Vedic (astika) and Non-Vedic (nastika)."> The
astika DarSanas are those which accept the authority of the Vedas.'® They
prescribe methods for realizing the self and in that sense they are self-centric
philosophical schools. The present list of six systems, namely Samkhya,
Yoga, Nyaya, VaiSesika, Pﬁrvamimﬁmsﬁ, and Uttaramimér_nsﬁ (Vedanta)

form this group.

Though there are differences between these systems, the basic factors
that impelled the philosophers to make such an enquiry are common. The
fundamental cause of the enquiry is the realization of the fact that the sum
total of everyone’s life in this world is painful and that this pain is due to
attachment caused by ignorance. The endeavor of the philosophers was to
find out a way to root out pain eternally."” In order to achieve the end, they
formulated a fourfold enquiry. The four common factors that became the
subject of their investigation are (1) attachment (bandha), (2) cause of

attachment (bandhakarana) (3) freedom (moksa) and (4) cause of freedom
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(moksakarana). Thus, the Indian DarSanas which focused on the above
mentioned aspects are really philosophical systems which made systematic
speculations on man and universe with the aim of realising the highest truth

for transforming and spiritualizing human life.
Indian sciences

The search for mundane happiness progressed on a par with the task of
realising the ultimate truth for the utmost freedom. Gradually, various
progressive sciences developed. Sankaracarya, who is the author of
Prapancasara says that the Lord constructed eighteen such vidyas and
DarSanas. The eighteen disciplines (vidyas) are (1) Rg Veda, (2) Yajur Veda,
(3) Sama Veda, (4) Atharva Veda, (5) Sik§€1 (a treatise for teaching the
proper tone in which the Vedas are to be recited), (6) Kalpa (a treatise for
teaching the rules of rituals), (7) Vyakarana (grammar), (8) Nirukta
(etimology), (9) JyotiSastra (astronomy and astrology),
(10) CchandahS$astra (metrics), (11) Purana, (12) Nyaya, (13) Mimﬁmsﬁ,
(14) Dharmas$astra, (15) Kyurveda, (16) Dhanurveda, (17) Gandharva (a
treatise on music), and (18) Arthasastra .'® It should be noted in this context
that Sankaracarya includes all the four Vedas within the lower knowledge
(apara vidya) while maintaining at the same time that the Upanisads, the
last part of the Vedas, impart knowledge of the Brahman. According to his
followers, the empirical knowledge (visayavidya) or the ritualistic part of
the Vedas, which is not directly related to the knowledge of the Brahman, is

referred to by Sankarﬁcﬁrya as lower knowledge."” This shows that there
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developed philosophy on the one side and the sciences on the other side
distinctly in India. The life science thus developed came to be called

Ayurveda.
Ill-fate of Ayurveda and other sciences

Ayurveda, being a scientific discipline distinct from the higher
knowledge, was overlooked even in the past. So the neglect that Ayurveda
had undergone must not be looked upon in isolation. It is a part of the

disregard that the Indian sciences confronted in general.

One of the main reasons was that para vidya was considered as the
most celebrated knowledge in early days. “From the view of the enlightened
person, knowledge of the phenomenal world is not merely lower (apara),
but also linked with avidya or root of ignorance”.” Mundaka Upanisad
states that apara vidya is knowledge concerned with perishable things; while
para vidya is concerned with the imperishable (aksara).?' Jayantabhatta
also refers to the very same notion. He says that, there is no need of the
employment of §astras in empirical matters (drstavisaya). On the contrary,
they are intended for the transcendental knowledge.** The undue importance
attached to spirituality has to a certain extend, undermined the Indian sciences

in the past. The condition of Ayurveda was also not different.

In the later period, during the colonial rule, the direct presence of the
Europeans by and large influenced the science and technology in India as in
other Asian counties. The homogenizing impact of science and technology

of western origin continued in our country even when other countries like
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Japan and China have escaped the negative effects of colonial subjugation,
retaining their self identity. Another important reason is that English
education not only strengthened the hegemonic impact of the language on
all branches of learning but also pushed Sanskrit and Sanskrit education to
the background. The scientific knowledge in its cultural context could not
be acquired unless the classical language like Sanskrit could be studied in
depth.*® More over, “the writings of the English educated historians of
science and of the scientists themselves show little or no notable sign of
their familiarity with the rich tradition or the development of science in

India”. *

Even though projects are being carried out to free ourselves from this
intellectual bondage, at least some people believe that the theme of Ayurveda
is not completely tenable and is not in any way considered as an authentic
system of knowledge. This is because the knowledge imparted by the western
sciences is considered the most prestigious, for it is honoured for its
practical utility and its usefulness in our day-to-day life. This has led to the
belief that the theoretical explanations of western sciences are factual,
logical, and reliable while those of Indian sciences are illogical and dogmatic.

But such notions are false and have no relevance.
Methodological inadequacy of modern sciences

The notion that scientific knowledge is the best form of knowledge is
wrong for various reasons.”” The western sciences, which jerked away from

philosophy with its specialized investigations, got estranged themselves



from the general nature and behaviour of the universe and from the
transcendental objectives of life. In the closing decade of the last century
the western scientists were persuaded to say that their theories were probable
explanations. They admit that a theory is simply a hypothesis®® that has
been tested often enough to convince scientists that it is probably correct.
They speak of the acceptance of a theory, confidence in a theory, and
probability of its correctness but never the proof of its correctness. If proof
means the establishment of an eternal and absolute truth, then proof has no

place in natural sciences. A theory is always open to disproof.?’

In fact, the mechanical view of nature often creates crisis in science.

In 1910 Max Plank wrote, noting the existence of a crisis in physics:

“No physical theorem is at present beyond doubt, all and every physical
truth is considered disputable. It often seems almost as if theoretical physics

is about to be plunged again into chaos”.”®

There is a conviction that progress of science depends upon the use of
mathematics. This also is not tenable. “Mathematical models rarely agree
exactly with physical reality.... Allthe ‘laws’ of physics that we arrogantly
impose on the universe seem condemned to remain partial models,
approximate mental representations that we ceaselessly improve”.?
“Mathematicians generate an enormous amount of pure mathematics. Only
a small part of it will ever be useful in physics. There is thus an

overproduction of mathematical solutions from which physicists select those

that seem best adapted to their discipline”.’® 1In fact the credibility of
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mathematics itself is questionable. David Herbert holds that “the existence
of the mathematical objects is meaningless. Mathematics is only a game in
which one manipulates symbols according to precise formal rules.
Mathematical objects such as numbers have no relation to reality; they are

defined merely as a set of symbols that satisfy certain axioms”.?!

Another thing is that all sciences deal with different parts of Nature.
Some times the same thing is studied from two different points of view.
For instance, both physics and chemistry deal with matter. But the scientists
make a distinction between physical properties of matter and chemical
properties of matter. All these distinctions are abstract in the sense that

they are not so in reality.*?

The greatest distortion of sciences is their spiritual inadequacy arising
from objectivism.* “Science strives to discover the laws of the
objective--its goal is to state the truth about the objective nature of the
universe.’ What happened is that they have failed to concentrate on human

subjectivity; human aspirations and hopes”.*

Subjectivity and objectivity are the two poles implicit in knowledge.
They are the ontological extremities into which almost every knowledge
situation is analysable.’® The basic assumption of science is that objective
knowledge is the only valid kind of knowledge, for it is definite, exact, and
unambiguous. Science tries to know the universe objectively and keeps out
of its consideration the elements that constitute subjectivity.”” Science like
physics, chemistry, and biology offer an objective materialistic explanation

of the empirical world by observation, analysis, experimentation, and



proof.*® This empirical analytical approach does not give attention to human
consciousness or the mechanism of knowledge beyond trying to find out its
physiological correlates. It is consciousness that causes happiness, pain,
interests, insights, and volitions which are the very sign of one’s existence.
But these deeper human elements are neglected in science. That is, the
question of how physical process in the brain gives rise to subjective
experience remains unsolved. Science has consistently overlooked the elan

of man.*

The extrinsic explanation of man without knowing the inner self fails
to understand the real nature of man and the universe and their
interrelationship. Human science identifies man with his immediate physical
and physiological identity, forgetting his deeper and far reaching spiritual
identity. These external institutional human sciences are methodologically
inadequate.* Science deprives man of his inner being, his search for the

meaning of his life out there in the world.*!

Modern medicine is also not an exception to what has been stated above.
Like any other science, modern medicine has the tendency to discard or reject
the whole notion of life force, and this is rooted in a philosophical perspective
of empiricism and analysis. Hence modern medicine seeks to reduce the art
of healing to the psychochemical manipulation of the body as directly as

possible.*?
Comprehensiveness of philosophical consciousness

All this has been stated to show the methodological inadequacy of

sciences. The limitation is that science knows reality by one method that is,
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by observation and experiment, neglecting the method of critical reflection.
Critical reflection means understanding in depth to the level of knowledge
of reality, seeing the truth, enlightenment and the like. In the Indian context,
such knowledge can be called paramarthikajfiana or tattvajiiana.” This is
what philosophy or any Indian Dar§anas aim at. “Philosophical consciousness
is all comprehensive and concrete. Moreover, it is rational”.** Philosophy
is a quest of knowledge. It concentrates on the ultimate or intrinsic process
of substances so as to arrive at the most general nature of the universe as a
whole. “Philosophy is something like science and something like religion,
but it belongs to neither. It is, like science a critical enquiry, an impartial
enquiry, an enquiry that follows the rigor of logic. It is unlike science,
because its attempt is to scale the highest heights to the study of ultimate
substance and its significance and value”.* “Unlike science, philosophy
is satisfied with mere intellectual incorrigibility, even when verification in
experience is provided for in regard to its conclusions”.*® Conceptual
understanding as well as manipulation, conceptual mapping and remapping
are resorted to by philosophers. They make use of their own mind as the
laboratory to carry out the researches and experiments with concepts.*’
“Philosophical knowledge is self-validated in the sense that it develops its
own method of enquiry and criteria of justification. Philosophical
explanations are meant only for clarifying the meaning and coherence of the
philosophical truth rather than testing them in the world because of the fact

that philosophical knowledge, unlike scientific knowledge, is not accountable

from our experience of the world”.*®
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“The distinguishing features of the methods of philosophy
are those of: (1) impartial and critical of beliefs (religious or
otherwise), propositions and conclusions (scientific or otherwise)
and speculations on all the fundamentals of enquiry (2)
application of logical rigor in relating to the fundamental process
of the world and the underlying assumptions of thought and
knowledge in an attempt to arrive at the most indubitable universal
and essential conclusions, which even though not verifiable, may

be yet rationally incorrigible”.*’

The philosophical illumination or wisdom thus achieved should be
distinguished from the knowledge in the form of information that we imbibe

from different scientific pursuits.

The task of philosophical reasoning is to decipher the essential
structures underlying the phenomena. Here one thing is to be remembered
as some thing important. That is, reason is not partial to the transcendental;
it is equally responsible to the empirical also, for there cannot be any
empirical without a corresponding trans-empirical. In essence philosophy
is the enquiry of the meaning and significance of human existence, temporal,
and supra-temporal. Philosophy can argue for the compatibility of both the

phenomenal and the transcendental.
The importance of the philosophy of Carakasamhita

Avyurveda, in its early days, was an unrefined science consisting of

etiology (hetu), symptomatology (liriga) and therapeutics (ausadha).” The
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all embracing categorial knowledge gained by intuition was synthesized with
its corpus later on.”’ Thus, Ayurveda derived its theoretical sustenance from
the philosophical systems particularly of the Samkhya, Nyaya, and VaiSesika
for the harmonious existence of the individual within and outside. It
vindicates that until the incorporation of the intuitive philosophical or
darsanic knowledge it was a morbid science of treatment which contained
camouflaged ideas gathered from empirical observation. The intuitive
knowledge had been incorporated in Ayurveda probably from the realization
of the essentiality of the knowledge of the ultimate reality behind the
phenomenal existence of man, the world around him, and their
interrelationship in cherishing the purpose of eradication of diseases and

maintenance of positive health.

The synthesis of the intuitive knowledge of the trans-empirical realities
with the knowledge derived from empirical observations found in Caraka
marks a paradigm shift in the history of Indian intellectual tradition, since
it showed how spiritual knowledge can be applied to improve the life
conditions. The historicity of Caraka lies in the fact that it is the only

monumental work which contains this synthesized knowledge.

SuSrutasamhita keeps a different outlook. SuSruta declares that, there
is no need of knowledge other than that of the physical world, for the
knowledge of the physical world is enough for therapeutics.’> What is
implied is that SuSruta places primacy on the external world. He sees man

more as a somatic being than as a spiritual being. In other words, the objective



world is taken into consideration and the subject pole is eliminated. On the
contrary Caraka discusses the inner and outer world with out leaving anything
as irrelevant and taking into consideration the prevailing knowledge systems.
He himself has stated that “What ever that is in the Samhita is everywhere

and what ever that is not in it is in nowhere else”.*?

Carakasambhita has got a dual status. On the one hand, it constitutes a
corpus of logical and practical knowledge of health and longevity and on the
other hand, this knowledge traces its roots to an original and unchanging
vision and seeks to help the liberation of man. It deals with the physical and
the metaphysical. In it we see the harmonization of both the pragmatic and

transcendental knowledge.

The concept of purusa, pancabhiitasiddhanta, tridosasiddhanta, and the
symptomatic diagnosis principles are the fundamental aspects which make
Avyurveda an autonomous system of medicine. Purusa is construed at the
evolutionary, empirical, and spiritual levels based on the vision that
subjectivity and objectivity are not independent realities, but they depend
upon each other. The trans-empirical elements are analysed in detail. The
theorization of the paficabhitas, the tridosas (vata, pitta, and kapha) that
constitute the body, and also the constituents of mind, namely sattva, rajas,
and tamas are based not merely on empirical generalizations but on the
intuitive insight of the holistic state of psychophysically conditioned human
being through its symptomatic manifestations. The dosas can be known when

specially manifested in specific physiological and biochemical phenomena



@)

but cannot be identified with them. It may seem that the entities like matter,
mind, physical world, life, and consciousness, are very closer to the
empirical observations of the world. But, as has been pointed out by R. C.
Pradhan, none of them is an empirical concept because none of them is

product of our experimental encounter with the world.*

Caraka’s endeavor was not limited to the inquiry of the origin of
diseases, the ways of their ascertainment, cure, and engendering health and
longevity, but aims at human perfection. In this great enterprise, he ensures
that reality is not fragmented. He recognizes the invisible ground reality
which causes and governs the world of experience. Everything concerning
the phenomenal world is being interpreted in terms of the underlying unity
palpable in the concept of Brahman and dharma. Even disease and health
are conceived as being abided by the cosmic law. Hence he conceived that
disease as a change of state called imbalance (vaisamya) and health as a
return to the natural state called equipoise (samya). His theoretical
formulations on health and cure were built on the basic vision that all
phenomena arise from a common matrix and are governed by a common
universal law and this fact of their unity and order is reflected in life. Thus,
the lower level of statements of health and cure is made dependent upon the

higher level of trans-empirical concepts.

Caraka presents a categorial scheme and discusses in detail the
philosophical subject matters of the reality in human experience as whole

ultimate being, cosmology, various sources of knowledge, underlying



assumptions of thought and knowledge, and human conduct and character

from the aspects and standpoint of health and moral values.

The discussion of the methodology of thought and expression is also
significant. Caraka gives a precise and elaborate description of the different
ways of knowing integrating observation, reasoning, testimony, and
intuition. He himself patterns data by experience, reasoning , testimony,
and intuition without giving undue importance to any one of them which
may lead to distortion of the quest for knowledge or which may be reduced
to empirical commonsense, abstract speculation, dogmatism or superstition.
Natural phenomena reached by both experience and intuitive speculative

thought are equally recognized as valid.

Thus, Carakasamhita is not a treatise on an incoherent area of
unconnected discipline which deals with the morbid science of disease in
the western style. On the other hand, it is a complete book which contains
deliberations and insightful knowledge of the complex man and his
environment for health and human perfection. Caraka construes man as a
somatic being and spiritual being. Philosophical abstractions and scientific
observations are found interlocked. In brief it is a synthesis of the subjective
and the objective, the two cornerstones of epistemology. Hence the

philosophical speculations of Carakasamhita are of prime importance.
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Chapter - 11
FUNDAMENTAL CATEGORIES

Placed in Nature and interrogated by forces of nature, man is objectively
obliged to look more and more into the secrets of both man and Nature.
Endowed with “insatiable curiosity”,' he tried to discover the final truth
of the experienced world. In order to systematize the sporadic knowledge,
he employed certain orders of inference like analogical reasoning, inductive
reasoning and deductive reasoning. On this basis, all the entities that
constitute the universe are classified into categories, so that all objects of
pure thought shall fall into a pattern as intelligible as possible, by
establishing the structural identity of the real world and the experienced
world. This enabled him to derive correct knowledge and, on the basis of it,
gave form and shape to human projects that would lead him to progress.
Without a categorial commitment expressed or implied, no systematic study
or philosophizing is possible. Thus, categories which are the outcome of
rational thinking form the foundation stone of all investigative sciences and

292

“categariology ™ its soul.

“Broadly speaking a category is a mode of being , a type or a kind of

being, a manner of existing, a way of having ontological status, an ultimate

demarcation of reality”* Categories may well be taken to be the nature of
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objects of pure objective thought forming the subject matter of philosophy
of the object, shorn of all empirical content.* Thus, categorial’ commitment
became an essentiality for any systematic study, most particularly
philosophy. In philosophy, categorisation is a faultless classification which
involves a deeper probe into the ways and inner strata of being. However,
there are different types of categorial schemes like ontological,

epistemological, and axiological in the philosophical domain.

In the West it was Aristotle who first used the word category and it
meant “a mode of predication”. ® He saw a grammar governing correct
thinking, which the grammar of language follows and expresses.” Based on
this, he puts forth ten categories. They are: “substance, quantity, quality,
relation, place, time, action, being acted upon or affected, and state, and
position”.® Immanuel Kant, who describes his philosophy as transcendental,
classifies everything that occurs in the sensible manifold into twelve
categories which constitute four trinities: quantity, quality, relations, and
conditions of existence or modality.” Samuel Alexander gives a list of
eight categories: (1) Identity, diversity, and existence.
(2) Universal, Particular and Individual. (3) Relation (4) Order.
(5) Substance, Causality, Reciprocity. (6) Quantity and Intensity. (7) Whole

and Parts and Number. (8) Motion.!°

It is unique that the Indian thinkers were sagacious enough to evolve
or owe allegiance to one or other of categorial schemes. The nearest

equivalent used in Indian philosophical systems (DarS§anas) to mean category



in its general sense of mode or being is the word padartha or tattva. The
word padartha is a compound formed of two terms: pada and artha. The
term pada is defined by the grammarian Panini as a word invariably

associated with a suffix sup or tin."

The term artha means the object of
cognition. The word padartha is generally taken as a yaugika' type and so
the meaning signification of a word or denotation of a word is taken into
account by deriving the word as padasya arthah. The word tattva means

reality. The various systems of knowledge have prepared their own categories

for explaining their tenets.

Thus, the Carvakas, who maintain that the limit of the reality of this
universe do not extent the limit of sense experience, enumerate four physical
elements (bhiitadravyas) as categories.”” The Jainas divide the whole reality
into two principles: souls (jiva) and “not-souls” (ajiva).'* The Buddhists,
who often starts with the four noble truths, namely life is suffering
(duhkha); there is a cause for suffering (samudaya); there is also cessation
(nirodha), and there is a way for cessation (marga),"” divide all that are
into five assemblages of elements under the heading skandhas. These
skandhas are specific awareness (vijianam), sensation (vedana), idea
(samjia), tendencies (samskara) and matter (ripa).'® The Samkhyas, who
accept two final entities at the ground level speaks of twenty-five categories
and call them tattvas."” Kanada the author of VaiSesika-sutra postulates six
fundamental categories of reality, namely, substance (dravya), attribute
(guna), action (karma), universal (samanya), particularity (viSesa), and

inherence (samavaya)."® Aksapada in his Nyaya - slitra enumerates sixteen
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categories.'” Later on interpreters of Nyaya - VaiSesika syncretic school
made it seven by adding one more, that is, negation (abava),to the above
six.”® The Vedantins put forth two categories: cit and acit.*’ The Bhatta
Mimamsakas five, namely substance, universal quality, action, and negation,
and Prabhakara Mimﬁmsakas eight: substance, attribute, action, universal.
potency (Sakti), similarity (sadrSya), number, and inherence. Candra, a
sectarian Prabhakara Mimamsakas, accepted eleven by adding three more,

sequence (krama), benefit (upakara), and tendency (samskara).**

Thus, based on certain matrices, the various philosophical systems of
both the West and the East have classified “things that are” that constitute
the universe, which forms the subject matter of philosophy into categories

in order to suit their particular way of analysis of the universe.

Fundamentally, Caraka classifies reality into two namely being (sat)
and non-being (asat).” In consonance with the philosophical methodology,
Caraka also opens his discussion with an enumeration of six categories.
These categories are (1) Universal (samanya) , (2) Particularity (visesa),
(3) Attribute (guna), (4) Substance (dravya), (5) Action(karma), and

(6) Inherence (samavaya).*

It is something unusual for a medical treatise like Carakasambhita,
which is expected to be confined to health and cure, to have a start with a
categorial scheme having ontological nature that usually forms the subject
matter of philosophy. Hence it is necessary to know the real source and

nature of the schemata of the Carakasamhita. Nothing is told in the



Carakasambhita, with regard to its source, beyond saying that these categories
are visualised by sages by their intuitive power. The Carakasamhita neither
calls them by a general term nor gives a general definition of them. In an
English translation of the book it is stated that these are various categories
enumerated in the Nyaya system of philosophy.? Actually there is no such
categorization in Nyaya philosophy as we referred to earlier. But, to a certain
extent, they resemble the categories enumerated in the VaiSesika-sutras,
since the noun terms used and the total number of the categories enumerated
are the same. Certain scholars are also of the opinion that the categories
postulated are a reiteration of the VaiSesika categories. Quite different from
that, one of the remarkable opinions is that of Surendranath Dasgupta. He
opines that Caraka enumerates the VaiSesika categories though it often differs

from the VaiSesika view.?®

In this connection it is to be noted that the Carakasamhita in its
Sarirasthana enumerates twenty-four principles which correspond the
categories of Samkhya system of philosophy. Taking account of these two
categorial schemes, scholars like G.C. Pande remarks that Carakasamhita
presupposed the categories of both VaiSesika and Samkhya.?” A probe into
the Carakasambhita reveals that it has utilised the concepts of other divergent
Dar$anas of which each one claims that it makes more sense than the others.
Moreover ideas from almost all relevant sources including DharmaS$astras
are also absorbed into it. It is something extraordinary that Caraka
categorises things at two different dimensions which mainly show

resemblances to the VaiSesika and Samkhya DarSanas.
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Another thing to be noted is that the categorial scheme enumerated
above is not found in any other Ayurvedic treaty. Hence it brings forth the
doubt as to whether the categories of Caraka are the real darSanic entities
categorised by Kanada. If so, it is not possible to accommodate the tenets
of other DarSanas like Samkhya which present different theoretical outlooks
regarding the truth and behaviour of the universe. It is a fact that theoretical
formulations cannot be made on the basis of contradictory views, even if it
is for practical usage. The problem becomes graver in the context of medicine
which aims at the preservation of life. This type of thought may bring about
ambiguity with regard to the basic concepts on which the whole of therapeutic
theory is built. If we want to digest the theory regarding therapeutics, if we
want to update the science, we ought to have a real understanding of the true

nature and position of the said categories which form the starting point.

As for as philosophy is concerned, it cannot be directly learned like
manual or technical skills; it cannot be directly applied or judged by its
usefulness in the manner of professional knowledge.?”® It deals with
something uncommon to our habitual concern something alien to the
reductionist approach. It deals with the most fundamental of all questions.
“Philosophy always aims at the first and last ground of the ‘essent’ with
particular emphasis on man himself and on the meaning and goals of human
being-there”.”® But, in this effort it breaks the paths and opens the
perspectives of the knowledge that sets norms and hierarchies, of the

1

knowledge which kindles all enquires.’" Thus, it shows that philosophy

stands in a different realm and order. It confines itself to no specialised



investigation of any kind. Its main aim is to demonstrate what is real and

what is unreal.

At the same time, science of any sort is a result of the practical
curiosity spearheaded by general curiosity. Though such a curiosity has
allegiance to philosophy in one way or other, in course of time, it got
segregated from the metaphysical conceptions of philosophy, and became
independent and self supporting. The main aim of such specialised
investigations was to satisfy the needs of everyday human life. Their main
concern was to bring about immediate usefulness rather than trying to
discover the ultimate reality. In the case of Ayurveda also things are not
different. It is confined to the special fields of health and cure, or equipoise
of the dhatus and longevity in the technical sense. So, the real nature of the

categories can be discerned from the ensuing chapters.

Perhaps this may be a digression. But it is indispensable since it would
be helpful to familiarise ourselves with the problem by a gradual transition
from the things to which we are accustomed to. It should be on the basis of
this that the ambiguity regarding the fundamental problem of the categorial

scheme of Caraka is to be removed.

The purpose of the enumeration of the categories in the Carakasamhita
and the VaiSesika - sutra are different. In the VaiSesika - sutra they are the
outcome of the enquiry of the ultimate reality. They consider that the world
is real (vastu) and not unreal (avastu). The world is real in the sense that it

is the content (visaya) of true knowledge (prama) that can be verbalised. In



other words, verbalisation is an encoded form of the cognition which has
content (visaya). This content is the captured reality. The world consists of
such reals. Hence, they call these reals as referents of linguistic terms or
words (padarthas). Thus, for the VaiSesikas, knowledge implies that the
world exists (jﬁz?nédhi_na' vastusatta) and it can be verbalised (abhidheya).
Taking account of all these facts, PraSastapada gives a comprehensive
definition of padartha in his commentary. Accordingly, existence (astitva),
“‘namability’’ (abhidheyatva) and ‘“knowability’’ (jieyatva) are the

2

common characteristics of padartha .** Almost all the interpreters have

3 At the same time, a

reiterated the definition deleting the term astitva.’
quite different definition is given in Nyaya - sutra. There it is defined as
padrtha signifying individuality, form, and genus.** Thus, the key point of
the VaiSesika school is that language maps reality. So if we analyse a word,
it reveals a content which has a structure. This structure consists of contained
(dharma), container (dharmi), and container-contained relation
(dharmadharmibhava). Dharma is a class forming property or distinguishing

property. The entity or entities which are qualified by a dharma is called

dharmi, and the relation between the two is called dharmadharmibhava.*

Kanada analyses the whole world on the basis of this notion and thus
the above stated six categories follow as corollaries of this fundamental
concept. The most important thing that is to be remembered of this
classification is that it consists of both the entities of objective existence
and the entities having existence at the conceptual level. Substance, quality,

and action are construed as entities of objective existence.Hence, they are



said to have the universal “being-ness’’ (satta) and are called by the general
term object (artha).”® Thus, padartha includes all entities in general despite
of it being an entity of conceptual existence or objective existence, and refer

to the ultimate realities.

Carakasamhita is a treaty on Ayurveda and as such the entities
enumerated in the Carakasamhita reveal the idea of the fundamental
categories within the context of Ayurveda. From the terminological and
numerical similarity and the definition of some of the categories we can
conclude that it presupposes the categories of the VaiSesika - sutras. But,
at the conceptual level, the categorial scheme of Caraka has got its own
identity and uniqueness. The change of order in the arrangement of the
categories is the prima facie evidence for that. One of the most important
things is that, instead of placing substance, attribute, and action as the first,
second, and third categories Caraka places universal, particularity, and
attribute as the first, second, and third in the hierarchy.”” In fact, the first
two categories, namely universal and particularity are most important in
Ayurveda, because they are responsible for the equipoise of the dhatus by
means of increase and decrease.’ As far as Kanada is concerned, these two
entities are postulated on the basis of logical necessity. Similarly attribute
is placed next, because in the scope of Ayurveda, attributes like taste and
not substance that count most in therapeutic measures.”® Second thing is
that Caraka himself has asserted that the main object of the treatise is the
maintenance of the equipoise of the dhatus and that these categories have

been enumerated as the cause of dhatsamyakriya.* While in the VaiSesika



&

- sutra it is declared that the true knowledge of the resembling characteristics
and differential characteristics will lead to the supreme good that is,

liberation.*!

Thus, the categories of Caraka are to be understood as having
direct involvement in the process of treatment and preservation of health

ensuring longevity of man. In this sense, they are to be understood as entities

that would serve the purpose of therapeutics.

It is true that the Carakasamhita indiscriminately deals with the world
en masse, its general nature and behaviour and nature of occurrences of
particular events, without separating scientific and philosophical fields and
methods of investigation from one another. In that sense they are ontological
categories. But, the thing is that its metaphysical conceptions are based on
the speculations of the early monistic Samkhya and not on the pluralistic
VaiSesika. So the categories enumerated should not be confused with the
padarthas of VaiSesika - sutra.*” The doctrinal thesis regarding “being and
becoming” are different. However, we shall have occasion to know it in
detail again and again in the forthcoming chapters. The six entities
enumerated by Caraka have their own signification and their scope co-exists

mainly with the empirical realities.

Thus, it can be concluded that the categories, though presuppose the
VaiSesika-sutra, are in no way a reiteration, but they are the categories

fundamental to Ayurveda.
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Substance (dravya)

“Since the early days of Western Indology, in particular since
Colebrooke’s pioneering studies in Indian philosophy, the Sanskrit word
dravya has usually been rendered as “substance” In a recent critical review
of the problem of substance, it is stated that “substance is the oldest topic
of philosophical enquiry and it is also one of the most entangled”.** For
Aristotle “substance is the fundamental category. Without it, without things
to have quality or relation or to act or to be acted upon - the others (other
categories) are meaningless”.*> A recent dictionary of philosophy says that
substance of a thing may be its essence or that which makes it what it is.
This will ensure that the substance of a thing is that which remains through
change in its properties.*® In an encyclopaedia of philosophy, six notions of
substance have been distinguished: ““(1) the concrete individual, (2) a core
of essential properties, (3) what is capable of independent existence, (4) a
centre of change, (5) a substratum, and (6) a logical subject”.*” Another
encyclopedia says: “In MATAPHYSICS, substance is the unchanging
underlying reality of a thing; it is contrasted with those aspects of a thing

(its accidents) which change”.* Wilhelm Halbfass says:

“In the history of European thought the concept of substance
covers, indeed, the entire semantic range from concrete empirical
things to bear particulars and basic substrates. In applying the
word ‘substance’ to the Indian philosophical tradition and in
using it as a translation of dravya, it is important to be aware of

the question and ambiguities with which it has associated”.*
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The word dravya is derived from the root “dru” by adding the suffix

yat”. Etymologically it means a qualified one to become the substratum

of quality, action and the like.*

Some of the earliest references concerning the semantic and categorial
concepts are seen documented in Panini’s Astadhyayi and Vyakarana
Mahabhashya of Patanjali. There, in the siitras of Panini, the words like
sattva *' (being) and adhikarana >* (substratum) appear in the categorial sense
of dravya. Patanjali further advances two questions: (1) “What is dravya?,
and (2) What are qualities?” He then replies that sound, touch, colour, taste
and smell are qualities and anyting else different from qualities is dravya.>
One of the most significant descriptions of dravya found in Mahabhasya is
gunasandrava,” which means a confluence of gunas. He further considers
it as eternal, even if the forms which emanate from it are changing. However,
this explanation is ambiguous, since it suggests a mere aggregation of
qualities without any underlying substrate. At the same time it implies a
correspondence to the conception of substance in infancy and also to the
Samkhyas who consider it as a confluence of the three gunas. Kaiyata uses
the term asraya® to paraphrase the idea of aggregation of qualities.
Uttaradhyayana-sutra, a prakrit work, which is considered to have been
written before the dawn of the Christian era, defines dravya as a substrate
of qualities, quality, as resident in one substance only, and mode as residence
in both substance and quality.’® Moreover, it gives a peculiar type of
classification. It classifies substances into merit, demrit, space, time, matter

and soul. *’



The Samkhyas and the Yogins describe substance as a collective form
of gunas® The term guna denotes the three intertwining “strands”,
namely (1) essence or the subtle matter of pure thought (sattva), (2) the
kinetic matter of energy (rajas), and (3) the ramified matter of inertia
(tamas) that constitute the primordial matter (prakriti) which is opposed
to the (purusa). Vyasa, in his Yogabhasya, defines substance as an
aggregation of samanya and visesa.®® The Buddhists have denied substance
as an independent entity.®" The Vedantins, though accept the reality of

substance, call it indefinable (anirvacani_ya) illusion (maya).** According

to them Brahman is the ultimate reality.

It was Kanada who gives a comprehensive definition of substance. He
defines it as having qualities and actions and as inherent cause.®
He also classifies it into nine: earth (p'rthivi_), water (ap), fire (tejas), air
(vayu), ether (akas), time (kala), space (dik) self (atma), and mind

(manas).%*

Now it is evident that both the English term substance and the Sanskrit
term dravya are problematic. Various systems of thought have explained
dravya in different ways. Halbfass, after considering such differences, has
rightly remarked that the different approaches to the elusive notion of dravya
exemplify historically different levels of reflection as well as fundamental
distinctions in conceptual and soteriological orientation.”” So it should be
on the basis of this that the historical and scientific genuineness of the

concept of dravya in the Carakasambhita is to be assessed.
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In consonance with Kanada, Caraka defines substance as that in which

quality and action exists and which is the inherent cause (samavayikarana).®

Cakrapani explains the definition in the following way. Existence
means existence by the relation of inherence. Then only substance can
become the inherent cause of quality and action. As quality and action cannot
produce an effect in their own by the relation of inherence, they are not
inherent causes. “Having action” in the definition is to exclude the other
five categories, namely quality, action, and the like, and not simultaneously
to exclude the dissimilar categories and to pervade the similar ones, because

the inherence of action does not exist in substances like akasa.®’

The definitions given by Caraka and Kanada have got a two-fold nature.
Annambhatta invokes the first part of the definition, that is, substance is
the substratum of qualities, in his twofold definition.® Then he points out
that it is defective. Accordingly, if we say that anything that serves as the
substratum of qualities as substance, then it will not apply to all the
substances. Substances at the moment of their production will be excluded
because the Nyaya- VaiSesika system holds that substances at the time of
their production are without any quality and action.”” The defect is remedied
by amplifying the definition thus: Substance is that in which inheres the
universal (jati) which is different from the universal existence (satta).””
Although the products are devoid of qualities at the moment of production,
there resides the universal substance-ness (dravyatva) which co-exists with
qualities after production. It is to avoid the over applicability (ativyapti)

of the definition in existence (satta) that co-exist with qualities that



“different from the universal existence” (sattabhinna) is inserted in the
definition. Though theoretically faulty, the definition is good for all practical

purpose.”!

The second part of Caraka’s definition, “substances are inherent
causes”, is technically correct. The uniqueness of this definition is that it
reveals a structure in which there is a substratum and super stratum. As
such substance is a cosmological substrate and the others like quality and
action are ontologically separable world constituents. It pinpoints to the
fact that substance, as substrate has the efficacy of becoming inherent or
substantial cause of qualities even though they are devoid of them at the
production moment. In other words substances are capable of initiating new
dependent entities. In that sense they are not featureless. Thus the definition
implies a cosmological perspective of origination and change giving
sufficient scope for enumerating and describing the cosmological scheme
wherein the qualities and actions can be regarded as emanations of their
substrates. It is based on this fundamentally additive relationship of
substances with their qualities and actions that Caraka formulates his theory

of rasa, virya, and vipaka.

Inspite of the basic differences between Caraka and Susruta with regard
to “being” and “becoming”, SuSruta who has been conversant with the
above mentioned nature of substance reiterates the same definition’> and
adds that substance is eternal and qualities are ephemeral.”” Thus, according

to him, substance is that which remains in and through all changes. Placing
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primacy on dravya, Bhadanta Nagarjuna enumerates six entities as the basis
of disease and health, and conspicuously asserts that substance is the
substratum of the five.” The other entities in the sequel are taste (rasa),

quality (guna), potency (virya), vipaka and action (karma).”

Caraka enumerates nine substances namely, akasa, air (vayuh), fire
(agni), water (ap) earth (p'rthivi_), self (atma), mind (manas), time (kala),
and space (dik).”® This classification is also akin to the classification in
the Vai§esika philosophy.” Almost all except the Bhattamimamsakas do
accept this classification.”® These substances are heterogeneous in sense.
Among these nine substances the first five namely, akasa, air, fire, water
and earth form one group and are called physical or material or physical
substances (bhiutas). The remaining four are non-material substances. The
material substances constitute the physical world. Among the non-material
substances mind and soul are differentiated from the rest and and Caraka
calles them spiritual substances (adhyatmadravyas).” Mind represents the
psychological world and self represents the spiritual world. Thus, the
schemata of substance reveal the physical, the psychological, and the spiritual

world in the space time continuum and the space time continuum itself.
Attribute (guna)

The third among the categories enumerated in Carakasambhita is
designated by the Sanskrit term guna. Its categorial sense is attribute. Even
though attribute is the preferred expression, the word quality is also

intermittently employed, for it is in common usage.*



The word guna is mainly used in two senses: (1) strand and (2)
attribute. One of the earliest books in which the word guna appears in a
clear sense is the Taittiriyasamhita of Krsna-Yajurveda. There it means a
strand.®’ The Samkhya system of philosophy has almost retained the same
sense.’” Yaska is the earliest known author to use the word guna in the
sense of attribute, quality, and property. He says that sound is the guna of
akasa, and compared to akasa, air posseses two gunas including touch and

> Panini has also used the word guna in the sense of attribute.*

so on.?
Patanjali, who gives a detailed account of the various meanings of the term

guna, enumerates attributes even if it is not in a systematic order.®
Definition

In the grammatical literature, it was Patafjali to define guna first in
the sense of attribute. He says that attribute is that which resides in
substance, perishes, is found in different classes, is a super stratum, is not
produced by action, and is distinct from substance.®® At the same time, as a
category, it was Kanada who was the first to give a comprehensive
explanation of the characteristic features of attribute. He says that it subsists
in substance; it is not endowed with a further quality, and it does not become
an independent cause in conjunction and disjunction.®” Further, it is stated

8 Different commentators

that one attribute originates another attribute.
interpret this sutra in different ways. Candrananda is of opinion that the
attribute like colour of the yarn produces colour of the cloth, for attributes

of the yarn and the cloth are not the same. Sankaramisra opines that the

attribute of the final aggregates (antyavayavigunas), duality (dvitva), the



separateness of duals (dviprthaktva), priority, and postriority should be
excluded from this characteristic of being originators.*” Some others argue
that this specification refers to those attributes that belong to the cause which
produce attributes homogeneous to them, and it does not refer to all attributes.
But, Sridhara, who rejects this says that if a single attribute could not produce

an attribute, conjunction produced by conjunction would become absurd.”

Caraka defines attribute as that which exists in substance by the relation
of inherence (samavayi), which is devoid of action (niscesta) and which
becomes a cause (karanam).”’ According to Cakrapani, the expression
(samavayi) has been included in the definition to exclude the all-pervading
motionless substances like akasa, for they never exist anywhere by the
relation of inherence. The term niScesta denotes one without motion as well
as the one different from motion. So it serves to exclude motion as well as

the finite substances (mirtadravyas) which become the substrate of motion.*?

The expression ‘“‘being a cause’ serves to exclude universal,
particularity, and inherence, since they cannot become causes. Here it may
be argued that the definition is unconvincing as it does not pervade all
attributes like the dimension of the ubiquitous substances, and colour of
the final aggregate substances for they cannot be causes.” So “being a

cause” is partly unproved.

Therefore its meaning should be to have universal which is invariable
in the causes (bhavarupakaranavybhicari samanyam) as it is a positive
entity. This type of causality pervades all attributes and also excludes

universal as they cannot have any further universal.”



Another explanation given by Cakrapani for being a cause (karanam)
is that all attributes other than the dimension of the ubiquitous substance
and colour of the final aggregate substances are cognized. Hence the efficiency
of being causes in the unseen cases is also to be admitted. Moreover the
dimension of the ubiquitous substances can be the cause of the yogic
perception, and so causality cannot be negated. Therefore, there is no chance
of being partly unproved of the causality of quality. Even though such
causality exists in universal, they are excluded by the expression samavayi.
Samavayi means a substratum (adhara) in which something exists by the
relation of inherence and also means the contained (adheya) that resides in
somewhere by the relation of inherence. So the ubiquitous substances that
can only be the substrate in relation to inherence and the universal that can

only be the “contained” of the same relation are excluded as attributes.”

The Mimamsakas are of the opinion that one attribute can exist in
another attribute.”® But, both Caraka and VaiSesikas reject this. It is true
that on certain occasions attributes are further ascribed to attributes like
taste.”” But, it should be understood that attributes are free of further

attributes.”®

The attributes like conjunction which are often assigned to
taste actually belong to their substrates. The VaiSesikas also express the

same opinion in this matter.”

From the above description, it can be concluded that the definition of
attribute given by Caraka is akin to that of Kanada. Even though the term
which means that, it does not become an independent cause in conjunction
and disjunction is not found in the definition of Caraka, the expression

niScesta serves the very same purpose with more perfection.'®



Later on, PraSastapada defines attribute thus: qualities like colour are
those which are endowed with the universal attributeness (gunatva), exists
in substances, and are devoid of further attributes and motion.!°! For
Sivaditya, attribute is that which possesses attributeness.'® Again, it is said
that being endowed with the universal it is devoid of motion and is not a
substantial cause.'” KeSavamiSra who expresses more or less the same idea,
makes it clear that guna is only an efficient cause (asamavayikarana).'™
Annabhambhatta defines it thus: attribute is that which possesses universal
and at the same time different from substances and motion, or it is that

which possesses attributeness.'*’

From the point of view of the
Mi_maTI_nsakas, attribute 1s that which is distinct from motion, has sub-

genises and is excluded from the substantial causes (upadanakarana).'*
Enumeration of attributes in VaiSesika system

Kanada gives a list of seventeen attributes namely, (1) colour,
(2) taste, (3) smell, (4) touch, (5) number, (6) dimension, (7) separateness,
(8) conjunction, (9) disjunction, (10) priority, (11) posteriority,
(12) knowledge, (13) pleasure, (14) pain, (15) desire, (16) aversion, and
(17)volition.'”” PraSastapada elaborates the list to twenty-four by adding
seven more namely, (1) weight, (2) liquidity, (3) viscidity, (4) tendency,
(5) merit (6) demerit, and (7) sound.'® The Bhatta - Mimamsakas also
speak of twenty- four attributes. But they exclude merit (dharma) and demerit

(adharma), and include manifestedness (prakatya), and potency (Sakti).'”



Enumeration of attributes in Carakasamhita

It is significant to note that Caraka presents his list of attribute in a
peculiar way. Accordingly, attributes consist of sensible attributes (arthas)
along with the attributes beginning with heaviness (gurvadi), the attribute
knowledge (buddhi), attributes ending in volition (praytnanta), and

attributes beginning with priority or superiority (paradi).'"”

As the articulation appears, it does not give the complete list of
attributes. On the other hand, it alludes to some other articulation which
enumerates them. Hence there remains some sort of ambiguity. One of the
main problems that arise in this context is whether it refers to some of the
VaiSesika-sutras or it refers to the enumerations in the further articulations

of Caraka himself.

In this connection it may be relevant to note the observations made by
Dasgupta. He states that there is no such guvadi list in the VaiSesika-sutras.
He, then, says that the list referred to as beginning with priority (paradi)
and ending with volition (prayatanta) is not to be found in the
Carakasamhita. This may be a reference to the VaiSesika-sutra. If this is
so, it leaves out a number of gunas included in the VaiSesika-sutra which

were included there in the paradi list.'"!

Harsh Narain, referring to this problem, opines that, Carakasamhita
took its present form at a time when Kanada’s list of seventeen attributes
was undergoing expansion, and heaviness (gurutva), liquidity (dravatva),
viscidity (sneha), elasticity (samskara), merit (dharma), and demerit
(adharma) have been included in the list.''> He further says that though

Caraka has used VaiSesika terms for his attributes, he has sought to give



them therapeutic connotations with a view to assimilating them in the

medical tradition.!"?

It is a fact that the scheme of attributes put forth by Kanada should
have influenced Caraka. But, all the separate groups of attributes in the
above-mentioned articulation actually refer to the different tables of attribute
that appear in different articulations of Caraka himself. His list is altogether
too lengthy when compared to that of Kanada. The reason is that Ayurveda
has a vast utility to them. So the twenty four attributes which have been
mentioned in the VaiSesika-sutra appear in many ways inadequate from the
perspective of Ayurveda.'* The significant point is that the gurvadi list is
of prime importance in therapeutics and hence they are enumerated in almost
all important A yurvedic treatises. This shows that Caraka has prepared his
own list of attributes by making use of the VaiSesika schemata as well as

the qualities of physical elements mentioned in the Mahabharata.''’

Cakrapani classifies whole list of attributes into specific attributes
(vaiSesikagunas), generic attributes (samanygunanas), and spiritual
attributes (atmagunas).''® Of them, the generic attributes comprises of
the gurvadi-gunas and paradi-gunas. When the paradigunas are common
to all substances irrespective of whether they are spiritual or physical, the
attributes in the gurvadi list are common to the physical substances only.

So the gurvadi gunas can be treated as general physical qualities.
Specific attributes (vaiSesika-gunas)

The five sensible attributes namely, sound , touch, colour, taste, and

smell are specific attributes. Caraka calls them by the general term



indriyarthas which means objects of sense '’ or artha which means objects.''®
In this context it should be noted that Kanada uses the epithet artha to
designate the first three categories in the sense that they are things of
objective existence.'” The above-mentioned five attributes are recognized
as specific qualities (vaiSesikagunas), for each one of them predominate in
each one of the physical elements; that is sound is predominant in akasa,
touch is predominant in air, colour in fire, taste in water, and smell in earth.'*°
Moreover, these five attributes can only be cognized by their respective
external sense organs with which the VaiSesikas agree.'”' The Mimamsakas
also agree with this.'”> The VaiSesikas include viscidity (sneha), natural
liquidity (samsiddhikadravata), and the attributes of the self, namely desire,
aversion, pleasure, pain, volition, knowledge, merit, demerit, and impression

in the group of specific qualities.'*?
Colour (rupa)

Caraka does not give much attention to colour, smell, touch and sound
since they have lesser importance in Ayurvedic system. Colour aids the
sense of vision in perception. In Nyaya-VaiSesika colour is the quality which
is cognized by eye alone. It is of seven types namely white, blue, yellow,
red, green, tawny, and variegated. They all belong to earth. Water has pale

white and fire has bright white.'*
Taste (rasa)

Taste, the object of sense of taste, occupies an important position in
Avyurveda, for it plays a vital role in identifying drugs and in diagnosing

disease and prescribing curative measures. So Caraka is mainly concerned



with rasa when compared to other specific attributes. The description of the
great conference held at caitraratha (CS.Su, L. 26) for the discussion of food
and taste stands as material evidence for how much importance was given
to taste in Ayurveda. In the conference, after examining the diverse opinions
of the sages, Atreya Punarvasu, who presided over the conference, concluded
that there were only six tastes: sweet (madhura), acid (amla), saline
(lavana), pungent (katu), bitter (tikta), and astringent (kasaya).'”

9

Susruta,'?® Vagbhata,'”” VaiSesikas,'” Mimamsakas,'” and also the

Mahabharata'?® agree with this.

Caraka basically admits the successive accumulation of attributes in
physical substances."’! So, naturally, earth and water are considered as the
substrates of rasa. But, both are not given equal importance.'** Priority is
given to water. In fact water is regarded as the source of rasa.'*® SuSruta is
also of the opinion that water is the source of rasa."’* Earth acquires taste
because of its uninterrupted relation with water.'” Even though earth and
water serve as the substrates of taste the other three physical elements are
also responsible for their manifestation."’® Since rasas reside in the objects
constituted by pafcamahabhiitas, they are conditioned by five factors,
namely (1) specific nature of the substance (prakrti), (2) action of heat or
other agents (vikrti), (3) combination (vicara), (4) location of production
(desa), and (5) time of production (kala)."”” In Carakasamita and
RasavaiSesika - sutra there is reference to someone who recognises alkali

8

(ksara) as the seventh rasa."”® The alkali (kSara) is not a rasa, for it is

made up of more than one rasa and affects more than one sense organ. It has



at least two important rasas namely pungent and saline. It is not a natural

substance, but it is produced through artificial process.'*”

Similarly, Caraka and Nagarjuna refer to some others who regard

unmanifested taste (avyaktarasa) as the eighth rasa.'*

But, Atreya has clearly stated that, there is no independent rasa which
can be called the unmanifested (avyakta). Water is the source of all rasas.
So, all rasas are considered as existing in water in an unmanifested form.
Moreover, the anurasa or their co-inherence in a substance has the nature of

unmanifestation.'*!

According to the variation of components of the physical elements the
content of the rasas also will vary. Thus, sweet taste is dominant in
substances which have more water (soma) content; sour taste is predominant
in substances which abound with earth and fire; saline taste in substances
having more water and fire contents; pungent taste in substances which
abound with fire and air; bitter taste in substances having more content of
air and akasa, and astringent taste in substances with more air and earth.'*
The predominanting physical element of a given medicine (dravya) can be

inferred on the basis of the predominance of rasas.

From the therapeutic point of view, the various kinds of rasas are being
construed as the cause of increase or decrease of the three dosas. This subject

is outside the scope of the present study, and hence it is not discussed here.

The VaiSesikas consider that quality of water can be sensed by the sense

of taste and they ascribe all the six tastes to earth and sweet taste to water.'*?



Smell (gandha), Touch (sparsa), and Sound (sabda)

Smell, touch, and sound are the qualities which are apprehended by
their respective senses. In VaiSesika, smell is of two types: fragrant
(surabhi) and noxious (asurabhi)."** Both of them belong to earth. The
Mimamsakas add one more called ordinary (sadharana).'*® Similarly, for
the VaiSesika, touch is of three kinds: cold (sita), hot (uspa) and tepid
(anusna$ita)."** Cold touch belongs to water, hot touch to fire, and tepid
which is neither cold nor hot to earth and air.'*” Mimamsakas also accept

these three divisions.'*®

One of the most important things to be noted in this connection is that
Caraka makes use of the theory of paka '* but he does not postulate a theory
on it. It is in the Nyaya-VaiSesika that we meet with such a theory.
Accordingly, the specific qualities, namely, colour, taste, smell, and touch
inhering in earth are ephemeral and can sometimes be changed by the
application of heat. There is a sharp difference of view in this matter between
the VaiSesikas and the Naiyayikas. The VaiSesikas, who hold the theory of
pilupaka, believe that the change of qualities are affected in the paramanus
which form the parts of the whole like a jar, in accordance with the application
of external heat. Naiyayikas, who hold the theory of pitharapaka, argue that

the change takes place in the whole, that is, in the jar itself.'?
General physical attributes

Caraka gives a separate list of twenty general physical attributes. They

are: (1) heavy (guru), (2) light (laghu), (3) cold (Sita), (4) hot (usna),



(5) viscous or unctuous (snigdha), (6) dry or non- unctuous (riuksa), (7)
inert or dull (manda), (8) sharp or penetrative (ti_kgpa), (9) stable (sthira),
(10) fluid (sara), (11) soft (mrdu), (12) hard (kathina), (13) non-slimy or
clear (visada), (14) slimy (picchila ) (15) smooth (§laksna), (16) rough
(khara), (17) subtle (suksma), (18) coarse (sthula), (19) dense (sandra),
and (20) liquid (drava)."”' Vagbhata also enumerates the same,'* while
Nagarjuna enumerates only ten, namely Sita, usna, snigdha, ruksa, visada,

picchila, guru, laghu, mrdu, and tl'_kgpa.l”

Dasgupta has suggested that Caraka has not enumerated these gunas
as belonging to substances, but only to food and drink that we take.'** This
is not credible because Caraka has clearly classified these twenty attributes
into five groups and each group is shared by a particular physical element.'*
Moreover, he again gives a sub classification in accordance with their
distribution among the three dosas. In RasavaiSesikasutra, it is stated that

§ita, usna, guru, laghu, mrdu, kathina, karkasa, and Slaksna are tactile."

Among the twenty attributes guru, Sita, usna, snigdha, and drava are
the only attributes found included in the VaiSesika’s table. Accordingly,
gurutva is used in the sense of weight. It is explained as the cause of motion
for falling down of earthly and watery objects."”” Gurutva is neutralised by
conjunction, volition, and faculty (samskara). For instance, a person does
not fall from a swing because of his conjunction with it. The body of a person
does not fall because the weight is counteracted by his volition. Similarly,
the arrow shot does not drop, since its weight is neutralized by velocity.'®

Sita and usna are included in the specific quality of touch. Sneha is the



® in such a

specific quality of water which causes the thickening of powder!?

way that its particles are held together.'®

Dravatva is the attribute which causes the motion of flowing.'®" It is
of two types: natural (samsiddhika) and artificial (naimittika) Natural is

the specific quality of water and artificial is the general quality of earth.'®

Annambhatta refers to laghutva and argues that it is nothing but
negation of gurutva. Similarly, mrdutva and kathinatva are said as
determining the relative compactness associated with conjunction of the

component parts of the effect.'®
General attributes (samanyagunas)

(1) Superiority (paratva), (2) inferiority (aparatve), (3) propriety
(vukti), (4) number (samkhya), (5) conjunction ( samyoga), (6) disjunction
(vibhaga), (7) separateness (prthakatva), (8) measure (parimana),
(9) tendency (samskara), and (10) exercise (abhyasa).'** With the exception
of yukti and abhyasa all other attributes are found defined in both VaiSesika
and Caraka with subtle differences. Caraka construes them taking into

consideration their applicability in curative purpose.
Superiority (paratva) and Inferiority (aparatva)

The two attributes, paratva and aparatva , are dealt with together
because they are mutually dependent, and serve the purpose of brevity. In
Caraka, paratva and aparatva denote superiority or importance and inferiority
or unimportance respectively with regard to place, time, age, measure, paka,

potency (virya), and taste (rasa).'®> For instance, a dry place is called para



and a marshy place is called apara with regard to place. The rainy season
(visarga) of early autumn (Sarat and hemanta) is para and draught season
(adana) 1s called apara with regard to time. In the case of age, taruna is
para whereas others are called apara. In the case of paka, virya and rasa,
para and apara mean suitability and unsuitability, that is, the thing suitable
for a person is called para and the unsuitable is called apara.'®® Actually
paratva and aparatva regarding age come under time. It is separately

mentioned because it has specific importance in Ayurveda.

In VaiSesika system, paratva and aparatva are conceived as posteriority
and priority. PraSastapada defines them as the basis of the notions of
posterior and prior.'®” The later thinkers also do not materially differ from
this view.!®® Both the attributes reside in earth, water, fire, air, and mind.'®
They are present only in finite objects.'” They have a two fold division,
caused by space (dikkrta) and caused by time (kalakrta). Of them,
posteriority and priority, which are due to space, afford notions of a
particular direction, and those which are due to time afford notions of age.
For instance, when two things exist in the same direction, due to the varied
conjunctions, there arises the cognition in the seer regarding one in the form
of “it is distant”, when compared to the nearer. Thus, there arises the idea
of posteriority. Similarly, there arises the cognition in the form of “it is
near” when a thing is compared to a distant object. Thus, there occurs the
notion of priority. Similarly, in the elder there arises the apprehension of

posteriority and in the younger there occurs the apprehension of priority
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due to comparison in time."”" If paratva and aparatva connote posteriority
and priority due to time and space in VaiSesika, they refer to superiority

and inferiority in Caraka.

Reason (yukti)

Yukti means reasonable selection of medicines with reference to certain

diseases.!”?
Number (samkhya)

Samkhya means number (ganitam).'” In Nyaya-VaiSesika, it is
conceived as the basis of expressions such as of one, two.'” Number is
cognized by the sense of vision or sense of touch, and it resides in all
substances.'” The number one inhering in one eternal substance is eternal
and is ephemeral in ephemeral substances.'”® The plural numbers which
begin with two and end with parartha (100,000,000,000,000,000) are products
of our enumerative cognition (apeksabuddhi) which operates in the form of

this is one, this is one.!”’
Conjunction (samyoga)

In Caraka, samyoga means conjunction. It is an ephemeral relation

arising from the action of one, two or more substances to be united.'”

The VaiSesikas also express more or less the same view.'”” For them,
it is conjunction which is instrumental for the notion of two or more things
being united.'®® A more simple definition given is that it is a contact of two
things which remained separate.'' It is regarded as a cause in relation to

substance, attribute, and actions,'®? and is divided into three kinds:
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(1) conjunction caused by the action of one of the two objects to be united
(anyatarakarmaja), (2) conjunction due to the action of both the things to be
united (ubhayakarmaja), and (3) conjunction arising from another
conjunction. (samyogajasamyoga).'™ Mutual conjunction of all-pervading
substances (vibhudravyas) is not accepted, because they have no separate
existence.'® It is also told that conjunction is destroyed by disjunction and

also by the destruction of the substance.'®
Disjunction (vibhaga)

Caraka describes vibhaga as division, separation or disjunction.'®® In
VaiSesika it is defined as that which is instrumental for the notion of two
things being disunited.'’ It is also divided into three as in the case of

conjunction.'s® r
Severalty (p Y thaktva)

P thaktva is described by the synonyms non-conjunction (asamyoga),
distinction (vailaksanyam), and severalty (anekata).'”® Cakrapani says that
this explanation connotes three types of separateness; They are (1) special
difference (2) difference of character, and (3) difference of identity due to
numerical distinction."® In VaiSesika, prthaktva is described as the basis

of dealing with the separateness of objects."! It resides in all substances.'?

Quantity (parimana)

93

Parimana means measure.'” In Carakasamhita it includes not only

magnitude but also weight. VaiSesikas also define it as the basis of all
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measurements.'** It resides in all substances. It is divided into four: minute
(anu), large (mahat), long (dirgha) and short (hrasva)."”> However, this
kind of division given by the VaiSesikas shows that parimana is limited to
magnitude and hence it makes a difference to Caraka because there it includes

weight also.
Samskara

Samskara refers to the processing for the transformation of attributes
by applying water or heat, by cleaning, beating, nurturing and the like.'”® In
VaiSesika philosophy samskara means faculty or impulse and it is of three
kinds: velocity (vega), mental impression (bhavana), and elasticity
(sthitisthapaka)."’ Velocity resides in all the five finite substances. It causes

a series of motions in a particular direction.'®

Mental impression is a specific attribute of the self that causes memory
and recognition. It is generated in the self by a forcible knowledge
(patupratyaya), repeated knowledge (abhyasapratya), and impressive
knowledge (adarapratyaya). It is counteracted by contrary cognitions,

intoxication, and the like.'”

Sthitisthapaka is the characteristic of a
substance to regain the natural shape when the force applied to them
ceases.’”” The Mimamsakas divide samskara into two: worldly (laukika)
and scriptural (vaidika). The worldly consist of the above-mentioned.
Scriptural are those produced by shaping (taksna), purifying (utpavana),
sprinkling (proksana), beating (avahanana), and the like.**" Probably it might

be the notion of samskara in the Mimamsa that had influenced Caraka in

framing his concept of samskara.



Abhyasa

2

Abhyasa means habit due to constant practice.””® Samskara and

abhyasa are mutually related and they have high pharmacological value.
Spiritual attributes (atmagunas)

A separate group of ten attributes namely, desire (iccha), aversion
(dvesa), pleasure (sukha), pain (dukha), volition (prayatna), consciousness
(cetana), fortitude (dhrti), knowledge (buddhi), memory (smrti) and “I
consciousness’ (ahamkara), are described as the absolute marks for
inferring the existence of the self.*”® These attributes are again described
(in a different order) as being produced in the foetus by the self.?™ If
prayatna appears in the middle of the first articulation, it appears only at
the end of all attributes in the second. So, it leads to confusion as to which
group Caraka refer to as ‘‘the attributes ending with volition’’. Cakrapani
takes into consideration the first articulation and recognizes the first five,
namely desire, aversion, pleasure, pain, and volition as the intended attributes
in the group ending with volition (prayatnantas). He states that the last five
f‘205

attributes told in the articulation are the varieties of buddhi itsel

Accordingly, the spiritual attributes which belong to the self are only five
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and they are desire,?*® aversion,?”’ pleasure,?”® pain,*®® volition,*'° and
knowledge. In addition to these, merit (dharma), demerit (adharma), and
impression (bhavana) are regarded as the attributes of the self by the Nyaya-
VaiSesikas.”'' Even though Caraka speaks of merit and demerit, he does not
categorically say that they are attributes. More over, he does not make any

mention of mental impression.
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Thus, Caraka’s list of attributes is a large one which contains forty-
one attributes. From the above description it is clear that though the majority
of terms used are those used by Kanada, they are mostly different in sense.
In fact, Caraka has given his own schemata in order to suit the purpose of

Ayurveda.

The knowledge of the attributes, particularly the general physical
attributes and rasa have a vital role in determining the physical, chemico-
physical and pharmacological properties of substances and in ascertaining
etiology, symptomatology and treatment of diseases. The essential knowledge
in this respect is that virya, vipaka, and prabhava. The theory of rasa has
deeper reaches in Ayurveda and it is not possible to describe them in detail

here since it is beyond the scope of the present study.
Action (karma)

The word karma is used to denote both motion and action. Caraka
primarily defines it in the sense of bodily actions.?'* Accordingly, karma is
defined as action prompted by volition.?"* Comprehending both the above-
mentioned meanings, he also defines it as that which causes conjunction
and disjunction by inhering in substances and as action for something that

is to be accomplished and it depends on no other entity.*"*

Even though karma is defined in the sense of motion, he does not go
further into the details giving its general divisions or the laws governing it.
On the contrary, his further explanation is mainly centered on actions of the
five physical elements which are relevant in the therapeutic context. The

five peculiar types of actions are: (1) emesis (vamana), (2) purgation



(virecana), (3) corrective enemata (asthapana/niruhabasti) , (4) unctuous
enema (anuvasana-basti), and (5) head-purging (§isa-virecana ). This is
nothing but a classification of the therapeutic actions done by physicians
with drugs. He also classifies human actions into two: (i) positive actions

(pravrtti) and negative actions (niv tti).*'®

In the Nyaya-VaiSesika school, the category karma refers to motion

7 The earliest definition of karma is found in the

rather than action.?
VaiSesika-sutra. There, it is defined as residing in one substance only, not
possessing quality, being an independent cause of conjunction and
disjunction.*"® He classifies karma into five: (1) upward motion
(utksepana), (2) downward motion (apaksepana), (3) contraction
(akuricana), (4) expansion (prasarana), and (5) motion in general (gamana).
Here the last one called is meant'rto include any motion not designated by

the other four.?" This classification has been admitted by all the later

thinkers of Nyaya-VaiSesika school.**

PraSastapada comprehending all the five divisions gives a generic
definition: All the five kinds of action beginning with utsksepana belong
to a class of karmatva (the universal of karma). He elaborates it in the
following way: action belongs to a single substance, is momentary, inheres
in corporeal substances, is devoid of qualities, is caused by weight, volition,
and conjunction or disjunction and is destroyed by its effect. It is an
independent cause of conjunction and disjunction and is conceived as an
intimate cause (asamavayikarana). It produces effects in its substratum and

other substrates. It does not bring forth actions of the same class and does
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not create substance.””! One significant thing to be noted in this connection
is that he differentiates volitional acts from other kinds of motion. He calls
all the five types of actions related to the body and the things connected
with the body as conscious (satpratyaya) and all other motions as unconscious
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(asatpratyaya

Now it is very clear that the motif of Nyaya-VaiSesika is motion and
that of Caraka is action. Probably Caraka has sought to give therapeutic
connotation for the category karma, presumably with a view to assimilating

them in the medical tradition.
Universal (samanya) and Particularity (visesa)

Even though the Carakasamhita presupposes the categorial schema of
Kanada it has got its own purpose, consistency, and uniqueness. Naturally,
the two categories namely, samanya and visesa included in the schemata
have got their own differences. The prima fascie evidence that reveals their
importance in Ayurveda is that Caraka places samanya and visesa instead

of substance and qualities as the first and second categories.

The terms samanya and viSesa appear in a wide variety of translations
in English in both the Western and the Eastern presentations of VaiSesika
system of philosophy. The various terms used by different writers to denote
samanya are community, genus, commonness, commonality, generality,
similar constituents, similar characteristics, invariable concomitance, and
universal. Particular, particularity, difference, differential, dissimilar

constituents, dissimilar characteristics, and variant factor are the terms used



to signify visesa.?”® However, the terms universal and particularity are used
in this paper to denote samanya and viSesa respectively, for they are the

most commonly used terms in modern times.

The experienced world of ours consists in name and form,** and so
naturally there arises the problem of the relationship between sense objects,
thought and language.?®® Thought and language work closely together in
building up sense perceptions. Though they present themselves fragmentarily
they are grouped together and structured according to a form which makes
them intelligible. It is this form which makes us possible the recognition
or identification of an object with something previously known or thought.
This fact being admitted, our general cognitions like “this is a cow”, “this
is a pot” imply the existence of a generic property “cow-ness” and “pot-
ness”. These cognitions of unity being distinct from the individuals, their
objects must also be distinct from the individuals. The individuals as such
cannot explain unity or identity. Thus there evolved the class concept of

unity or identity. In Sanskrit it is called samanya.

The concept of the universal and the problems arising from it forms
one of the most fundamental and crucial topics of discussion. It is a common
subtle and difficult topic which has been debated for a long time in both the
West and the East. But still it remains a matter of philosophical controversy.
There is not much space to explain them in detail with all its implications
and differences. However, it would be relevant to cite some of the basic

differences in theory in this regard. There are mainly three major positions.



They are:
1. Nominalistic
2. Conceptualistic
3. Realistic.

According to nominalism, individual things in nature and individual
ideas in mind alone are real. They have nothing in common but the name or
sign given to them for the sake of reference. The generality of the name or
sign consists in the representative function of the word. That is, universal
is neither conceptual nor real but nominal.”* It is fictitious. “According
to conceptualism, individual things are the only reals in nature. But there
are also ideas and concepts which are based on reality and not on mere
fiction”.??” This shows that universal is absolutely conceptual. It is neither
fictitious nor real. According to realism, there are not only general names
and general ideas or concepts expressed by them but also universals in nature
to which general names and concepts correspond and which, existing outside
time and space, pervade in and inform the things in time and space.?*® To be

precise, universal exists both in mind and nature for the realists.

In the Indian intellectual tradition all these various positions are being
discussed with nuances. In the philosophical domain, the Buddhists represent
the nominalists. They refuse to accept the reality of the universal.””® The
universe, according to them, is in a flux of momentary particulars. There is
nothing identical or similar in the momentary particulars. Identity and

similarity are nothing but fancies of our imagination.?** There is no



recurrence in reality, for the momentary particulars (svalaksanas)

constituting it are non-repetitive.**!

The Jaina thinkers accept samanya.
But, according to them, nothing is known as purely universal or pure
particularity. In their conception the object of valid knowledge is of the
nature of both universal and particular.”* They are also of the opinion that
it is multiform, non-eternal, and limited.?® The Mimamsakas, both the
Bhattas and the Prabhakaras, opine that universal is eternal. It subsists in
individuals by the relation of “identity in difference” (bhedabheda).*** The
Advaita -Vedantins hold that universals are categories of existence generated
by primordial nescience lending unity to our-knowledge of particulars. They
are not mere concepts or fabrications of our mind. They are forms of

existence apprehended in empirical experience. Thus, for the Advaidins,

universals are, empirically real though ultimately illusory.**

The Samkhyas also admit the existence of universals. But, for them,
universals are not eternal even though they have a certain consistency. A
universal, in the Samkhya’s view, is a positive apprehension of inclusion,
and is not an apprehension of exclusion.??® Recognition is based on
universals. Even though the individuals are ephemeral there arises a
consistency in the recognition of the individual. The entity that forms the
basis of the consistency in recognition is the universal.”’ They also hold
that the notion of similarity (sadrsSya) is a kind of universal and is not a
separate principle as the Mimﬁmsakas and some Buddhists assert. One
understands similarity by perceiving sameness in a greater number of parts

of two things. In other words, similarity is the cognition of an innate

characteristic, which is the same in two things.?®



In the present context, we are mainly concerned with the concept of
samanya and viSesa in the Carakasamhita which shows close affinity with
VaiSesika system of philosophy and which is in sharp contradistinction with
the Buddhists. A critical reading does not ask “What does the statement
mean?” but, “Where is it being made from?” “What does it presuppose?”
“Are its presuppositions compatible with, independent of or anterior to
it?” Soitis a primary need to have an idea of the concept of universal and
particularity in the VaiSesika-sutra from which the Samhita is supposed to

have received its idea of the six fundamental categories.

The initial doctrine of philosophical controversy about universal and
particularity was provided by Kanada. The term samanya is derived from
the word samana (meaning / similar / equal) by adding the suffix syan and
it occurs in various sutras of Kanada with different shades of meaning.
Primarily the word is used in the sense of similarity or resemblance

(sadharmya).”® The word appears in its categorial sense in the sitra-

“samanyam viSesa iti buddhyapeksam”,**° which means samanya and viSesa

depend on cognition. However, it cannot be treated as the definition of

universal and particularity. In fact, Kanada does not introduce universal
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with a definition. We shall come to the sutra later on.

He further states that, that which brings about the notion of “is” (sat)
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in substance, quality, and action is “being” (satta)*** and it is different

from them.?*

Substance-ness (dravyatva), quality-ness (gunatva) and
motion-ness (karmatava) are universals as well as particularities.*** He also

makes the following observations: the cognition of substance, quality, and



action occurs through and in relation to universal,* while universal and
particularity are known independent of their further relation since both are
devoid of further universal and particularity.**® Existence or being (bhava/
satta) is absolute universal, because it causes the notion of inclusiveness
only.* Though these observations are elusive and problematic, the entire
section suggests a hierarchy of more or less inclusive universals with being
as the most inclusive one and hence the highest of all universals. Of these
observations the last one deserves special attention because it opens a way

to understand Kanada’s position.

Accordingly, the first universal to be deduced is “being” (sat). The
sign by which the cognition of “being” is inferred is the cognition of *“is”
(sat).**® That is, along with the cognition of substance, quality, and motion,
we have the cognition that they do exist. The entity that leads to this
cognition of existence cannot be a substance, quality or motion because it is

different from them.?*’

Substances, as a matter of fact, are of two types.
Of them the first are those things having two or more substances as
substrates (anekadravyavat). A jar, for example, is a product of many atoms.
The second are those which do not have any other substance as substrates
(adravyavat). For instance, the atoms of physical elements, time or space.
But “existence” which we apprehend is an uninterrupted whole in each single
substance (ekadravyavat.) So “being” cannot be a substance. In the same
way, “being” can neither be a quality nor motion because it exists in both

quality and motion. But, by definition a quality cannot inhere in another

quality and a motion cannot exist in another motion.



is not fragmented by any differential sign,

bh

Since the cognition of “is
Kanada arrives at the conclusion that “being” is one and the same
everywhere. It is the “absolute universal”, for “being” causes only the

0

notion of inclusiveness.”® It is on the ground that the cognition of
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is” (asti) is apprehended in substance, quality, and action without

fragmenting. So they are called by the common term artha.>'

In the same way Kanada deduces the existence of substanceness
(dravyatva), quality-ness (gunatva), and motion-ness (karamatva).
Naturally such entities like substance-ness thus deduced can be counted as
lower or inferior universals. Taking account of this fact, his commentator
PraSastapada calls the absolute universal para which means the superior
and all others apara , inferior. It is in relation to the inferior universals that
Kanada makes the statement: samanya and viSesa depend on cognition. Here
the term visSesa is not used in the categorial sense of visesa. On the contrary,
it is used to denote the universal itself. What is intended is that the inferior
universals like substanceness can be treated as either universal or
particularity depending on our cognition.”*> For instance, in the case of
substanceness, if we take into consideration inclusive function leading to
the apprehension of a substance, then it can be called a universal. And if
the same substanceness does the exclusive function giving raise to the
differentiating knowledge that substance is not quality then it can be called
particularity. Since the inferior universals function as both universal and
particularity, Kanada calls them ‘“universal particularities”.”® Thus
Kanada construes universal on the basis of cognition. Accordingly,

Kanada’s position can be concluded as conceptualistic. This is further



54 and Sridharacarya.” Taking

accepted by his followers like PraSastapada
account of this fact, modern scholars like Harsh Narain opines that the
notions of the universal and the particularity are relative notions and

represent notional or logical categories rather than ontological ones.>°

In the Kanada-sutra, the category viSesa®’ denotes ‘‘ultimate
particularity” (antya-visesa). They are the ultimate factors of individual
identity. In comparison with “being”, substance-ness” 1is particularity.
At the same time, it is a universal when compared to earth-ness. Similarly,
in comparison with substance-ness, the universal earth-ness is a particularity.
In comparison with jar-ness, it is universal. In this way Kanada finally
arrives at the lowest strata of the hierarchy and calls it ultimate particularity
(antya-viSesa) which gives rise to the cognition of distinction or exclusion
only. PraSastapada says that the ultimate particularities are entities residing
in ultimate eternal substances, namely the atoms of the first four elements
(earth, water, fire, and air), akasa, time, space, self (atma), and mind
giving raise to the cognition of differentiation of each one.**® Thus the
ultimate particularity forms the contrasting borderline cases which occur
in eternal individual substances differentiating each one of them. They reside
exclusively in the eternal, non-composite substances and account for the

irreducible identity of each one of them.
Universal and particularity in Carakasamhita

Now let us come to Carakasamhita. It is true that Caraka

indiscriminately deals with the world en masse, its general nature and



behaviour, and the nature of occurrences of particular events without
separating scientific and philosophical fields and methods of investigation
from one another. Its main purpose is not to fulfill the purpose of
philosophy, to unveil the first and last ground of ‘existents’, but to kindle
the practical business of maintaining humane health. So it is essential to
discern how universals and particularities are being construed in such a

treatise on a practical science.

The most important articulations that explain the universal and
particularity are two in number.?* Some scholars like P.V. Sharma opines
that saimanya and visesa, in Ayurveda, differs from VaiSesika in the sense
that the latter uses the terms of samanya and visesa for class (jati) and
individual (vyakti) respectively, but in the former they denote similarity
(tulyarthata) and dissimilarity (viparyaya).*® This creates some confusion.
So, in order to know the real concept we must primarily know whether the
terms, samanya and viSesa, are used in the literal sense of similarity and

difference or in their technical sense of universal and ultimate particularity.

There is a difference between similarity and universal. Similarity can
exist in objects belonging to different categories such as substance, quality,
and action. Universals, on the other hand, reside only in objects of the same
class or category. They are class essences as told earlier.?*' Caraka describes
samanya as an entity which brings about unification or oneness
(ekatvakaram samanyam) and as that which recurs in similar things
(tulyarthata hi samanyam). Commenting on the first exposition

Cakrapanidatta says that universal is that which brings about the notion of



oneness (ekatvabuddhikaram). Referring to the second articulation he says
that tulyarthata means a single entity that subsists in many individuals by a
single relation, and there by brings about the cognition of identity though
the individuals are different.?®* Thus, for him universal is an entity which
is instrumental in cognition. Actually speaking, Caraka does not say that

the unification is only at the conceptual level. On the contrary, what he intends

is the unification at the conceptual level as well as at the objective level.?®

Thus universal is a recurring generic property inherent in numerically
different individuals and brings about the unification of individuals at the
cognitive level and objective level. So it is very clear that the term samanya

is used not in a mere literal sense of similarity. It is in the sense of universal.

Similarly, in the case of viSesa also if it is in the sense of difference it
can exist in any individual object. If it is in the sense of ultimate
particularity, as told in VaiSesika, it can exist only in eternal substances.
Caraka defines particularity as that which generates differentiation
(visesastu prthaktvakrt) and as such it is antagonistic (viSesastu
viparyayah). So particularity is the cause of differentiating knowledge
(vyavrttabuddhikrt). According to Cakrapani, visesa of Caraka does not

3

refer to the ultimate particularities but refers to the ‘‘universal
particularity” when they generate relative sense of distinction. For instance,
when the universal cow-ness causes distinction of cow with other objects
like horses it can be called particularity depending upon the cognition. Thus,
samanya and viSesa of Caraka refer to one and the same entity which brings

about the sense of identity with the objects of the same class and which is

also responsible for the sense of difference from the objects belonging to



other classes. So the entity construed here recalls the ‘““universal
particularity” of the VaiSesikas which keeps conformity with the genus
(jati) of the Nyaya-sutra.”® On the basis this, it can be concluded that
ultimate particularity (antyavisesa) of VaiSesika has no place in the

Carakasambhita.

Though Caraka presupposes the categorial schema of Kanada, he makes
a shift from the VaiSesika theory of the universals and particularities. The
most important improvement is the alteration from the conceptualistic
position to the realistic position. Moreover he is neither concerned with
the superior universal ‘“‘being” (parasamanya/satta) nor the ultimate
particularity (antya-viSesa), but the ‘‘universal particularity”

(samanyaviSesa).

It is on the basis of this paradigm shift that Caraka gives a pragmatic
orientation to the philosophical concept of the universal construed by

Kanada. Dasgupta has remarked:

“In the VaiSesika system the word samanya means a class
concept; but here it means the concrete things which have similar
constituents or characteristics; and visesa which means in
VaiSesika, ultimate specific properties differentiating one atom
from another, means in Caraka concrete things dissimilar and

opposite constituents or characteristics”.?®

Though the statement is confusing, the point that samanya and viSesa
are not conceptual is quiet evident. Vinayaka Jayananda Thakkar also

expresses the very same idea. He says that ekatvakara means not only the



unification at the conceptual level but also at the practical level in such a
way that, universals brings about the equipoise of the dhatus from the point
of view of treatment.?®® Unless they have an ontological existence, they

would not have a practical relevance.

The crux of the paradigm shift is that Caraka assumes a dichotomic
function of the said property at the objective level which in turn gives a
more logical and scientific orientation to Ayurveda. It is on the basis of
this dichotomic function of the “universal particularities” that he evolves
the theory of increase (vrddhi) and decrease (hrasa) of the entities of the
physical world. In other words, it is the final determinant of the equilibrium
of man and nature. In Ayurvedic context it is applied as the cardinal principle

of treatment.

We know that if the delicate balance between S$lesma, pitta, and vata
is disturbed, the body is visited by some or other disease; therefore freedom
from illness is contingent upon by two types of balance internal and
external. This equipoise can be made possible by increasing dhatus which

have fallen and by decreasing dhatus that exceeds the normal state.

Caraka construes universal and particularity as the cause of increase
and decrease respectively. He says that samanya always is the cause of
increase and viSesa is the cause of decrease of everything provided the two
are in conjoined action.?®” The classical example is that meat-
ness’ (mamstva) while functioning as a universal will be the cause of
increase of the flesh, and it will be a cause of decrease of vata while

functioning as a particularity. One of the most important things that



Cakrapani points out in this connection is that an entity will cause decrease
only if the universal particularity of the thing that “nourishes” and the
“nourished” are extremely antagonistic. If it is not so, it will not cause
decrease. For example, meat-ness, the universal of meat, is a particularity
when compared to blood-ness of blood. But it is not an extremely
antagonistic particularity. So meat will not cause the decrease of blood. On
the other hand, because of the presence of the identical nature of the universal
in their qualities, it will lead to augmentation of blood. This explanation is
aimed at making the point clear in the Ayurvedic context viSesa means an

““antagonistic particular’ (viruddhavisesa).

The articulation is somewhat difficult to discern and so has given rise
to controversial interpretations. However the main points to be noted in
this articulation is that increase and decrease take place when the two are in
action. A.Comba, by citing the interpretation of the Cakrapani, suggests
that it can be interpreted in two ways. Of them the first is that pravrtti of
the universal and particularity is their connection (abhisambandha). Such
pravrtti of the universals and particularities with the body constituents is
the cause of increase and of decrease. In the second, pravrtti means the balance
of the bodily constituents (dhatusamya); this balance is an effect both of

the universals and of the particularities.*®

Now, the question is what is the real sense it of the part “but the action
of the both (pravrttirubhayasya tu)” in the articulation. The doubt is whether
they refer to the action of the universal and particularity or to some other

entities. As a matter of fact, samanya and viSesa have no independent action



of their own. It is substance that has action. So what is implied is that when
two substances are in conjoined action, increase and decrease in the
substances, their inhering qualities, and also actions will take place due to
the presence of “universal and particularity”. Thus, it is clear that the action
referred to as the cause of increase and decrease is the action of substances
and not of universal and particularity. This has been well clarified by
Cakrapani. He quotes PraSastapada-bhasya and point out that universal is
neither a cause (substantial cause) nor a non-substantial cause of increase.
If so eternally present fleshness in the flesh of the body would increase the
body flesh itself even of the vegetarians. So he concludes that universal
serves only as an indicator of the actual cause of increase, which is a
substance-ness, quality-ness or action-ness.”® Thus, what is implied is
that universal and particularity only refer to a property or characteristic
which functions as the causal determinant (prayojaka) of increase and
decrease.”’® That is though the substance quality and action are the real
causes of increase and decrease of their corresponding entities, there resides

in them a property which functions as a “causal determinant”.

It is to be remembered in this connection that, universal and
particularity are not different entities, but to the “universal particularity”.
Samanya and visesa are not independent and equal entities. On the other
hand they are two terms given to signify one and the same property based on
the function it does. The term visesa refer to a negative version of the
universal at the functional level. If an entity functions as ‘“‘causal

determinant” of increase it is called universal and if the very same entity
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functions as “causal determinant” of decrease it is called particularity. That
is, according to Caraka, the properties that reside in substances, qualities
and actions have a dicotomical function of determining both increase and
decrease. Dasgupta, while dealing with growth and disease brings out this
idea. He remarks that, what ever that leads to increase of a particular dhatu
automatically leads the decrease of other dhatus.*’" In fact, Caraka himself
has emphatically explained this double edged function as simultaneous. He
says that a thing that increases a particular dhatu is also responsible for the
simultaneous decrease of other dhatus which are extremely antagonistic in

nature.?’?

Now the question arises as to how the simultaneity of augmentation
and diminution can be justified. Cakrapani says that this simultaneity is
just like simultaneous production of many sounds from a single sound or
like the simultaneous production of light and heat by fire.*”* In fact, Caraka
has made it explicit when he says that proper administration of drugs will
simultaneously cause increase of the reduced dhatus and decrease of the

* Tt is relevant to

increased dhatus and thereby maintain the equipoise.?’
note that he applies the very same principle in psychic therapy also. Caraka
when declares that emotions like desire (kama), anger (krodha), fear
(bhaya), and the like can be conveniently directed at one another to counter

the ill-effects on the individual, he was actually applying the principle that

visesa diminishes the antagonistic in psychic therapy also.*”

Thus, it is evident that Caraka’s metaphysical doctrine does not consist

of bare particulars or simple entities as causes. On the contrary, it must
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have a definite characteristic feature which is uniform in all things. Such
things will fall into a class and behave in the same way. This characteristic
content is the “causal determinant” of increase and decrease. As such, the
characteristic which is of the widest or smallest extension cannot be a causal
determinant. That is, “absolute universal” (satta/bhava) and ‘ultimate
particularity’ (antya-visesa) are neither causal determinants of increase nor
a causal determinant of decrease. Hence it is the universal particularities
which reside in substances, qualities, and actions that serve as the causal
determinants of increase and decrease. Probably it was Caraka who was the

first to construe “universal particularities” as causal determinants.

Various interpretations of the universal and particularity of

Caraka

Universal and particularity construed by Caraka are interpreted
variously. Some of them are quoted and refuted by Cakrapani. One such
interpretation is that there are three types of universals and particularites
namely, dravyagocara, gunagocara and karmagocara.”’® Accordingly, the
first, that is, dravyagocara is referred to by the 44" verse of Sutrasthana.””’
The first part of the 45" verse of sitrasthana refers to the second, and the
second part of the same verse refers to the third. BhattarahariScandra rejects
this classification because, according to him, all the three were implied by
the 44" verse.?”® Cakrapani points out that this has been already refuted by
BhattarahariScandra. If it is accepted that all the three are mentioned by the
first verse then, the verse forty-five would become futile.?”” Actually

speaking, universals inhere only in substance, quality, and action. The
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categories, namely universal, particularity, and inherence have no universal
and particularity. So there is no need of such a classification because it
would be misleading. But, in order to avoid this anomaly some others give
another three types of classification, namely (1) the absolute universal
(atyanta-samanya) referred to by the verse 44, (2) middle universal
(madhyama-samanya) denoted by the first half of the verse 45 and partial
universal (ekadesa-samanya) denoted by the second half of the verse 45.
But this classification is also rejected by Cakrapani on the basis that such a

classification is not consistent and is of no use.?®

But still, there is given two other types of divisions. Of them the first
one is universal existing in both objects (ubhayavrtti-samanya)for example,
meatness(mamsatva). Meatness exists in both meat and flesh of the body,
and thereby its consumption increases the flesh of the body. The second
one is the universal existing in single object (ekavrtti-samanya) for example,
gheeness (ghrtatva). Though gheeness is only in ghee, it augments the
dissimilar organic fire of the body. Here, gheeness is counted as the cause
of increase and so it is called partial universal. Cakrapani, however, rejects
this theory because it is against the concept of universal that it is a class
essence. If so, the instances like the above-mentioned will remain as
exceptions to the general rule that universal is the cause of increase.
According to Cakrapani, augmentation has no invariable relation with
universal. On the other hand, universal is invariably related to
augmentation.”®" In other words, universal is not the only cause of increase.

Other entities can also become the causal determinant of increase.



He attributes a new cause called ‘‘specific power’’ (prabhava) for
increase in places where increase is caused by a different thing. Accordingly,
one thing can increase another thing even when they are not identical, because
of the presence of specific power. So there is nothing wrong in maintaining
that dissimilar things can also cause increase.?®* Thus, it is clear that the
general rule that universal is the cause of increase is not without exceptions.

But this anomaly is solved by attributing prabhava to the cause.

Similarly, it is an established fact that bodily exercises will increase
vata. For example running increases the vata but they have nothing in
common. So there arises the difficulty to explain how action increases bodily
elements. Even though Caraka illustrates universals inherent in substance
and quality, he has consciously refrained from illustrating the casualty of
physical activity. Cakrapani says that, in the case of physical activity it is
the “specific power” that causes increase. This does not mean that Caraka
does not admit the universal of motion. Caraka says that vata which is
naturally qualified by motion will be augmented by actions like physical
exercise and will be decreased by inaction.” Dream is not a direct cause of
the augmentation of kapha. But it causes increase of kapha through
decreasing the motion. What is implied is that whenever there occurs a lapse
in the invariable relation between universal and increase prabhava should

be inferred as the cause of increase.?®

If the above-mentioned cases are instances of the lapse of “negative
invariable relation” (vyatireka-sahacara) of universal and increase, there

are also instances of the lapse of the affirmative “invariable relation”
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(anvaya-sahacara). In certain cases even if the universal is found to exist in
both “the thing that nourishes” and “the nourished”, augmentation is not
seen to be caused. For example, even if an old man who is wearing out gets
nourished by food which has the same qualitiy as his body, that nourishment
will not make him fatter. Similarly, even if sweet things are consumed in
gri_;sma it would not augment kapha. Cakrapani settles this anomaly by
saying that it is due to the presence of the obstructions, old age and the heat
of grisma.”® The same is the case with particularity also. It also will cause

decrease only in the absence of an obstruction. For example, substances like
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the mandaka the nikuca®® which are unctuous even though they are
antagonistic of vata and of other pathogenic elements do not alleviate them,
because of the presence of noxious prabhava of these substances. Thus it is
concluded that, universal is capable of causing increase in the absence of an
obstruction®®. Actually, this explanation is put forth on the basis of the
theory formulated in the later period in the Nyaya-VaiSesika system and
not based on the Carakasamhita. Udayana (AD 991),”® one of the greatest
exponents of Nyaya-Vaisesika, in his book Nyayakusumafjali says that
“the production of an effect does not happen only by the presence of the
three causes”.””® But the absence of an obstruction is also essential for the

production. However it is a fact that the general rule that the universal causes

increase is not without exception.

Even though Caraka formulates the definition of the universals and of
the particularities in a way which differs from VaiSesika-sutra by metony

and ellipses and construes universal as the causal determinant of increase



and decrease, the other fundamental medical texts do not use them at all.
SuSrutasamhita mentions neither universals nor particularities. He does not
speak of even similarities or differences in the first chapter of sutrasthana
where it is expected to appear. While discussing the remedy for pathological
conditions SuSruta says that, diseases due to the diminution of dosas can be
cured by applying drugs which have same origin of the dosas.**' Thus, it is
clear that they are not used in the technical sense of universals and
particularities as explained in the Carakasamhita. Probably this may be

because Susruta being a surgeon, the fundamental were not his main concern.

When we come to Astangasamgraha and Astangahrdaya the subject
of increase and decrease is discussed with great importance in the first
chapter of sutrasthana itself. But there is a difference. Both the texts place
“similar” (samana) and “dissmilar” (viparita) respectively for universals
and particularity. Thus, the increase of all things is caused by the similar
and decrease is caused by the dissimilar.””> However, this innovation may
be because of the reconciliation attitude adopted by these thinkers towards
the predecessors or it may be an attempt for a more empirical perspective

as pointed out by A. Comba.*”?

In this context, it would not be improper to recall the impact of the
concept of universal and particularity in the Carakasamhita, in the later
development of the causation theory. It would help us to understand the cross
currents between philosophy and science in Indian intellectual tradition in

their development which have been lost at certain point of history.
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A survey of the later classical Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophy bears
witness to the fact that its causation theory has been highly influenced by
the concept of universal and particularity of Carakasamhita. The modern
exponents of Nyaya-VaiSesika school lay emphasis on the logical necessity
of accepting the existence of universals at the objective level rather than
their cognitive nature in perception. They are of the opinion that the causality
of a thing cannot be undermined and the determinant of causality must be a

universal.?*

Later followers of Nyaya-VaiSesika describe universals as
indispensable conditions for the regulation of causal linkages

(karanatavacchedaka and karyatavacchedaka).””

Udayana argues for the very existence of universal on the basis of the
principle of causality. His chief argument is that causal relation being
necessary and uniform, it cannot be said to exist between particulars as such
but between particulars having a class nature (jati). A denial of this will be
contrary to the nature of things as discovered by us.?*® “If causal relation
is supposed to hold between bare particulars or then we cannot explain the
notion of the potential (svarupa yogya) cause. We search for the specific
material which has the potentiality for the desired effect. This potentiality
or causal efficiency (karanatva) is possessed by a thing by virtue of its

class nature (jati)”.”*’

Viswanatha, the author of Nyaya Siddhanta Muktavali, proves the very
existence of the universal substanceness (dravyatva) on the basis that it is
inevitable as a causal delimiter (karanatavacchedaka) of the inherent

causality of an effect (karya) or of conjunction (samyoga) and distinction



(vibhaga). Thus it is clear that the idea of causality as a consistent and
essential relation between things necessarily implies the existence of

universal.?*®

Another significant development in the Nyaya-VaiSesika school is that
they do not conceive all universals as ‘causal delimiters’
(karaatavacchedaka). Only eternal class essences like cow-ness (gotva),
red-ness (raktatva) are conceived as causal delimiters. Such universals are
called genus (jati). Other general adventitious characteristics such as

cookness (pacakatva) are called imposed property (upadhis).*’

Udayana enumerates six impediments called jatibadhakas. They are
(1) Unity of the object (vyakterabheda). Example: the akasa being one all-
pervading thing, there is no jati as akasatva. (2) Identity of objects (tulytva).
Example: khatatva and kalasatva are not different jatis as both words denote
the same thing. (3) Cross-division (sankara). Example: bhutatva and
murtatva are not jatis since they constitute cross division. (4) Want of
finality or regresses in infinitum (anavasthiti). Example: jatis like manhood
(manusyatva) itself cannot have further jati, for in that case, there being
jati over jati ad infinitum, there will be no finality. (5) Violation of nature
(rupahani). Example: even though particularities (visesas) are innumerable
they cannot have the jati viSesatva, because such an assumption is essentially
opposed to the very conception of jati, and (6) want of connection
(asambandha). Example: samavayatva cannot be accepted as the jati of
samavaya because samyatva cannot have any connection with its substratum

inherence.?%



Now, from the facts furnished above we can conclude that what Caraka
has done is a critique of the then existing concept of the universal. It is a
critique in the sense that it is designed to generate a better pragmatic concept,
so that it can be applied for human projects of health and cure. It is an
analysis which focused on the betterment of removing the imperfections
and flaws of the then existed curative system which was confined to etiology

(hetu), symptomatology (/inga) and medicine (ausadha).

Kanada provided the initial doctrine of the ultimate universal, universal
particularity and ultimate particularity in a conceptualistic way. Caraka has
sorted out the ‘universal particularity’ after excluding the ultimate universal
“being’ (satta) which is of the widest extension and the ultimate
particularity (antyaviSesa) which is of the smallest extension. Further, they
are recognized as intrinsic, non-accidental entities inhering in substances,
qualities and motions functioning as causal determinants or causal delimiters
of increase and decrease. In essence, it is construed as the causal determinant

of equipoise.

This was actually a shift in perspective. It was a shift which made
possible the actualization of a philosophical abstraction to a pragmatic
orientation which gave Ayurveda a scientific temper and made it move. But
it was not without exceptions. Certain lapses are found to affect the negative
and positive invariable relation between increase and universal. Cakrapani,
by attributing specific power (prabhava) and absence of obstruction, has
tried to remove such imperfections taking into consideration some of the

later developments in the Nyaya - VaiSesika system of philosophy.



Inherence (samavaya)

Now let us recall the peculiar function of inherence (samavaya), the
sixth and final category. The word samavaya is derived from the root ay by
prefixing “sam” and “av” and by suffixing ghan. It is found to be used in
Panini’s Astadhyayi*' and Mimamsa-Siitra®? in the sense of aggregation.
In Vyakarana-Mahabhasya it is juxtaposed with vyavaya. There vyavaya
signifies separateness and samavaya, coming together. One of the examples
cited by Patanjali is that Ministers are not free as far as their relation of
samavaya is concerned and are free as far as their vyavaya is concerned.’®
Based on similar observations, Harsh Narain states that aggregation is both
external, that is, caused by external pressure and internal, that is caused by
internal necessity. Their phenomenon of external aggregation gave rise to
the concept of conjunction as a quality, while that of internal aggregation,

to the concept of inherence.**

In the present context, as has been discerned through the doctrine of
categories to know things as a conglomeration of various entities, there arises
a question as to what holds the categories together and connects them to a
unit. It is not possible to consider conjunction (samyoga) as the relation,
for it is a quality which has been defined as a union of things not formerly

united.?®

“It had been recognized that conjunction originates only
through movement of things which connects themselves with one

another and is abrogated again through the separation of things.



But this does not hold true in the case of categories. There is,
therefore, no union of earlier separated things, for they only occur

together” .

It is, therefore, assumed that there is an indwelling connection or
aggregation different from conjunction which binds the categories to a unit.

It is called inherence (samavaya).

The VaiSesika-sutra refers to samavaya on several occasions, while
the main suitra in which it appears in the categorial sense defines inherence
as that which brings about the comprehension of ‘this is here’ (iha idam
iti) - something resides in a locus with regard to cause and effect.’” It
implies that inherence is a relation of cause and effect which have ‘container
contained’ relation. Sankaramisra clarifies that the cause and effect are
devoid of conjunction and disjunction being non-separables.’® Kanada does
not say whether inherence is eternal or not in clear terms. But we can infer
that inherence as posited by him is eternal in spite of the transient nature of
its related entites because, for him, that which exists and is without a cause
is eternal.’® This is further attested by the fact that there is no cause or
source of knowledge to establish it with to it’s ephemerality.’'° On the basis
of this concept of inherence, Kanada recognizes two causes: (1) inherent
cause (samavayi karana)®'' and (2) non-inherent cause (asamavayi
karana).”'” However, he also speaks of the inherence of attribute and action
with substance,’’ the inherence of many entities in the same locus
(ekarthasamavayasambandha),’'* and inherence in the conjunct

(samyuktasamavaya).’"



In Carakasamhita, inherence is being described as an inseparable
connection of substances with their qualities. He adds that it is eternal where
there is the substance not devoid of its distinctive qualities.’'® Accordingly,
inherence is a relation different from conjunction which always presupposes
the separatability of its related. It pinpoints the relation of ‘identity in
difference’ (bedhabedha). As has been pointed out by Cakrapanidatta, the
given examples are suggestive of the container (adhara) and
contained(adheya); the two related entities of inherence.’’ Thus , according
to Caraka, ‘inherence is an eternal relation of the related entities’ which
are not capable of existing separately, because they involve a relation of the
container and the contained. In particular he refers this association only
to substances with their qualities. The significant thing to be noted in this
connection is that it was Caraka who was the first make it explicit that

inherence is eternal.

Cakrapanidatta, taking into consideration the later innovations in the
classical Nyaya-VaiSesika thought, states that inherence is the relation of
part and whole, the substrates with their qualities, motion, and universal.*'®
But he consciously omits the relation of eternal substance with their ultimate
particularities because of the fact that Caraka himself has not referred to
such ultimate particularities. However, it is doubtful whether Caraka has
envisaged the inherence of all these relatas. His main purpose has been to
reveal the binding relationship of substances with their qualities which have
a high significance in the maintenance of health and the treatment of diseases.

At the same time the definition is worthy enough to accommodate them all

within its purview.



In this context it may be of great relevance to recall the opinion of the
later Nyaya-VaiSesikas. A probe into the later Nyaya-VaiSesika system
shows that the explanation given by Caraka has a high influence on them.
The very definition given by PraSastapada is vindictive of this fact. He
defines it as a relationship between inseparable things having a “container-
contained” relation.?'® He, further defines inherence in clearer terms
removing the mist and veil of Kanada’s notion of ‘this is here’.??°
Accordingly, PraSastapada describes the nature of inherence as the
relationship of substance, quality, action, universal, and particularity;
whether it can be in the form of effect and cause or vice-versa; is one in
which they are inseparably united and they exist in the form of the substrated
and the substratum, by which the notion arises “this resides here” and by
which there is the interdependence of the separate things of limited extension.
This is called inherence.””' KeSavamisra defines it as the relationship of

inseparables.’” Almost all later Nyaya- VaiSesika thinkers emphasizes the

eternity of inherence.’”

CandrakantaTarkalankara defines inherence as complete combination

(samyogavapti). *** He recalls the definition given by Caraka’®

and says
that inherence is the counter opposite of separateness just like disjunction
is the counter opposite of conjunction.’*® He further states that it is a peculiar
type of conjunction of the soul with apirva, body, sense organs, and feelings
called birth. The purusa thus constituted by inherence of the body,

senseorgans, and mind experiences all kinds of sufferings and the cessation

of this state of affairs constitutes the ultimate liberation from all kinds of



sufferings. This type of conjunction is particular type of quality and so it
is treated as a separate entity.’’ But this view is not tenable because
inherence is eternal for Caraka. Moreover, if it had been a quality, Caraka
would have included inherence in the group of qualities along with prthaktva
and would not have given a categorial status. Above all, a relation of quality

to its substrate cannot be a quality.

The Samkhyas , the Bhattamimamsakas, and the Vedantins do not
accept inherence as a separate category. The Prabhakaras and the modern

Naiyayikas consider inherence as eternal and varied.*®

It was Caraka who was the first to construe inherence as an ontological
category just as universal. As far as Kanada is concerned, only substance,
quality, and action have ontological existence. That is why he called them
by the name artha. In addition to that it was Caraka who first gave a definition
distinguishing it from samyoga. It is samyoga that represent individual
instances of conjunction. He has clearly stated that it is eternal and will not
be destroyed by the behaviour of the related tentities. So it was Caraka who

was the first construe inherence as eternal.



NOTES AND REFERENCES

In the Western terminology it is called disinterested curiosity or
general curiosity, which has the features that are disconcerting to our
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accordance with them. It is this general curiosity that animates and
sustains what we call the theoretical exercise of intellect in a
disinterested pursuit of what we call truth. Without general curiosity
there would be no dispassionate scientific and philosophic enquiry,
no pure science, no pursuit of learning for its own sake, no voyage of
intellectual or for that matter of geographical discovery, undertaken
in the spirit and for the sake of sheer adventure. FM, Contents - I,
p. 6 - 7. In Indian intellectual tradition the Sanskrit word jijiasa used
in the sense of insatiable curiosity is found used in the articulations.
See ‘“‘athato Brahmajijnasa’, Br. Su, 1. i. 1; athato dharmam
vyakhasyamah, VS, 1. 1. 1; athato di_rghazp ji_Viti_yamadhyéyarp
vyakhyasyamah, CS, Su, 1. 1; athato dharmajijiasa. M.Su, 1.i.1.
They are not to be conceived as disinterested one. On the other hand,
in the pursuit of truth, it is also interested in the moral and religious

bearing upon human life.

Categoriology means the theory or critic of categories. See ENVC, Vol.

I, p. 22.

Donald Walhout, “On Categories”, The Philosophical Quarterly,
XXXI1V, 3, October, Amalner, 1961, p. 142.
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See foot-notes, ENVC, Vol. I, p. 65.
FM, Contents - II, p. 222.
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vedana samjina samskaro ripameva ca. SDS, p. 6.
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pramana-prameya-samsaya-prayojana-drstanta-siddhanta-avayava-
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(on PS, V.iii. 43), Vol. II, p. 83.

kim punaradravyam? ke punargunah? SabdasparSaruparasgandha

gunah, tato’ nyat dravyam. M. Bh, Vol. IV, V. i. 2, p. 297.
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Ibid.
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ubhau assiya bhave. US, 28. 6, p. 713.

dhammo, adhammo, agasam, kalo, puggala, jantavoes logutti pannatto

jnohi varadamsihi, Ibid., 28 .7, p.714.

samkhyayogdarsanayorgunasamiiho dravyam, Paniniya Vyakarana-
sitre Vaiéeﬁk&tattv&mi—mémsa, Dr. Ramsaran Sastri, Delhi, 1976,

p- 1.

Vijnanabhik§u uses the word guna in the sense of ‘‘strand’:
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akamahadadirajjunirmatrtvacca prayujyate”. SSV, p. 38. It is also
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47-48.

samanyavisesamudayo’tra dravyam, YD, pp. 365-66.

“In the Buddhists view, the mango is nothing but an aggragate of qualia

and actions (gunakarmasamudaya)”. CIPM, p. 81; Notes,TSA, 78.
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kriyagunavan samavayikaranamiti dravyalaksanam, VS, 1. 1. 15.
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yatrasritah karmagunah karanam samavayi yat tat dravyam. CS, Su,

I. 50.
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40, 3.
Ibid.
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vartate. Tadyatha - samskrtamannam gunavadityucyate. M. Bh, Vol.
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Nyayakandali, PBNK, p. 352.
samavayi tu nsce§tah karanam gunah. CS, Su, 1. 51.
See Cakrapani on Ibid.

This interpretation is in consonance with the Nyaya - VaiSesika.
ViSwanatha has pointed out that dimension of paramanus and
ubiquitous substances, unperceivable universal and particularity as
entities devoid of causality. (“anuparimanamtu na kasyapi karanam....
evam paramamahatparimanamatindriyasamanyam viseSaca
bodhyah’’.) NSMK, pp. 74 - 76. It has been pointed out by
Sankaramis$ra that attributes of final aggregates are not causes. See

VU, p. 47.

See Cakrapani on CS, Su, I. 51.

Ibid.

MM, p. 268.

For instance see CS, Su, XXVI. 73-79.

guna guaSraya noktastasmadrasagunan bhisak vidyadravyagunan

karturabhiprayah prthgvidhah. CS, Su, XXVI. 36.

“bhrantam tat”, VS, VII, ii. 4. 5. see also Sankarami$ra on ibid., VU,
pp. 400 - 401 ekarthasamavayadeva tadrSavyavaharopapattau gune
gunanangikarat. TSA, p. 4. Thus, the idea implied in Caraka’s

articulation recalls the expression ‘agunam’ in Kanadas definition.

Kanada had set the condition “samyogavibhagesva-karanamanapeksa”
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and disjunction. For details see HSPCIC, Vol. II, 4, p.30. Similarly
Carak has set the condition “one without motion” (niscesta) to exclude

motion. see infra Cakrapani on ibid.

rupadinam  gunanam  sarvesam  guntvabhisambandho

dravyasritatvam nitgunatvam niskriyatvam. PBNK, p. 227.
guyatv&jétiyogi_ gunah, SP, p. 48.
jatimatve acalanatmakatve sati samavayikaranarahitasceti, ibid.

samanyavan asamavayikaranam aspandatma gunah, T.Bh., p. 191.
In the text, instead of aspandatma it is printed spandatma. However

it is a discrepancy.

dravyakarmabhinnatve sati samanyavan gunah gunatvajatiman va.

TSA, p. 5.

karmano vyatiriktatve satyavantarajatiman upadanatvanirmukto guno

gunavidam matah. MM, p. 244.

ruparasagandhaspar§ah samkha parimanani prthaktvam
samyogavibhagau paratvaparatve buddhayah sukhadukhe icchadvesau

praytnasca gunah. VS, 1. 1. 6.

casabdasamuccitasca gurutvadravatvasnehasamskaradrstasabdah
saptaivetyevam caturvimtigunah. PBNK, p. 27. The word adrsta in
this articulation which literally means the invisible implies “merit”
(dharma) and “demerit” (adharma). Actually these attributes are found
mentioned in the various VaiSesika - sutras. For instance he refers to
them in the following sutras gurutva - V.S, 1.1.29; V. 1. 7; V. 1. 18 ;

V.1ii. 3. dravatva - 11.1. 6, 7; V. 1i. 4. sneha: 1I.1. 2. samskara: V. 1.
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17, 18; IX. 11. 6,10; adrsta: V.1. 15; V.11. 2,7,13, 17; VI. 1. 12; V1. 1i1.
1,2, 14; IX. 1i. 9, 13.

The Bhatta - Mimamsakas also speaks of twenty- four attributes. But
they exclude merit (dharma) and demerit (adharma) and include

manifestedness (prakatya) and potency (Sakti), MM, p. 244.

“sartha gurvadayo buddhih prayatnantah paradayah gunah prokta;,
CS, Su, I, 49.

HIPS, Vol. II, P. 369.

ENVC, p. 109.

Ibid., 110.

HSPCIC, Vol. II, Part-4, p.421.

Mahabharata mentions qualities of physical elements quiet similar to
that of Caraka, though there are some additional ones in Caraka which
are absent in Mahabharata or vice versa. The Mahabharata mentions
nine types of smells in earth: ista, aniSta, madhura katu, nirharin,
samhata, snigdha, ruksa and viSada. There are six tastes in water:
madhura, lavana, tikta, kasaya, amla and katu. Fire has got sixteen
colours: hrasva, d1'_rgha, sthula, caturaSra, and anuvrttavat, Sukla, krsna,
rakta, pita, nila, aruna, kathina, cikkana, §laksna, picchala, mrdu, and
daruna. Air has got twelve types of touch: usna, §ita, sukha, duhkha,
snigdha, visada, khara, mrdu, ruksa, laghu, guru and gurutara. M. Bh.

Moksa, 184. 28,33. 4, 36. 7. cf. HSPCIC, Vol. 11, Part--4, p. 423.
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ddistah”. Cakrapanion CS, Su, I. 49.
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“arthah sabdadayo jiieyah gocarah visayah gunah”. CS, Sa, 1.

“artha iti dravyagunakarmasu”, VS, VIIL. ii. 3. For details see CSP,
p- 37.

ete ca vaiSesikah; yatah akaSasyaiva Sabdah pradhanyena, vayoreva
sparSah pradhanyena evamagnyadisu rupadayh, Cakrapani on CS, Su,

I. 49.

“Sabdasparsaruparasagandha bahyekaikendriyagrahyagunah”, PBNK,
p. 231.

MM, pp. 245-46.
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p. 370
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SS, Su, xlii, 3.

AH, Su, I. 14.

PBNK, p. 254; SP. 26. MM, p. 245.
MM, P. 245.
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..... tasmadapyo rasah”, SS, Su, xlii. 3.
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CS, Su, I. 64.
Loc. cit. F. Note 54.
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CS, Su, XXVI. 9.
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TSA, p. 16.
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vijatiyatejasamyogah”, TSA, p. 17.

For details see PBNK, pp. 257-260; TSA, p. 16-18; see also the notes
on it, pp.156 - 159.
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manda - tiks§na - sthira - sara - mrdu - kathina - visada - picchala -
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karmanyah, RVS, III. 111.
HIPS, Vol. II. p. 369.

See Infra, p. 135.

RVS, II. 57.

“gurutvam jalabhimyoh patanakarmakaranam”. PBNK, p. 640; See
also VS, V.1i. 7, 18; V. 1i. 3.

Nyayakandali, PBNK, p. 642.
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PBNK, p. 645.

TSA, p. 20.

“dravatvam syantanakarmakaranam”, PBNK, p. 641.
Ibid, p. 641 - 42.

TSA, p. 5.

paratvapratve, yuktiSa samkhya samyoga eva cavibhagasSa
prhthaktvam ca parimanamthapi ca samskaro bhyasa ityete guna

jhieyah paradayah. CS, Su, XXVI. 29 - 30.
Ibid, 31.
See Cakrapani on ibid.

paratvamaparatvam ca paraprabhidhanapratyayanimittam. PBNK,

p- 393.

TSA, p. 19; T.Bh, p. 203.
TSA, p. 19.

NSMK, p. 367.

ekadikkabhyam ekakalabhyam sannikrstaviprakrStabhyam
paramaparaiica. VS, VIL. 1i. 21; “karanparatvat karanaparatvacca”.

Ibid, 22; see also PBNK, pp. 393 - 398.

...... yuktiSca yojana ya tu yujyate’, CS, Su , XXVI. 31.
““yuktisScetyadau yojana dosadyapeksaya bhesajasya
samicinakalpana”, Cakrapanion ibid. Yukti referred to here is quite

different from the source of knowledge yukti.
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Tbid.

PBNK, p. 267; TSA. 18.
TSA, p. 18.

Tbid.

dvitvadayah pararthaparyanta apeksabuddhija mata. NSMK, p. 400;
SP, p. 27.

....... yogah sah samyoga ucyate dravyanam dvantvasarvaikakarmajo-

‘nitya eva ca. CS, Su, XXVI. 32.

M.S. Valiatan says that there is a difference between VaiSesika and
CS for the former meant joining things which had remained apart and
which could come apart again, while the latter takes it as compounding

of substances. LC, p. 6.

“samyogah samuktapratyayanimittam”, PBNK, p. 335; T.Bh, 201.
“apraptayoh praptih samyogah”. 1Ibid., 347; NSMK, 413.

VS, 1.1.27-30; V.i. 1, 5,6, 8, 11, 15; X.ii. 2, 5, 6.

VS, VII. ii. 9; PBNK, p. 347; T.Bh, 201.

“vibhunam tu parasparatah samyogo nasti”’, PBNK, p. 360.

CSP, p. 122.

“vibhagastu vibhaktih syadviyogo bhagaso grahah”, CS, S u, XXVIL.
33.

“vibhagastu vibhaktapratyayanimittam”. PBNK, p. 363.

“etena vibhago vyakhyatah”, VS, VII.ii. 10; PBNK, p. 364.
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CS, Su, XXVI. 33.

See Cakrapani on ibid.

prthaktvamapoddharavyavaharakaranam. PBNK, p. 332; TSA, p. 18.
TSA, p. 18.

parimanam punarmanam, CS, Su, XXVI. 34.

VS, IV.i. 11, 12; “parimanam manavyavaharakaranam”. PBNK,

p. 394.

Ibid; TSA, p. 19; SP, p. 27.

CS, Vi, 1. 21 (2)

PBNK, p. 646; TSA, p. 59. SP, p. 37.
PBNK, p. 647.

Ibid., p. 647.

Ibid., p. 658; anyatha krtasya punastadavathapadakah sthitisthapakah

katadiprthividravyavrtti, TSA, p. 51.
MM, p. 258 - 59.
bhavabhyasanamabhyasah §ilanam satatakriya, CS, Su, XXVI. 34,

iccha dvesah sukham dukham prayatnaScetna dhrtih buddhih

smrtirahamkaro lingani paramatmanah. CS, Sa, 1. 72.

....... sukhamdukhe icchadvesau cetna dhrtirbuddhih smrtirahamkarh

prayatnasa (atmajani)” CS, Sa, III, 10.

see Cakrapani on CS, Sa, 1.72.
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Desire is yearning -- “icca kamah”, TSA, p. 58.
Aversion is irritation - “krodhah dvesah”, ibid.

The experience of all with agreeable feelings is called pleasure, Ibid.,

p. 57.

The experience of all with disagreeable feelings is called pain, Ibid.,

p- 58.

PraSastapada divides action into two: (1) caused by vital energy
(j1'_vanapﬂrvaka) and (2) due to desire and aversion

(icchadvesapurvaka).
buddhyadayo bhavananta atmagunal, Nyayakandali on PBNK, p. 229.

The words pravrtti, cesta, kriya, yatnah, and karyasamarambha are
also used in the sense of bodily actions along with the word karma.

see CS, Vi, VIII. 77.

prayatnadi karma cestitamucyate CS, Su, I. 49. Volition (prayatna) is
the quality of the self. So the expression ‘prayatnadi’ in the dictum is
to be understood as “prompted by volition” and not as “volition and
the like”.

samyoge, vibhage ca karanam dravyamasritam kartavyasya kriya
karma karma nanyadapeksate, CS, Su, 1. 52.

CS, Su, II. 5-16; Ibid, XXVI. 10

see infra, pp. 359 - 60.

calanatmakam karma. TSA, p. 60 ; T.Bh, p. 213.
ekadravyamagunm samyogavbhagesvanapeksakaranamiti
karmalaksanam, VS, 1.1. 17.

Ibid., 7.

TSA, p. 5, 60; T.Bh, 213; SP, 8; NSMK, 41.
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utksepanadinam paficinamapi karmatvasambandhah ekadravyavat-
vam ksanikatvam murtadravyavrttitvamagunavatvam gurutvadra-
vatvaprayatnasamyogavatvam svakaryasamyogavirodhitvam samyoga-
vibhaganirapeksakaranatvamasamavayikaranatvam. svaparasraya-
samavetakaryarambhakatvam samanajatiyanarambhakatvam
dravyanarambhakatvam ca pratiniyatajatiyogitvam, PBNK,
p.697 - 698.

For details see Ibid, pp. 713 - 725.

BWT, p.115; See trans., CST, Vol. I, p. 21; HIPS, Vol. II, p. 371;
Antonella Comba, Universal (samanya) and Particular (viSesa) in
Vaisesika and Avyurveda, Journal of the European Ayurvedic societyl,

1990, p. 19.

“Existence, manifestation, agreeableness form, and name are the five
aspects of phenomena. Of these the first three are the characteristics
of the Brahman and the last two are the characteristics of the universe”,

See Eng. Trans. VP, p. 157.

....... words and language are not wrappings in which things are packed
for the commerce of those who write and speak. It is in words and

language that things first come into being and are”. IM, p. 13.
ENVC p. 173.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Jadunath Sinha, Indian Realism, Motilal Banarsidass Pvt. Ltd., Delhi,
Reprint 1999, p.134; See “apoha-vada tatha uska nirakaran”, Vaisesika

Darsana: Eka Adhyayana, Sri Narayana MiSra, Varanasi, 1968, p. 223.
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PUIP, p. 61

Tattvasangraha, Sﬁntarak§ita with Tattvasangrahapanjika by

Kamala$ila, Baroda: G.0.S, 1926, p. 2-3; also see Panjika on ibid,

pp- 11.

“samanyaviSesatma tadartho vicayah’, Pariksamukhasiitra,
Manikyanandi, ed. and Trans., Mahendra Kumar Shastri, Bombay, 1941,
IV. 1.

VTA, p.151; ENVC, Vol. I, p. 175.

Ibid., pp. 149-150.

PUIP, pp. 153-154.

EIPS, IV, pp. 365-66.

S. Su, V. 91-92; see also Vijinana Bhiksu on it, SSV, pp, 167-68.
S.Su, 94-95, see also Vijiana Bhiksu on it, SSV, p. 68; EIPS, p. 366.
See VS, I.1. 18, 23.

Ibid., I. ii. 3.

BWT, p. 116.

VS, L. ii. 7.

VS, L. ii. 8.

dravyatvam gunatvam karmatvam ca samanyani visesacca, Ibid., I.

ii. 5.
samanyaviSesapeksam dravyagunakarmasu, Ibid.,VIII. 1. 6.

Ibid., VIII. 1. 5.
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Ibid., I. ii. 4.

tatha ca dravyadisu trisu satsaditi- prakarko yatah pratyayah sadidam
sadidamityakarakah Sabdaprayogo va yadadhi_nab sa satta,

Sankarami$ra on ibid., I. ii. 7. VU, p. 90.

dravyagunakarmabhyo rthantaram, VS, I. i1. 8; Loc. cit., I. ii. 4;

bhavah satta anuvrttereva hetuh na tu vyavrtterapi hetuh,

Sankaramisra on VS, L. ii. 4, VU, p. 85.

Loc. cit., 1. ii. 4; bhavah satta anuvrttereva hetuh na tu vyavrtterapi

hetuh, Sankaramisra on VS, L. ii. 4, VU, p. 85.

dravyadinam trayanamapi sattasambandhah, samanyavisesavatvam,
svasamayarthasabdabhidheyatvam dharmadharmakartrtvanica, PBNK,
pp. 43 - 44. vaiSesikaih svayam vyavaharaya yah sanketah krto’smin
Sastre’arthaSabdad dravyagunakarmani pratipattavyani, iti; see

Nyayakandali on ibid., p. 45.

VS, 1. ii. 5; samanyani viSesaScetyatra’samasah samanyatve satyeva
viSesatvam yatha jiieyata tadartham. Sankaramisra on Ibid; VU,
p. 86; dravyatvadyaparam, alpavisayatvat. tacca vyavrtterapi hetutvat
samanyam sadviSesakhyamapi. PBNK, p. 30. Latter thinkers like
Viswanatha classifies universal into two: Higher (para) and Lower
(apara) and calls the “universal particularities” by the term parapara:

“dravyadikajatistu paraparatayocyate”, NSMK, p. 43.
Actually this is the intended sense of the VS, I. ii. 3.

samanyadinam trayanam svatmasattvam buddhilaksanatvam,

PBNK, p. 49.
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‘buddhireva laksanam pramanam esam te buddhilaksanah,
vipratipannasamanyadisadbhave buddhireva laksanam nanyat’,

Nyayakandali on ibid., PBNK, p. 50.

ENVC, Vol. I, p. 211.

°9

The word visesa is derived from the root “sis” by prefixing “vi

and adding the suffix ‘ghan’. CSP, p. 195.

vinasarambharahitesu nityadravyesvakaSakaladigatmamanassu
pratidravyamekaikaSo vartamana atyantavyavrttibuddhihetuh. PBNK,
p.766; see also ibid., p. 36; NSMK, p. 50; nityadravyavrttayo

vyavartakah visesah., TSA, p.61.

sarvada sarvabhavanam samanyam vrddhikaranam, hrasahetur-
viSesasSca ca pravrttirubhayasya tu, C S, Su, 1. 44 samanyamekatva-
karam, visesastu prthaktvakrt,

tulyarthata hi samanyam, viSesastu viparyayah, Ibid., 45.

“Here also Ayurveda differs from Vai$esika in the sense that the latter
uses samanya and viSesa for class (jati) and individual (vyakti)
respectively but in the former they denote similarity (tulyarthata) and
dis-similarity (viparyaya)....... ”,PVS, p.166; LC, p. 6. Probably this
opinion might be due to the influence of the articulation regarding
increase and decrease in AS and AH. vrddhih samanaih sarvesam

Vipari_tairviparyayab, AS,p. 11; AH, Su, L. 13.

.......... universal is present only in objects belonging to one and the
same category........ , a similarity exists also in objects belonging to
different categories...... ”, Universal (samanya) and Particular (viSesa)

in VaiSesika and Avyurveda, Antonella Comba, Journal of the European
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Kyurvedic societyl, 1990, p. 19. Vi§wanatha, refuting similarity as
a category, states that similarity is not a category, but it means the
possession, by a thing which is different from some other thing, of
many of the attributes of the latter. For instance, the similarity of a
face to the moon co-exists in its being different from the moon and at
the same time possessing the gladdening and other attributes of the

latter. See NSMK, pp. 31 - 32.
Cakrapani on CS, Su, I. 45.

“yatah sarvabhavanam samanyamekatvakaram melanamekibhavam

karoti, tasmat tesam vrddhikaranamiti”. Jalpakalpataru on C S, Su,

I. 45, C SJ, Vol. I, p. 40.

samanaprasavatmika jatih. NS, II. ii. 70. *“........ yacca
kesamcitdabhedam kesamcit bhedam tat samanyaviseso jatiriti”

Vatsyayana on Ibid., N.Bh, 215.
HIPS, Vol.II, p.371; see ENVC, p.110.

ekatvakaramityasya na ekatvabuddhikaramityevarthah kintu

prayoganantaram satmyibhavena dhatuna saha ekariipata padaka-

mityarthah cikitsadrstya kartumucitah iti, AMS p. 255.
Loc. cit., F. Note, 260.

Antonella, Comba Univresal (samanya) and Pariticular (viSesa) in
VaiSesika and Ayurveda, Journal of European Ayurvedic Society 1,

p. 24.

etacca samanyam samanyavato mamsadravyadeh vrddhikaranasya
laksantvena vrddhikaranamityuktam. yato na samanyam

mamsatvajatirupam vrddhau karanam bhavati, ..... ata eva
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vaiSesike’pyuktam: ‘‘trayanamakaryatvamakaranatvanca’’,
Cakrapani on CS, Su, I. 44, p. 9. See supra, 32-33.

sarvesam bhavanam dravyagunakarmanam samanyam
vrddhikaranam hetuh prayojakamityeko arthah, Jalpakapataru on

CS,Su, I, 44; CSJ, Vol.L p. 35.
HIPS, Vol. II, p.320

yaugapadyena tu virodhinam dhatunam vrddhihrasau bhavatah.
yaddhi yasya dhatorvrddhikaram tattato viparitagunasya dhatoh

pratyavayakaram sampadyate. CS, Sa, VI. 5.

Sabdo yugapadanekaneva Sabdenekakalamarabhate, tathagnih

prakaSadahau yugapatkaroti. Cakrapanion CS, Su, I. 45.
CS, Sa, VI. 6.

kamasokabhayakrotdhaharsersyalobhasambhavan parasparapratidvant-

vairebhireva Samam nayet......, CS, Ci, IX. 86.
Cakrapani on CS, Su, I. 45.

Loc. cit., F. Note, 260.

Ibid.

anye tu vyakhyanayanti yat trividham samanyam, viSesasca trividhah-
yatha drvagocarah gunacorah karmagocarasca tatra sarvadetyadina...
tadetadbhattaraharicandrenaiva dusitam, yatah sarvadetyadinaiva
laksanena trividhamapi samanyam labhyate, tenasmin pakse
samanyamekatvakaramityadyavacyam syaditi krtva. Cakrapani on

C.S. Su.1.45.
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‘anye tu paSyanti- yastrividham samanyam- atyantasamanyam,
madhyamasamanyam ekadesasamanyam ca..... ceti natisraddhakaram’.

Carapani on CS, Su, I. 45.

asmanmate tu samanyam vrddhau karanameva bhavatiti samanyam
vrddhikaranatvena niyamyate; na tu vrddhih samanykaranikaiveti
niyamyate tenasamanadapi vrddhirbhavati nirdosa., Cakrapani on CS,

Su, I. 45.
Ibid.

yattucyate-karmasamanyam neha tantre vrddhikaranamasti, yato na
dhavanena vayuh samana iti; ...... atra brumah- karmanam prayah
prabhavenaiva vrddhihetutvat samanyanupagrahah krtah ..,

niskriyata casya vatasya hrasah. 1bid.

yatra tu evam karanam cintayitum na paryate tatra prabhava eva

varnaniyah. Ibid.
Ibid.

A kind of yoghurt (dadhi) not completely mature, obtained by a slow
process of curdling. See CS, Su, XXVII. 228; Ci, XXI. 18.

Artocarpus Lacoocha Robux. T.B. Singh and K.C. Chunekar, Glossary
of Vegitable Drugs in B.rhattrayi_, Varanasi, 1972, pp. 224, 346, 351.

‘asati ca virodhake samanyam vrddhikaranamiti siddhantah’;

Cakrapani on CS, Su, I. 45.
EIPK, Vol. II, p. 523.

“bhavo yatha tatha’bhavah karanam karyavanmatah,
pratibandho visamagri taddhetuh pratibandhakah”, NKU, 1. 10,
p- 35.
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tatra svayonivarthananyeva pratfkérab, SS, Su, XV. 8, 10.
svayonivardhanamapi samanena dravyena samanagunena

samanagunabhiuyistena va. Dalhana on Ibid., 10.

vrddhih samanaihsarvesam viparitairviparyayah, AH, Su, 1. 14. AS,

Su, p.11

Anetonella Comba, , Universal (samanya) and Particular (viSesa), in
VaiSesika and Ayurveda, Journal of the European Ayurvedic Society

1, 1990, p. 30.
PUIP, p. 19.
BWT, p. 118.

“tathapi vyaktyapeksaya niyamo’stu, na jatyapeksayeti cenna .

niyatajatiyasvabhavavyaghatat”, NKU, p. 21
PUIP, pp. 19-20.

“karyasamavayikaranatavacchedakataya, samyogasya, vibhagasya, va
samavayikaranatavacchedakataya dravyajatisiddhiriti”’, NSMK,
pp- 34 - 35.

samanyam jatirupam upadhirmpam ca. SP, p. 39.
KL, P. 321; See NSMK. pp. 46 - 48.
samavayan samavaiti. PS, IV.iv. 43; samsvaye ca, 1bid.,VI.1.138.

M. Su, XII. ii. 24.

evam tarhi pradhanena samavaye sthali paratantra, vyavaye svatantra.
tadyatha amatyanam rajna saha samavaye paratantryam vyavaye

svatantryam. M.Bh, Vol. II, I. iv. 3, p. 245.

ENVC, Vol. I, p. 218.
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apraptayoh praptih samyogah’. PBNK, p. 347; ‘apraptayostu yo
praptih saiva samyoga iritah. NSMK, p. 413.

EFW, Vol. II, p.106.
thedam iti yatah karyakaranayoh sa samavayah, VS. VII. ii. 26.

yutasiddyabhavat karyakaranayoh samyogavibhago na vidyate. Ibid.,
13; see also Sankaramisra on ibid., VU, p. 426.

sadakaranavannityam,VS; IV.1. 1.
CSP, p. 205.

kriaygunavat samavayikaranamiti dravyalaksanam. VS, 1. 1.15;
karnamiti dravye karyasamavayat. Ibid., X. 1. 1; karane samavayat
karmani, ibid., 3.

karanam tvasamavayino gunah. Ibid., V, 11, 24.

karanasamavayat samyogah patasya. Ibid., X. ii. 5.
karanakaranasamavayacca. Ibid., 6.

niskriyanam samavayah karmabhyo nsidhah, VS,V. i1. 23.

ekarthsamavayikaranantaresu drstatvat. Ibid., X. 1. 6. samanvyai-

karthsamavayi virodhi ca. 1bid., I11. i. 9.
samyuktasamavayat agnervaisesikam. Ibid., X. i1. 7.

samavayo’prthakbhavo bhum yédi_néz_n gunairmatah sa nityo yatra hi

dravyam na tatraniyato gunah. CS, Su, 1. 50.

....... tenadharanamadheyairyo’aprthakbhavah sa samavayah”,

Cakrapani on Ibid.
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Cakrapani quotes the explication given in PraSastapada, Ibid; See also

Dipika, TSA, p. 61.

ayutasiddhanamadharyadharabhutanam yah sambandhah

thapratyayahetuh sa samavayah, PBNK, p. 37.

Vide supra, p. 81.

dravyagunakarmasamanyaviSesanam karyakaranabhutanam-
akaryakaranabhutanam va yutasiddhanamadharyadharabhavena-
vasthitanamihedamiti buddhiryato bhavati, yatascasarvagatanamadhi-
gatanytvanamavisvakbhavah sa samavayakhyah sambandhah, PBNK,

pp- 773-74.
ayutasiddhayoh sambandhah samavayah, T.Bh, p. 220.

PraSastapada says that even though the related entities are ephemeral
inherence is not so, since it exists and is with out a cause. See PBNK,

p. 782. nityasambandhah samavayah, TSA, p. 61.
samavayastu Samyagévéptireki_bha'vab, VB, p. 17.
athapyetaduktam samavayo’aprdhakbhava iti. 1bid.

yatha khalu saz_nyogapratidvanti_ vibhagah, prthaktvam cayogo nama
gunantaram, tathaiva vailaksanyalaksanasyanekatvalaksanasya va

prthaktvasya pratidvanti gunah samavayo nama. Ibid.

yasca apErvas/ari_rendriyaVedanébhi[] samyogaviseso janma, tatah
§ariradibhiraprthakbhavo atmano bhimanyate........ so yam

samavaya evamartham prthagucyate gunantarbhuto pi. Ibid.

NK, pp- 961-62; CSP, p. 263.



Chapter - 111
FUNDAMENTAL THEORIES

Cosmology, the theory of five physical elements (panicabhiitasiddhanta),
and the theory of “three faults”' (tridosasiddhanta) are the most important

fundamental theories of Ayurveda.

A real understanding of man and the world presupposes the knowledge
of the world constituents. Without ascertaining their nature, their role in
world construction, and also the recurrent events of origin and destruction,
it is not possible to arrive at a true or at least satisfactory conclusion
regarding their role in human existence. This is most essential in Ayurveda
because the coceptualisation and practice of therapeutics solely depend on
theoretical concepts of world constitution. Ayurveda is scientifically
established on the foundation of the theory of five physical elements,? the
edifice being the theory of three faults. Ayurveda explains the physiological
and psychological aspects of human existence and formulates the theories
for the protection and promotion of health on their basis. It is with this
view that Caraka describes how the world is constructed and by what being
it is peopled. The paficabhiita theory essentially explains the structure of
things, on which the particular qualities and properties are based.® Ayurveda

tries to understand the pharmacology, pathology, human physiology, medicine



and therapeutics on the basis of the paficabhita doctrine.* The theory of the
three faults (fridosasiddhanta) is a biological interpretation of the
pancabhiutasiddhanta. So, it is essential to have a thorough knowledge of
the fundamental theories of cosmology, the five physical elements
(pancabhiitas), and the three faults (tridosa). Time and and spce, the two
substances, also share importance in therapeutucs. So they are also discussed

in this chapter.
Cosmology

In the philosophical realm, itis mainly the Samkhyas and the Nyaya-
VaiSesikas who exemplify two different models of cosmological
enumerations in Indian philosophic tradition. Though Caraka enumerates
and defines substance in coherence with the VaiSesikas he gives an
evolutionary model of origin of the world which is similar to that of the
Samkhyas. This has brought about some sort of contradiction and hence the
difficulty remains unsolved.’ So, before going into the details in
Carakasamhita, it would be better to know what is said about world
construction in Nyaya - VaiSesika and classical Samkhya to know the real

metaphysical stand of Caraka.

We hear little about world construction in the VaiSesika -sutra and in
the Nyaya-sutra. But, it is seen to be described in PraSastapadabhasya and
in other later Nyaya - VaiSesika books. However their view point can be
summed up as follows. They consider all the nine substances as world

constituents.® Primarily the nine substances are divided into two groups:
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eternal and ephemeral. Atoms (paramanus) of earth water fire and air and
also the remaining five, namely akasa, time, space, self, and mind are eternal
substances.” These irreducible (anasrita)® and imperceptible substances
form the ultimate cosmic substrates. They never merge with one another
nor do they emerge from one common ground. These atomic forms of earth,
water, fire and air are called bhutas and the effects (karyas) produced by
them are non-eternal substances. When the respective atoms of each one of
these bhutas combine together in a particular proportion the gross physical
elements are produced. Motion is generated in the atoms by the will (iccha)
of the God in such a way that two atoms unite together to form a binary
atom (dvanuka). Three such binary atoms combine together to form a triune.
Thus gradually the gross forms of earth, water, fire, and air are created.
Since they acquire mahatva (perceptual dimension) they are called
mahabhiutas. Thus the gross elements which are the products of the
respective atoms of air, fire, water, and earth together with akasa constitute
the physical world in the space time continuum.’ One significant thing to
be noted in this connection is that akasa is neither created nor destroyed. It
is an eternal and ubiquitous substance.'The mahabhiitas further combine
together to form concrete empirical objects which we cognize and interact.
In fact, it is the atoms of the four elements that take part in the creation of
the physical world, since the eternal akasa is also a constituent. The Nyaya-
VaiSesikas call the ephemeral substances of our daily acquaintance as whole
(avayavi) and their inherent cause as parts (avayava). Whole is conceived

as extremely different from its parts though they are its products. This



precarious ontological status is being explained on the basis of their cause

and effect theory called “asatkaryavada”."

The classical Samkhya'? philosophy, on the other hand gives an
extremely different model of world construction. The system posits two
entities at the ground level: (1) unchanging self (purusa) and (2) changing
(parinami) primordial material (prakrti) as the ultimate ground of world
occurrence, and elaborates a list of twenty-five world constituents in its
schematic presentation."” Both purusa and prakrti are permanent entities.
At the same time the self is accepted as the counter opposite of primordial
material. The self is characterised as that which is the condition of neutrality
or in otherwords the condition of being separate from all specific experiences
as well as that which is the condition of non-agency.'* It is determinating,
subjective, specific, consciousness and non-product. On the contrary,
primordial materiality is non-determinating (aviveki), general samanya),
non-conscious (acetana), and productive (prasavadharmi)." It is otherwise
called the root principle (mulaprakrti), the rootless root (amulam mulam),
the chief (pradhana) and the unmanifest (avyakta).'® Primordial materiality
(prakrti) is constituted by three interwining strands or constituents (gunas)
namely (1) the light (laghu) and illuminating (prakasa) subtle matter of
pure thought (sattva), (2) the prop giving (upasmambhak) mobile (cala)
kinetic matter of energy (rajas), and (3) the heavy (guru) and hindering
(varanakam) matter of inertia (tamas).'” All these three are contradictory
equiforms bound with one another in a state of equilibrium. It is the
unlimited, unconditioned, and all-pervading ultimate cause of the manifold

world.



The genisis of the world is not a creation and distruction, but it is an
evolution and involution.'®It is the conversion (parinama) of the primordial
materiality. The change is self-becoming and it is explained by the causation

theory of satkaryavada.

The Classical Samkhya theory of world occurrence is based on the
notion of the conjunction (samyoga) of prakrti with purusa. The conjunction
of prakrti with purusa is for contemplation (darsana) and purusa with prakrti
is for liberation (kaivalya). Hence the relative conjunction is effective in
lending spirituality to prakrti and prakrti its efficiency to the self. *
Consequently the equilibrium of three strands (gunas) is disturbed and thus
gradually evolves the world. The first evolute to emerge from prakrti is
intellect (buddhi/mahat) which is characterised by reflective reasoning
(adhyavasaya).”' When sattva predominates it attains basic dispositions of
virtue, (dharma), discriminative knowledge (jiana), non-attachment
(vairagya), and control (aiSvarya). Similarly when tamas predominates it
is characterized by their opposite predispositions such as sin (adharma)
ignorance (ajfiana), attachment (raga), and impotence (anaisvarya).” From
buddhi which contains these predispositions and conditions which provide
the frame work of man’s fundamental strivings, there arises ego or “I
conciousness” (ahamkara). Often one of the three gunas predominates the
other two in a state of subordination. Hence the second evolute, that is, “I
consciousness” appears in a three fold form. The first one predominated
by sattva is called “the modified” (vaikrta). The second one predominated

by rajas is called “the fiery” (taijasa) and the third one preponderated by



tamas is called “the source of elements” (bhiutadi). This distinction is very
important because it is through this distinction that the ensuing two-fold
manifestation takes place. Thus, there comes forth the thinking mind (manas),
the five sense capacities of cognition (paficajiianendriyas) ** and five action
capacities (paficakarmendriyas)** from the vaikrtahamkara. Similarly the
subtle elements (paficatanmatras)® emanate from the bhatadyahamkara.
Both these two aggregates are able to manifest because of the capacity for
activity provided by the kinetic energy constituent taijasa. Finally the five

gross physical elements (mahabhiitas) come from the five subtle elements.*

Now let us see how the unfolding of the manifold phenomenal world
1s described in Carakasamhita. It appears in the first chapter of
Sarirasthana. There, in connection with the description of the Self, he
speaks of twenty-four principles consisting of two groups. Of them the first
group consists of eight entities. They are the five physical elements namely,
akasa, air (vayu), fire (agni), water (ap), earth (prthivi), the ‘I
consciousness” (ahamkara), empirical consciousness. (buddhi), and the
unmanifest (avyakta). These eight entities are designated as nature of beings
bhittaprakrtis. *’ The second group consists of sixteen evolutes (vikaras)
namely the mind, the five cognitive sense capacities, five sense capacities

of action, and five objects of senses.”®

Even though the first mentioned eight entities (astaprakrtis) are
conceived as the basic entities of all beings in general, the

unmanifest (avyakta)is counted as the ultimate ground which provides the
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source of everything. All the other entities evolve from the unmanifest in a

vertical way through successive stages. *

The unmanifest is considered as the field knower (ksetrajna) and the
remainig twenty-four entities as its field (ksetra).’® Due to the complexity
of the unmanifest’ it sometimes manifests and at other times becomes latent
as a real possibility .** Thus, when manifestation begins, the first evolute
that arises from unmanifest is the empirical consciousness (buddhi).* From
the empirical consciousness there emerges ego or *I
consciousness” (ahamkara). The “I consciousness” gives rise to the five
gross physical elements (panicamahabhiitas). Further proceeds all the other
sixteen evolutes (vikaras) namely, the mind, the ten sense organs, and the

objects of five senses. *

The peculiarity of the emanation of the gross elements is that they
evolve in a vertical successive manner which has certain structure of
dependence and subordination.?® Accordingly, first comes akasa from “I
consciousness”. From akasa there evolves air and from air fire takes place.
Fire gives rise to water and from water there evolves earth. The theory of
successive evolution of the gross physical elements can be traced back to
the early Samkhyas. It also invokes the utterance in the Taittiriya Upanisad®
and Manusmrti.’’ The only difference is that, in the Taittiriya the first
evolute akasa comes out directly from the Self while in Carakasamhita and

in early Samkhyas it is described as springing out from the unmanifest.
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Consequent to this successive emanation their possession of qualities
is also explained by the accumulation theory. That is, the akasa, the first
evolute, has only sound. Air, the second, possesses sound and touch.
Similarly fire has sound, touch and colour; water has sound, touch, colour,
and taste, and earth has all the five qualities: sound, touch, colour, taste,
and smell.’”® The very same idea is repeated in Astangahrdaya *°and

Astangasangraha* and Vedanta.*!

The process of the genesis of the world is nothing but the manifestation
of the unmanifest and dissolution is its return to the previous natural state

of the unmanifest.*

The periodic evolution is called appearance (udaya)
and the latter merging is called dissolution or involution (pralya).*’ Origin
and dissolution are recurrent events. It is without a beginning and so it is
without an end. It is a cyclical process and so there is no question of a first
beginning. At the end of each cycle, the empirical world of diversity returns
to the unmanifest, but re-emerges from it again. The visible world thus

emerges is called the manifest (vyakta). Each succeeding universe is

determined in its character by the preceding one by a kind of casual linkage.

Now it clear that even though Caraka keeps conformity with Nyaya-
VaiSesikas in defining and classifying substance, his cosmological and
metaphysical thesis is radically different. Caraka does not give a
classification of substance into eternal and non-eternal substances or finite
and infinite substances as we see in Nyaya-VaiSesika system. There, in the
Nyaya-VaiSesika, the static, non evolutionary, irreducible non-derivative

atoms of earth, water, fire, air and the eternal akasa are conceived as the
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constituents of the physical world. But Caraka never considers such eternal
atomic forms as the ultimate ground of this physical world.** For him, the
physical elements are only evolutes. The Nyaya-VaiSesikas consider the
world as a creation. The created objects are entirely different from its
substantial cause. But Caraka never considers the world as a creation. For
him it is a change and the change is self-becoming. As such all objects of
our experience are only transformations of the substantial cause. In the
Nyaya-VaiSesika theory the ultimate constituents never merge with one
another nor do they emerge from a common ground as we see in the

Carakasambhita.

The cosmological speculation in the Carakasamhita is similar to that
in the classical Samkhya in the sense that it enlists world constituents in
successive stages in a scheme of evolution with certain structures of
dependence and subordination. Inspite of this similarity, there also exist

some major basic differences. The differences can be summed up as follows.

1. The classical Samkhya enumerates twenty five world constituents.
Caraka enumerates only twenty four constituents. Instead of
purusa and prakrti, Caraka envisages the non-dual unmanfest as
the ultimate cosmological substrate. So when the classical

Samkhya is dualistic, Caraka is monistic in approach.

2. The conception of avyakta as the field knower (ksetrajia) and all
others excepting it as field (ksetra) is also a fundamental difference

with the classical Samkhya.



The classical Samkhya recognizes plurality of purusas. It is

against the monistic conception of Caraka.

In classical Samkhya, the underlying reality from which the visible
world emerges and to which it returns is prakrti constituted by
the three gunas. But there is no such conception of prakrti as the
basic stuff of the world in the Carakasamhita. In Carakasambhita
it is the unmanifest that forms the foundational source of this
visible world. Rajas and tamas are conceived as its adjuncts which
lead to evolution. In addition to that he recognizes all the three

gunas as constituents of mind.

The classical Samkhya speaks of a three-fold division of “I

consciousness”? But Caraka gives no such division.

Classical Samkhya describes five subtle elements (fanmatra) from
which the five gross elements (mahabhutas). But there is no idea
of such subtle elements in the Carakasamhita. The physical
elements are construed as direct evolutes of the “I consciousness”.
Caraka’s cosmological enumeration which comprises of the
twenty-four entities includes objects (arthas) also. But they are

not found included in the classical Samkhya.

The sense organs are conceived as evolutes of modified “I
consciousness’ in the classical Samkhya while they are
considered as the evolutes of their respective gross elements

(bhautika).
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It may be useful to offer the charts of both the classical Samkhya and

Carakasamhita which would give an apparent view of the materials

presented to make a comparison.

World Construction according to Classical Samkhya

Self (purusa) Primo

Intellect

“I consciousne

dial materiality (prakrti)

(buddhi)

5s” (ahamkara)

vaikarika/sattvikahamkara  taijasa/

rajasahamkara bhutadi/tamasahamkara

Eleven sense capacities

five subtle elements of:

(ekadaSendriyani) (paficatanmatrani)
Five sense 1. hearing (Srotra) 1. sound (Sabda)
capacities of 2. touch (tvak) 2. touch (sparsa)
cognition 3. seeing (caksu) 3. colour (rupa)
(buddhi_ndriyés) 4. tasting (rasana) 4. taste (rasa)

5. smelling (ghrana) 5. smell (gandha)

Five action
capacities

6. Mind (both

sense capacity  Five Gross Elements

and action capacity) (paficamahabhiitas)

7. speaking (vak) 1. akasa

8. grasping (pani)
(karmendriyas) 9. walking (pada)

10. excretion (payu)

11. reproduction (upastha)

air (vayu)
fire (agni)
water (ap)
earth (p thivi)

DN B~ W N

(Fig. 1)



World Construction according to Carakasamhita

The unmanifest (avyakta)

Empirical Consciousness (buddhi)

“I consciousness” (ahamkara)
akasa
air (vayu)
fire (agni)

water (ap)

earth (prthi vi)

Ten sense capacities Mind Five objects of sense

(daSendriyani) (manas)

FIVC‘S.CI’ISC 1. hearing (Srotra) 1. sound (sabda)
Capac1F1‘es of 2. touching (tvak) 2. touch (sparsa)
w(_:ognltl.on_ . 3. seeing (caksu) 3. colour (rupa)

(nanendriyani) 4. tasting (rasana) 4. taste (rasa)
5. smelling (ghrana) 5. smell (gandha)

Five sense 1. speaking (vak)
capacities of a 2. handling (pani)

action 3. walking (pada)
(karmendriyani) 4. excretion (payu)
5.

reproduction (upastha)
(Fig. 2)
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It may not be improper to recall the cosmological speculations found
in SuSrutasamhita in this context. There the cosmological speculation
corresponds to the classical Samkhya dualism.* In coherence with the
classical Samkhya, SuSruta draws certain clear identical characteristics and
differentiating characteristics of the self (purusa) and primordial materiality
(prakrti). The identical characteristics are the following. Both the self and
the primordial materiality are without a beginning (anadi) andwithout an
end (ananta). They are non-mergent (alinga), eternal (nitya), without another
one beyond (anapara), and allpervadig (sarvagata).*® The differentiating
characteristics are the following. Prakrti is only one (eka), non-conscious
(acetana), constituted by the three gunas (triguni) that has the properties
of seed (bijadharmi), productive (prasavadharmi), and afflicted by pleasure
and pain (amadhyastha). On the contrary, purusa is numerous (ananta),
conscious (cetana), beyond tripartite process (trigunatita), devoid of the
properties of seed (abijadharmi), unproductive (aprasavadharmi), and
unafflicted by pleasure and pain (madhyastha).”’ One notable difference
that SuSruta makes with the classical Samkhya is the conception of sense
organs as physical.*® However it stands as an anomaly in his theory since

they are being conceived as direct evolutes of “I consciousness™.

From what has been said above, it is beyond doubt that the
cosmological speculation in Carakasamhita is a pre-classical one. Now the
problem is whether it originally belongs to Carakasamhita or it has been
incorporated into it from some other pre-classical source. The problem is

something crucial because pre-classical Samkhya tradition itself is



extremely complicated and diverse.* It is something significant that Caraka

speaks of the Samkyas in several contexts.

The first verse says that AgniveSa presented some of his doubts
regarding the well-being before Punarvasu who was sitting with the
Samkhyas and Samkhyatasamkhyas.’”® Here two terms namely, Samkhya
and Samkhyatasamkhya are seen consecutively used and they cause some
sort of confusion. If the two epithets are used in the very same literal
meaning then one of them being a repetition will become meaningless. So
the first epithet is to be taken to refer to the Samkhya philosophers and the
second one to mean the teachers of Ayurveda who were proficient in
Samkhya philosophy. The second verse says that the early Samkhyas were
conversant of the fact that the human-being is the constitution of six dhatus
and that diseases are caused by the same six dhatus.’' The third one suggests
that the Samkhya system is like the all illuminating Sun.’> The last two
couplets further make a significant remark about liberation. Reminding us
of the Bhagavat Gita verse it is said that the Yogins promulgate discipline
(yoga) and the Samkhyas and the Samkhyatadharmins disseminate
discriminative knowledge as the way of liberation’* and further asserts that
one has to attain perfect knowledge and practice yoga to attain moksa.”> An
intimate observation of all these verses reveals that the Carakasamhita
presupposes the existence of Samkhya thought (different from the Yoga
philosophy) prior to Punarvasu Atreya and after acquiring its perfect

knowledge it was taught by Punarvasu to his disciples.

“The Marxist thinker Debiprasad Chattopadhyaya”® mentions Atreya-

tantra as an ancient text in support of his thesis that the origin of Samkhya



philosophy goes back to the pre-Vedic Tantra.”” The tantric origin of
Samkhya may be an open question. Scholars like Erich Frauwallner consider
that the Samkhya in Caraka has only limited value because they represent
opinions of outsiders or opponents of the system.’*Dale Riepe opines that
the earliest fairly lengthy account of Samkhya is to be found in Caraka’s
Atreyatantra (78B.C.) and he places Caraka before Kapila and after
Patanjali.”® Nonetheless the chronological position is not tenable since

Kapila is considered as the real propounder of the Samkhya philosophy.

Dasgupta who makes a penetrating analysis of the origin and
significance of the Samkhya tradition suggests that Caraka and PaficaSika®
represent the earliest available exposition. Samkhya propounded by
Paficasikha (who is said to be the direct disciple of Asuri) is found in
Mahabharat. It would be enough to say that both Caraka and PancaSikha
accept twenty-four principles. He points out that purusa is the state of
avyakta for both of them. Both Caraka and Pancasikha argue for the doctrine
of the foundational Self because of the need for a basis of moral
responsibility. They also asserts that suffering occurs because of the mistaken
identity of the conglomerations of the physical body mind and cetana. Both

of them refer to the final state of salvation as aliriga.®'

Another notable aspect of the Caraka-Samkhya is that it shows
considerable similarity with the Samkhya speculation found in the twelfth
canto of the Buddhacarita of A§vaghosa where Arada the former teacher of
the Buddha is to offer it. Suffice to say that both Caraka and ASvaghosa

classify all the twenty-four entities into two groups. The first group



comprises of avyakta, mahat, ahamkara and the five gross elements under
the name prakrti and the second group consists of ten sense organs, the mind
and the five objects of senses.®? Similar to that of Caraka, the Buddhacarita
also does not include the doctrine of gunas in the classical sense. Avyakta
is accepted as the ultimate ground of everything. The tanmatras are also not
mentioned in the Buddhacarita. The plurality of purusa also is not accepted.
Both of them speak of the field (ksetra) and field knower (ksetrajiia).®> With
slight variations both of them enumerate and define the cause of miseries in
the same way. Accordingly, delusion (moha), desire (iccha), hatred (dvesa),
and volition (karma) as the root cause of each and every action result in
miseries by way of generating “I consciousness” (ahamkara), attachment
(sanga), doubt (samsSaya), vanity (abhisamplava), selfish
dispositions(abhyavapadta), eroneous knowledge (vipratyaya) lack of
discrimination (aviSesa) and adherence to rituals, priesthood, and begging.
All these eight factors obstruct one to transcend his worldly existence.®
Taking this into consideration, Larson states that all the three, that is, Caraka,
PancaSikha and A§vaghosa, are influenced by a common Samkhya-yoga

tradition.®

Anyway there can be no doubt that the Carakasamkhya represents one
of the earliest available expositions of Samkhya. What Caraka gives in his
exposition is of natural cosmological-psychological character. Its
centerpiece is the conception of the inner self as the field knower (ksetrajna)
and the psycho-somatic complex as the field (ksetra) for the whole of

therapeutics hinges on it.
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The theory of five physical substances (pancabhiita-siddhanta)

According to Caraka the elements common to external physical world
and human physical existence at the bottom are the five physical elements
(bhutas). They are akasa, air (vayu) fire (agni), water (ap), and earth ksiti).
Sound, touch, colour, taste, and smell are their specific qualities

(viSesagunas) respectively.®®

We know this physical world through the external cognitive senses.
The sense organs of cognition are limited to five and the specific qualities
(visesagunas) known through these senses are also limited to the five
mentioned above. Moreover it is peculiar to the sense organs that each one
of them is capable of grasping a particular quality among the five. Based on
this conception, it is inferred that there are five physical elements which
serve as the substrate of each one of these specific qualities and they are
called by the common term bhuta. Accordingly bhutas are defined as those
inherent with the specific qualities that can be known by the external sense
organs. ® That is, all physical substances have a specific quality that is
externally perceivable and all that have an externally perceivable specific
quality is physical. This definition is rather based on empirical
generalization amply confirmed by innumerable observation reports and
not challenged by any counter examples.®® But it should not be thought as a
priori, necessary truth. There are examples of physical objects which may
not have externally perceivable specific qualities.® So what they claim is
that a physical substance is the causal substratum (samavayikarana) of

externally perceivable qualities like smell.” However, this would not
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distract from the reliable empirical generalization which has been admitted
by almost all systems of Indian thought. Thus, the causal substratum of
smell is called earth or earth is that which the causal substratum of the
specific quality smell. Similarly water is that of taste, fire is that of colour,
air is that of touch, and akasa of sound. Thus, we have five physical elements
(bhutas) having five specific qualities which can be known by their
corresponding sense organs. Consequently the specific quality becomes the

distinguishing property of a physical substance.”

According to Caraka, each and every object of the physical world is a
combination of the five physical substances ’* and it has been accepted by
all in Ayurveda.” As such each and every substance is composed of all the
five gross elements (mahabhitas); but they differ according to the
preponderance of a particular mahabhuta in composition. For instance,
when a substance is called prthivi it implies that, though it is composed
of five mahabhiitas, the prthivi-bhiita is predominant there. Similar is the
case of all other gross elements. This is due to the successive emanation of

the gross elements. 7

In SuSruta the evolution of gross elements (mahabhutas) is described
in a quiet different way. There the gross physical elements are described as
occurring through the combination of the subtle elements called tanmatras.
The particular principle by which they combine togather is called “mutual
involvement” (‘anyonyanupraveSa/bhitanupravesa’). ™ In Susruta also the

gross elements are known by specific names as earth, water, fire, air and
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akasa on the basis of the predominance of the subtle element in the gross

element.’®

The Vedantins proposes an arithmetical formula in the process of
mutual involvement of the ‘‘simple subtle physical elements”’
(apancikkrtabhuta/tanmatra).”” According to them gross elements are
produced by the combination of the subtle elements particularly possesed
of the ingredient tamas. The process by which they evolve is also called
paficikarana.” The theory of paficikarana presuposes the idea that, the
preponderant mahabhita gets 50% share in the composition while the

remaining four 12%2% each.” Referring to this, Dr. B. N. Seal says:

“Like the Vedantists, Caraka held that each of the gross
bhutas (mahabhitas) is a particular ultra chemical compound of
five original subtle bhiitas. In this sense, every substance is penta-
bhautic, but for purposes of chemical anaysis and synthesis, that
1s considered with reference to the mahabhutas, all substancess
in their chemical constitution belong to one or other of the
following classes: monobhautic, bibhautic, tribhautic,
tetrabhautic, and pentabatic. Further these compounds combine
to form more complex substances gradually giving rise to organic

substances and products.”*

Taking account of this fact, P.V. Sarma remarks that this theory brings
Avyurveda very close to Vedanta.®' But this is not admissible in the case of

Caraka, because in Carakasamhita, the gross elements are construed as direct



evolutes from the “I consciousness” and not from the subtle elements as

we see in SuSruta, Classical Samkhya or Vedanta.

SuSruta says that akasa is predominantly sattvik, vayu is primarily
rajastic, fire is sattvic and rajasic, water is primaly tamasic and sattvic,

and earth is tamasic.®? But there is no such notion in Caraka.

Keeping in mind the pharmacological point of view, Caraka asserts
that all empirical substances®® are constitutions of the five physical
elements® and gives a classification in that direction. Thus substances are
divided into two: sentient (cetanam) and insentient (acetanam). Things
having sense organs are called sentient while those which are devoid of them
are called insentient.®> Actually the sentient substances are those which are
constituted by the five physical elements and the self. Although
consciousness belongs to the self, it gets manifested only when it is conjoined
with the mind and body. So the soul, in combination with the mind and body,
is said as sentient. The sentient includes even the vegetable kingdom for
they also posses consciousness. For instance suryabhakta (helianthus annus
Linn) moving according to the position of the sun.* The insentient are those

constituted by the physical elements only.

Caraka further gives two different types of three fold classification
based on the specific action (prabhava) of drugs. Of them, the first type of
classification is based on its causal efficacy in the maintenance of health.
Accordingly, the three types coming under the first group are drugs capable
of alleviating dosas, vitiating dhatus, and those good for the maintenance

of positive health.*” The three types coming under the second group are
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based on their origin. Thus, there are drugs of animal origin (jangama),
vegetable origin (audbhija) and earthly (parthiva)origin.® However these

divisions have their further ramifications.

The theory of pancabhiitika composition of empirical substances is
found denied in the VaiSesika system® as well as the Nyaya system.”® Tt
is technical of their attitude that only one mahabhiuta may be the inherent
cause of the empirical substance though other bhitas may participate in its

composition as efficient cause.

With regard to the classification also there is difference in the Nyaya-
VaiSesika system. There, the classification is given in relation to the
description of earth. Accordingly, ephemeral effects produced by the atoms
of earth are classified into body, sense organs and objects.”’ Then, the bodies
are subdivided into two: embryonic (yonja) and non-embryonic (ayonija).’
Embrionic is born by the union of the semen and the ovule. It is of two
kinds: viviparous (jarayuja) and oviparous (anadja). The bodies of human-
beings and dometic and wild animals are examples of the former. The bodies
of birds and reptiles belong to the latter. The bodies of gods and sages are
born independently of the semen and so they are non-embryonic.””> One
thing to be noted in this context is that, Viswanatha gives a different
description of non-embrionic bodies. He classifies it into two: those
springing up from moisture and those shooting out of earth. The former are
represented by worms, gnats; the latter by plants and shrubs. The bodies of

denizens are also considered as non-embryonic.”

Another striking point to be noted in this connection is that Caraka

regards the following as earthy substances: gold, the five metals (copper,



silver, lead, iron, and tin) and their “rust” (different types of bitumen),
arsenic, precious stones, salts, red chalk, and collirium.” This is further
attested by Susruta.”® But Nyaya-VaiSesika philosophy includes metals like
gold in the group of minerals (akaraja) which is a division of the fiery
objects (taijasavisaya). They divide the fiery objects into four namely,
earthy (bhauma), heavenly (divya), gastric (udarya), and minerals (akaraja).
Metals like gold is included in the division of minerals.”” Not only that
but they also take special strain to establish it. They argue that gold is not
earthy because the fluidity of melted gold is not destroyed even by the
application of extreme heat, while the fluidity of earthly things like clarified
butter is generally found to vanish at certain temperature in the absence of
obstruction. But the fluidity of gold remains in tact even if the obstruction
is absent. Gold cannot be water like because its fluidity is occasional and
not inherent by nature; nor can it be air as it has no colour. So gold is fiery.
Heat and brilliancy natural to fire is concealed in gold by the obstruction of

earthy colour and touch.”®

Caraka, in conformity with others, recognizes sound, touch, colour,
taste and smell as specific qualities of akasa, air, fire, water and earth
respectively. Beyond that, from the pharmacological angle, he identifies
five specific physical qualities sensible to touch and they are recognized
as impeccable identifying marks or definitions of the five physical elements
and their isomeric forms. The identifying physical qualities thus accepted
are hardness or roughness of earth, liquidity of water, impelling or moving

force of air, heat of fire and non-resistance (or penetrability) of akasa

respectively.”
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Further he enumerates twenty physical qualities beginning with
heaviness (gurvadi) and five actions beginning with vamana which have high
pharmacological value. These qualities are called ‘samanyagunas’ since
they are common to physical substances. Such qualities of each element are

as follows.

Earth: Heavy (guru), rough (khara), hard (kamhina), inert (manda),
stable (sthira), clear or non-slimy (viSada) dense (sandra), coarse (sthula),

and smell (gandha).

Water: Liquid (drava), viscous (snigdha), cold (§ita), dull (manda),

soft (mrdu), slimy (picchala), taste (rasa).

Fire: Hot (usna), penetrative (ti_k:cpé), subtle (suksma), light (laghu),

dry (ruksa), clear (visada), and colour (rupa).

Air: Light (laghu), cold (§ita), dry (ruksa), rough (khara), non-slimy

(viSada) and subtle (sisma), and touch (sparsa).

Akasa: Imponderable (mrdu), light (laghu), subtle (suksma), smooth

(Slasna), and sound.'”
This enumeration is reiterated by Su$ruta'®’ and Vagbhata.'*

The panicabhiita siddhanta of Caraka has got its own originality and in
no way it can be equated with the concepts in other systems of thought. The
idea of the successive emanation of the gross elements, the enumeration of
the specific qualities sensible to touch and also the general physical qualities
and the conception of the minerals like gold as earthly substance instead of

fiery are some of the important salient features which add to the novelty.



The theory of three faults (tridosasiddhata)

Ayurveda applies the theory of five physical elements to the whole
living body, whether dosa, guna, dhatu, or mala.'” The body, similar to
that of the external objects, is a conglomeration of five elements and is
sustained by a three-fold function: (1) the disintegrating function, (2) the
integrating function, and (3) the regulating function or the nerve function.
In Ayurveda each one of these functions is ascribed mainly to three primal
constituents of the body generally called tridosa. They are vata, pitta, and
kapha.'™ Kapha integrates, pitta disintegrates and vata controls.'® In fact
the very existence of life is determined by these three functions attributed
to the three dosas. SuSruta is of opinion that the human body is sustained
by the three basic elements; like a dwelling house is supported by the
supporting stays.'” These three dosas have two aspects called natural
(prakrti) and morbid (vaikrti). Pitta in its natural state, promotes digestion
and metabolism and causes disease in the morbid state. Kapha props up
strength in the form of ojas in the normal condition and in the morbid state
it takes the form of excreta and causes diseases. Vata is responsible for all
the activities of the body in its natural state and causes disease and death in

morbid condition. '*’

In the Atharva Veda there is a reference of three kinds of diseases, the
airy, (vataja), the dry (siksma), and the wet (abhraja).'” Similarly, in the
Chandogyopanisad earth, water, and fire are told as principles world of
contruction. In many of the Upanisads vayu is regarded as the principle of

life.'” Yaska states that slesma oribinates from semen (retas) and from



O Su$ruta also

§lesma the seven dhatus originate in a successive manner."'
refers to some early conception that the body is physical (bhautika), and
the three elements that constitute body are air, water and fire.!"' All this
show that before the systematization of Atreyatantra there had been a
continuous efforts to explain the physiological functions of the body.
However, what we see in Carakasamhita is the earliest systematized form
of the tridosasiddhanta and there it is construed as a biological adaptation

of the paficabhiita-siddhanta.

The three factors namely, vata, pitta, and kapha are counted as
constituents responsible for both sustaining and degenerating the body. They
are called dhatus because their equilibrium, form the foundation of the body.
They are called dosas since they form the intrinsic cause of diseases.''* It is
to be noted, in this connection that there are other basic elements in the

3

body called saptadhatus'” and waste products called malas which makes

the body foul.'"

Augmentation (vrddhi), normalcy (samya), and diminution (ksaya) are
the three characteristics of the dosas.'"” All of them together can be called

the constant internal environment in modern physiology.''®

The digested food is transformed into two, namely essence (prasada
or rasa) and waste products (kitta or mala).""” Kitta nourishes sweat, urine,
stool, vata, pitta, kapha, and the execreta of the ear, eye, nose, mouth hair
follicles, genital organs and also hair of the head, beard, small hair of the

body, and nails. Similarly the essence of the food nourishes the rasa, rakta,



mamsa, medas majja, asthi, sukra, ojas and the material constituents of the
sense organs, that is, the five physical elements. In total it is the dosas,
dhatus, and malas that constitute the body and determine the integrity of
the body. When the dosas, dhatus, and malas continue in their proper measure
they do not pollute or weaken the body or produce diseases. They all in their

"8 and in that sense

proper measure co-operate together in sustaining the body
all are called dhatus. Still, vayu, pitta, and kaph are regarded as the most
important, or they are recognized as the root of all growth and decay of the
body, health and disease. SuSruta attributes the same status of vata, pitta
and Slesma to blood also because its impurities play a vital role in producing
disturbance to wounds and so has got a special importance in surgery. Thus,
he says that the three dosas, together with blood (Sonita) determine the
origin, preservation, and dissolution of the living being.'"” Health is being
conceived as the equilibrium, resulting from the coordinated normal

functions of the dhatus. The loss of this equilibrium due to their disturbed

or abnormal function is called disease. '*°

The special feature of the definition of health and disease given by
Caraka is that it keeps harmony with the causation theory of evolution which
he followed in his description of world construction. Thus disease is only a
change of the dhatus and not a new creation. But this is in no way admissible
in the Nyaya-VaiSesika thought, for their causation theory suggests that
each and every effect is different from the cause. Referring to this, Dasgupta
cites Vivaranasiddhantacintamani of Narasimha Kaviraja and states that

the Naiyayikas, however, hold that disease is a separate entity which is



produced by dosa, but which is not itself a dosa. (dravyatve sati dosabhinna

dosajanyatvam rogatvam)."'

From the time of conception itself, in certain individuals, all the three
dosas are in equilibrium; some are predominated by vata, some by pitta and
some by kapha. According to Cakrapani, there are also people dominated
by two dosas, that is by vatapitta, vatakapha and pittakaph. Normally the
first category, by nature, maintains normal health while those belonging to
the other categories are always susceptible to bodily diseases. This is due
to imbalance of the dosas brought about by the domination of one or the

other of the dosas.'*?

When vata, pitta and kapha become deficient or excess in quantity
(prakupita) they become dosas and they afflict the body with different types
of diseases.'” Based on the comparative strength of the various components
of the dosas and the relative strength and proportions of each dosa among
themselves, innumerable combinations are formed and so the diseases
proceeding from them are also innumerable. Caraka points out that there

are sixty-two such commonly manifested combinations.'*

We know that the dosa are mutually contradictory in character.
Normally, when two contradictory elements combine, they generally get
destroyed as in the case of fire and water. Cakrapani, pointing out this
example, suggests that there is the possibility for the question as to how
the dosas with contradictory character can combine and then he himself

settles the query. He says that mutual contradiction is to be determined by



their own action and not merely by citing other illustrations. Even in the
cited example itself, though water and fire are contradictory to each other
they do no obstruct the combination of the five mahabhutas. Similarly, the
sour taste is found to be caused by the domination of the combined qualities
of water and fire. This would not be possible if the mutually contradictory
elements do not combine together. Finally he ascertains that it is because of
the presence of the specific characteristic of prabhava, the dosas with
contradictory nature combine together. As for as the specific characteristic
of prabhava is concerned, he says that it is caused by adrsta'® for adrsta is

capable of causing miseries.'?

Another thing to be noted in this connection is that when there is a
disease due to the predominance of a dosa (caused by extraneous factors)
corresponding to the predominant dosa in one’s constitution from his birth,
the newly collected dosa produces morbidity in accordance with the working
of the predominating dosa of his constitution. But his original constitutional
dosa (prakrti) is never increased or decreased due to the predominance of a
dosa by any kind of disease. They always remain the same operating in their
physiological functions. The constitutional dosa (prakrti) and the
accumulated dosa due to extraneous factors (vaikrti) are different. The
increase and decrease of dosas have a separate course of action in diseases
and there is no interchange between the latter collections or deficiency of
dosas and constitutional dosas.'”” The actual fact regarding the relation of
the constitutional dosa and the accrued or deficient dosa has been further

pointed out by Cakrapani. That is a dosa will be aggravated in a system in



which the corresponding constitutional dosa is predominant and a dosa will

lose its strength to a great extend in a system in which the corresponding

constitutional dosa is not predominant.'*®

The locations, qualities, and the functions of the dosas

1. Vayu:- Caraka differentiates the all pervasive (visvam) vayu into
two: external and internal. The external air that moves about in the world
sustains the earth, kindles fire and brings about compactness and movements
in the sun, moon, stars, and planets, creates clouds; causes showering of
rain, flowing of rivers, maturity of flowers and fruits, and sprouting of
plants ans it differentiates seasons (rtus) and mahabhutas; causes the
manifestation of the shape and size of objects, brings about the potency for
germination in seeds and growth in plants; causes dryness and hardness in
grains. In brief vayu functions as the cause of change.'*”” Taking into
consideration its prominent role the normal and natural functions of vayu
are described. Vayu is matephorically described as life (ayu), the strength
(balam), the sustainer (dhata), all pervasive (visvam) and controller

(dhata)."°

The three dosas function throughout the body."' At the same time they
have got certain main sites. The locations of vata are urinary bladder,
rectum, waist, thighs, bones, and colon (pakvasaya). Of them the most
important center is colon.'*> Though these parts of the body are cited as

locations of vayu the specific locations of each one of its ramification is



given further.'® It is rough (ritksa), cool, (§ita), light (laghu), subtle

(suksma), mobile (cala) non-slimy (viSada), and coarse.'™

Vayu is identified with life since its main function is to sustain the
harmony of the body, sense, and mind and self that constitutes life. The
whole body is animated by the conscious self in accordance with the function
of vayu. Hence it is conceived as the basis of bala. It co-ordinates and
regulates all the functions of body, mind and sense organs. It holds together
the various elements of the body and maintains its cohesion. It forms the
basis of speech, hearing and touch and forms the root cause of the organs of
hearing and touch. It determines joy and enthusiasm and it is the indicator
of the continuity of the span of life. The corporeal vayu, when gets vitiated,
afflicts the body affecting the strength, complexion, happiness and the span
of life. It perturbs the mind and sense organs and deforms or detains the
embryo also. More over the vitiated vayu cause fear, anxiety, bewilderment,

and even causes death.'®

Here the description of vayu as the root cause of Sabda and sparsa
pinpoints to the fact that the basic elements of vayu are mainly akasa and
vayu. In VaiSesika philosophy, the specific quality of vayu is conceived as

6 Sita is conceived as the specific quality of water."”” But

anusnasita."
Caraka attributes sita to vata instead of anusnasita. This is because vata

is seen to be augmented by sita and diminished by its loss. More over when

disease is caused by the mere vitiation of vata then sita is manifested.'*

The corporial vayu is divided into five namely, prana, udana, samana,

vyana, and apana. Their sites and functions are as follows. Prana is located



in the chest, throat, tongue and nose. It is the principle that functions as the
means to animate the living-being. Udana is located in the umbilicus, chest,
and throat. Its function determines the manifestation of speech, effort,
enthusiasm, strength and complexion. Samana pervading the channels,
carries sweat, and aqueous materials and it has its location beside the seat
of digestive fire (jetharagni). Vyana, which pervades the whole body moves
very swiftly. It is responsible for motion, extention, viksepa, winking of
the eye and such similar functions. Apana is located in the testicles, urinary
bladder, phallus, umbilicus, thighs, groins, anus and colon. Its functions
are the ejaculation of semen, voiding of urine and stool, elimination of
menstrual blood and parturition of foetus. In normal state, all of them reside
in their respective locations performing their proper functions which help
the sustenance and maintenance of health."*” Elsewhere SuSruta designates
agni, soma, vayu, sattva, rajas, tamas, five sense organs, and inner self

(bhatatma) as prana for they nourish and sustain the body.'*

Pitta- The main sites of pitta are sweat, rasa, lymph (lasika), blood
(rakta) and small intestine (lower part of amasaya). Among them the lower
part of amasaya is the most important.'*' Its qualities are unctuous (sneha),
hot (usna), sharp (tiksna), liquid (drava), sour (amla), fluid (sara) and

pungent (katu).'*

The corporeal fire distinct from the external fire is called pitta.'*’ All
are unanimous in their opinion that the fundamental substance of pitta is
fire. As far as the function of pitta is concerned, it is balancing and

transformative in nature. Digestion or indigestion, vision or loss of vision,



normalcy or otherwise of the body heat, normalcy or otherwise of luster,
valour, fear, anger and joy, confusion, and lucidity are produced in accordance

with the abnormal (kupita) or normal (akupita) state of its function.'*

Kapha- The structure of kaph is water and earth.'® It is located in
chest, head, neck, joint, stomach (or upper part of amasaya) and fat. The
most important location is chest.'* It is heavy (guru) cool (sita), soft
(mrdu), unctuous (snigdha), sweet (madhura), immobile (sthira), and slimy
(picchala).""” Kapha is the determining cause of such aspects like robustness
and looseness, tubbiness and leanness, enthusiasm and laziness, potency and

impotency, and wisdom and ignorance.'*®

One of the significant things to be noted in connection with the qualities
of the dosas is that the imbalance of a dosa does not necessarily imply that
all its qualities will get vitiated. There is the possibility for one or more
qualities of a dosa to be vitiated when others are in tact. For instance, in
certain case, when sita of vata gets vitiated, its other qualities may remain
undisturbed. So the physician must be particular in diagnosing not only the
dosa that has been disturbed, but also must identify the particular quality or
qualities which have been increased or decreased. It is possible that a dosa
in its disturbed condition will remain a dosa. Yet some of its qualities will
be increased and others will be decreased. So, the nature of the disturbance

of the dosa is to be assessed by the nature of the qualities involved.'*

The dosas are aggravated by substances having three tastes (rasas)
which are homologous and are alleviated by substances having the other three

tastes (rasas) which are contradistinctive in the following manner.



Aggravating tastes Alleviating tastes
Vata pungent, bitter and astringent.  sweet, sour and saline.
Pittha pungent, sour and saline. sweet, bitter and astringent.
Kapha sweet, sour and saline. pungent, bitter and astringent."°

S.K. Ramachandra suggests that vata, pitta, and kapha are charectarised
by the three modes: rajas, sattva, and tamas."' Similarly Dwarakanath says
that, at the functional level, vata is primarily rajastic, pitta is predominently
sattvic and kapha is mainly tamasic."”* All these reflect the attempts to
associate the tridosasiddhanta with the triguna theory. But such a
correspondence of the thridosa to the triguna, cannot be explained on the
basis of the Carakasamhita because Caraka does not postulate such a triguna
theory as we see in SuSrutasambhita or in classical Samkhya. Probably such
an attempt must have been due to the idea in SuSrutasamhita that akasa is
predominantly sattvik vayu is primarily rajastic fire is sattvic as well as
rajastic, water is primaly both tamasic and sattvic and earth is tamasic."?
‘Somehow, the reference of such a correspondence is seen to occur first in
the Dalhana’s commentary on the Su$rutasamhita’.'”® However, it is
misleading, since, on Samkhya terms kapha, vata and pitta are primarily
related to the functioning of the gross , material body. Hence they are the
products of gross physical elements. This would make all the three
predominantly tamasic in nature’.' The state of affairs becomes more

intricate, since, according to classical Samkhya the divine realm is mainly

sattvic, the human realm is predominantly rajastic and plant realm or the



immobile beings is primarily tamasic.'*® So the subject matter of Ayurveda,
that is health and harmony, is always working within a system that is
predominantly rajastic in nature. “Nevertheless, as an internal system of
differentiation working with the broader cosmological scheme of Samkhya
school, pitta does not correspond to sattva as vata to rajas and kapha to

tamas” 157

All these have been stated only to inform that the theory of the three
dosas has been formulated on the concrete basis of the concept of
paficabhitas. In fact, it is a biological interpretation of the
paificabhutasiddhanta. However, the description of the physiological and

pathological aspects of tfridosa in detail is beyond the scope of this work.
Time and space

Time and space are infinite and continuous. They have no perceivable
specific quality. So they are not physical insofar as being physical is to be
understood in terms of having some externally perceivable specific quality.
They are nevertheless inferred as two of the common (sadharana) causal

conditions without which nothing ephemeral can come into being.'®
Time

Samkhya conceive time and space under the elemental evolute,
akasa.” In Nyaya - ViSesika philosophy, time and space are ultimate and
objective realities and they are conceived as empty containers.'®® Time is
defined as that which is the basis of notions like priority and posteriority,

simultaneity, and also of late and soon.'®’



Annambhatta says that time is the cause of the usages like past, present
and future.'® It is infinite, eternal and one only.'® Vi§wanatha says that
time is the cause of products and he considers it as the substratum of the
universe.'® Sivaditya divides time into three namely, the time of production,
existence and destruction.'® Puranic writers two aspects of time: indivisible
(akhanda) and divisible (khanda) Eventhough it is infinite, eternal, and
single entity in ultimate analysis, it is for practical purpose that these
divisions and subdivisions are made. Its manifold conception in usage is

only in a secondary sense .'®

Quiet different from the VaiSesikas, Caraka places time as the eighth
in the schemata of substances'®’ and describes it in terms of therapeutics.
Accordingly, time is primarily classified into two: nityaga and avasthitika.
Nityaga refers to determination of wholesomeness to different types of
seasons while avasthitika refers to the states of the individual which is
relevant to the manifestations of diseases.'®® Nityaga consists of years. Each
year is sub-divided into two three, six, and twelve from different
dimensions. Thus the two divisions of a year is daksinayana and uttarayana
The three divisions of a year are §ita, usna and varsa . The six divisions
refer to the seasons: Sarat, hemanta SiSira, vasanta and gr1'_§ma, varsa, and
the twelve divisions refers to caitra, vaiSakha, jyestha, asadha, Sravana,

bhadrapada, asvina, kartika, margas/i_rga, pausa, magha, and bhalguna.'®”’

In this connection, it is to be noted that Ayurveda has again postulated

the concept of rtu-sandhi representing the period of transition between the



outgoing and incoming seasons- seven days on either side, and fourteen days
in all required by the organisms for gradually adapting themselves to the

stress of incoming season.'™

With regard to the stages of the evolution of
diseases (avasthikakala) from the time of their inception to the time of its
manifestation and subsidence, Caraka gives a three broad-based consecutive
steps: caya, prakopa and praSama. SuSruta, at the same time, gives six

distinct stages namely, saficaya, prakopa prasara, sthanasamsraya, vyakti

and bheda.'!
Space

Space, in Nyaya- VaiSesika, is construed as the cause of the notions
such as east and west.'”> In Caraka, dik refers to desa or habitate which
determines the characteristics of substances due to procreation and extend
of drugs or their acclimatization to the region.'”” For instance drugs which
grow in the Himalayas are very efficatious and those in deserts are light .
Such habitats are classified into three: (i) jangala, (2) anupa and
(3) sadharana." Carak gives a vast description for identifying these three
habitates. AStangahrdaya, it is stated that jangala habitates are those which
are predominated by vata. Anipa habitats are those predominated by kapha,
and the sadharana are those which have thee equipoise of the dosas.'” The
description of time and space thus made is purely for the treatment and
maintenance of health and not from the point of view of metaphysical

enquiry.
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buddhindriyani paficaiva paficakarmendriyani

ca samanaskasca pancartha vikara iti samjnitah. Ibid., 64. Susruta also
accepts this twofold classification. But he calls the first group by the
term astaprakrtis and includes sutle elements (tanmatras) instead of

the five physical elements (bhiitas). The scond group is identical with

that of Caraka. SS, Sa, I. 6.

In Manusmrti avyakta is described as the universal “Self” which is
beyond thought and sense perception and is construed as the source

from which the universe evolves. See MS, 1. 7, p. 6.
....... iti kSetram samuddirtam sarvamavktavarjitam.
avyaktamasya ksetrasya ksetrajnamrsao viduh.”, CS, Sa, 1. 65.

The complexity is due to the presence of the adjuncts namely, rajas
and tamas 1in the unmanifest. rajastamobhyamavista-
Scakravatparivartate. Ibid., 68. avyakta and cetana are one and the same

entity. HIPS, Vol. I, p. 214.
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vide infra, pp. 178 - 79.

In classical Samkhya, buddhi is conceived as a purely material evolute.
But in Carakasambhita it is not so. Hence the evolute buddhi described
in Caraka is translated as empirical consciousness while the usual

translation intellect is used for buddhi in classical Samkhya.

jayate buddhiravyaktadbuddhya’hamiti manyate param khadiin yaham-
karadutpadyante yathakramam tatah sampurnasarvango jato’bhyudita

ucyate.’, CS, Sa, I. 66.

Ibid., the vertical order is implied by the word “yathakramam” in the

articulation.

....... tasmat va etasmadatmanah akasSah sambhutah. akasSadvayuh.
vayoragnih. agnerapah. adbhyah prthivi prthivya osadhayah...... ,

Ta. u., Brahmavalli, ii, 1.
MS, 1. 75-78, pp. 24-25

tesamekagunah purvo gunavrddhih pare pare

purvam purvagunascaiva kramaso gunisu smrtah, CS, Sa, 1.28.
AH, Sa, III. 2.

AS, Sa, III, 5.

VP, pp. 157-58;VSS, p. 60.

avyaktad vyaktatam yati vyaktadavyaktatam punah, CS, Sa, I, 67.

Ibid., 69.
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Caraka uses the word “paramanu”. But it is not in the sense of ultimate
particular as we see in the VaiSesika. For instance while discussing
the organs of the body he says that the smallest unit of the body is
paramanu which cannot be counted. They are extremely numerous and
subtle, Ca, Sa,VII. 17. This is actually the smallest unit of the gross

physical element.

For details see SS, Sa, I. 3- 5.

Ibid., 9.

Ibid., 13

bhautikani cendriyanyayurvede varnyante...., SS, Sa, 1. 14.

The pre-classical Samkhya can be seen in the middle and younger
Upanisads, that is, Katha, Setﬁsvatara, Maitrayani, and the
philosophical portions of the Mahabharata like. Bhagavat Gita,
Moksadharma which developed over a long period of time, JJIL

p- 27.

samkhyaih samkhyatasimkhyeyaih sahasinam punarvasum

jagaddhitartham papraccha vahnivesah svasamsayam, CS, Su, XIII.3.

saddhatujastu puruso rogah saddhatujastatha rasih
saddhatujo hyesah samkhyairadyaih prakirtitah. Ibid., XXV. 15.
vatha adityah prakasastatha samkyajianam prakasakamiti. CS, Vi,

VIII. 38.

loke’smin dvidha nista pura prokta mayanagha

Jjhanayogena samkhyanam karmayogena yoginam, BG, I11. 3.
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61

62
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64
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ayanam punarakhyatametadyogasya yogibhih samkhyatadharmaih

samkhyaisca muktairmoksasya cayanam’, CS, Sa, . 151.

sarvabhavasvabhavajiio yaya bhavati nihsprhah.

yogam yaya sadhayate samkhyah sampadyate yaya, 1bid, V, 17.

JIL, p. 63.
Ibid.., p. 65.
Ibid., p. 48.

NTIT, p. 179; JIL, p. 139.

According to Vacaspatimisra, PancaSikha is referred to in Vyasa’s
Yoga-sutra-bhasya (1.4, 1.25, 1.36, I1.5, I1.6, I1.13, I11.13 and III, 41)
in Samkhyapravacanabhasya (V.32, IV.68). Johnston has suggested that
the Samkhyayoga suggested in Buddhacarita XII can be ascribed to
PancaSikha amoung others., E. H. Johnston, Early Samkhya, Price

Publication Fund, Vol. XV. Royal Asiatic Society, London, 1937, p.152.
HIPS, Vol. I, pp. 216-217.

BCA, XII. 18-19.

oA —

kathayantyatmacintakah, ibid., 20.

(i) ajianam karma trsna ca jieyah Sariram sarahetavah

vipratyayadahamkarat sandehadabhisamplavat
aviSesanupayabhyam sarnigadabhyavapatah.
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66

67

68

69

70

71

vijieyo’bhyavapatah sa samsare yena patyate.lbid., 23-32;

(i1) ““mohecchadvesakarmamula  pravrttih......................
............... sattvasariradosamillanam sarvaduhkhanamm bhavati”.CS, Su,

V. 10. There is a slight difference in the sequence and definitions.

JIL, p.107.

mahabhutni kham vayuragnirapah ksitistatha sabdah sparSasSca rupam

caraso gandhasca tadgunah., CS, Sa, 1. 27.

prthivyadinam paficanamapi bhitatvendiyaprakrtitvabahyai-
kekendriya grahyaviSesagunavatvani PBNK, p. 51; Bhutatva does not
refer to univeral bhiutatva. The word bhutatva means to be designated
by the word bhuta: ‘‘bhutatvam bhutaSabdavacyatvam, see
Nyayakandai on ibid; bhutatvam ca atmanyatve sati
viSesagunavatvam na tu jatih.....”, Vacaspatyam, Vol. VI, p. 4684;
bhitatvam [ka] ‘bahirindriyagrahyavisesagunavatvam’, NK, p. 629,

see also NSMK, p. 96.
CIPM, p. 20.

According to the Nyaya-VaiSesikas, substances including the physical
ones do not have any quality at the moment of its production and

destruction., see notes, TSA, p.104, Vide, supra substance, catagories.

It is with this idea that Athalye points out that the definition of earth
“as having odour” (gandhavati) is to be understood as the intimate
cause of odour (gandhasamavayikaranam), Notes, TSA, p. 103 ;

gandhaheturiti. gandhasamavaikaranamityarthah, NSMK, p. 106.

gunah Sarire guninam nirdistascihnameva ca CS, Sa, 1. 31.
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sarvam dravyam paficabhautikam....... CS, Su, XXVI. 10.

tatra prthivyapatejovayuvakasanam samudayat dravyabhinivrttih,
SS, Su, XI. 3. iha hi dravyam paficabhiutatmakam, AS, Su, XVII.
p. 235.

Loc. cit, p. 121.

anyonyanupraviStani sarvanyetani nirdiset SS, Sa, 1. 21; The very
same idea is seen expressed in an interpolated verse in Manusmrti:
parasparanupravesaddharayanti parasparam gunam

purvasya purvasya dharayantyuttarottaram., MS, p. 25.

....... utkarsatvabhivyaiijako bhavati idam-parthivamidamapyamidam
taijasamidam vayavyamidamakasiyamiti”’. SS, Su, Xli. 3;

bhutotkarsapakarsasanniveSaviSesat dravyavaisamyam, RVS, II. 98

tatra akasadini paficabhiitanyapaficikrtani tanmatrapratipadyanyut-
padyante. VP, p.157. In Vedanta the subtle physical elements are
conceived as the products of cosmic illusion (maya) constituted by
sattva, rajas, and tamas: ‘“‘imani bhutani trigunamayakaryani

trigunani”, Ibid., 159.
sthitlabhiitani tu paficikrtani, VSA, 58.

dvidha vidhaya caikaikam caturtha pradhamam punah
svasvetaradvitiyaimsairyojanat pafia pafica te. Phcadasi,

“Tattvavivekaprakaranam™, 27; VSA, p. 58; VP, p. 162.

PSAH, p. 57.
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PVS, p. 167.
SS, Sa, I, 20.

The word dravya is also used in the special sense of drugs in the

Avyurvedic literature. “dravyani punarosadhayah”; SS, Su, 1. 28.

supra, p. 115, tatra, prthivyaptejovayvakasanam samudayat

dravyabhinivrttih, SS, Su, 41. 3.
sendriyam cetanam, nirindriyamacetanam. CS, Su, 1. 48.

atra sendriyatvena vrksadinamapi cetanatvam bodhavyam; tatha hi
suryabhaktaya yatha yatha suryo bhramati tatha tatha

bhramanadrganumiyate, Cakrapani on Ibid.

CS, Su, I. 67.

CS, Su, I. 68.

VS, 1V, ii. 2-4; For details see VU, pp. 285-287.

NS, III, I. 28. See also Vatsyayana on ibid., pp. 244 - 45.
PBNK, pp, 78-81.

VS, IV, ii. 5.

PBNK, p. 82.

NSMK, p. 120.

“suvarnam samalah pafica lohah sasikatah suddha bhaumam.......

................... bhaumamausadhamuddistam.....”, CS, Su, 1. 70.

parthivah, suvarnarajatamanimuktamanahsilamrtkapaladayah, SS,

Su, I. 32.
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visayascaturvidham -- bhaumadivyamudaryamakarajaiica....

akarajamm suvarnadih, PBNK, P.100-101; TSA, p. 8; T.Bh,178. SP,

p- 18

‘suvarnam taijasam asatipratibandhake’atyantagni samyoge’-
pyapyanucchidyamana - janyadravatvat yannaivam tannaivam yatha
p.rthivi_ti’, NSMK, pp. 140-141; Dipikﬁ, TSA, p. 8; also

Jinavardhanasuri’s commentary, SP, p.18; PBNK, 101-102.

kharadravacalosnatvam bhujalanilatejasam
akasasyapratighato drstam lingamethakramam.

laksanam sarvamevaitat sparSanendriyagocaram, CS, Sa, 1. 29-30.
CS, Su, XXVI. 11.
SS, Su, xIi. 4 (1 -5).

AS, XVIL p. 238

“Introduction”, RVS, p. xii. vata , pitta and kapha are usually referred
to as wind, bile and phlegm in English. But they are not able to convey

their intended meaning.

vayuh pittam kaphascoktah sariro dosasamgrahah, CS, Su, 1. 57; SS,
Su, XXI. 3; AH, Su, I, 6 AS, p.7; SAS, 1. V. 23.

K. Raghavan Thirumulpad, “Basic Principles of Ayurveda”, SHI, p.13

vatapittaslesmana eva dehasambhavahetavah, tairevavyapannaira-
dhomadhyordhvasannivistaih sariramidam dharyate’garamiva

sthunabhistisrbhiratasca tristhunamahureke, SS, Su, XXI. 3
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gatisca dvividha drsta prakrti vaikrti ca ya ... tenaiva roga

jayante tena caivoparudhyate. CS, Su, XVII. 115 - 118.
Atharvaveda, I, 12, 3.

HIPS, Vol.II, p.333.

Slesma retasah sambhavati, §Slésmano raso rasacchonitam ....taditam

yonau retah sriktam purusah sambhavati., “PariSista’, Nirukta,

p. 148.

prakrtimiha naranam bhautikim kecidahuh pavanadahanatoyaih

kirtitastastu tisrah, SS, Sa, IV. 70.

Sariradharakavastini. tadyatha. kaphah. vatah. pittah.
§riradiisanaddosah malinikarananmalah dharnaddhatavaste
syurvatapittakaphastrayah, S‘abdakalpadrumazp, Vol. II, p. 790;

vikrtavikrta deham ghnanti te vartayanti ca, AH, Su, 1. 7; AS, p. 7.

rasasrnmamsamedastimajjasukrani dhatavah. AH, Su, 1. 13; AS,

p. 10; SAS, . V. 1I
tatra malabhiitaste ye Sarirasya badhakarah. CS, Sa, V1. 11.

dosaprakrtivaisamyam niyatam vrddhilaksanam,
dosanam prakrtirhanirvrddhiscaivam pariksyate. CS, Su, XVIII. 53.
dosanam vrddhisamyaksayalaksanani, Cakrapani on CS, Su, XVIL

62.

LC, p. Ivi.
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128

The qualities of the body are briefly of two types: those which make
the system polluted (malas), and those which purify and sustain the
body, (prasada): ‘‘sariraguniah punardvividhah sarigrahena-

malabhutah prasadabhitasca”, CS, Sa, VI. 17.

tatraharaprasadakhyo rasah kittam ca malakhyamabhinirvartate.

kittat... samadhatordhatusamyamanuvartayatah. Ibid., Su, XXVIII. 4.

ta eva ca vyapnnah pralayahetavah. tadebhireva Sonitacaturthaih
sambhava-sthiti-pralayesvapyavirahitam sariram bhavati. SS, Su, XXI,

3; See also Dalhana on ibid.

vikaro dhatuvaisamyam samyam prakrtirucyate
sukhasamiijaka-marogyam, vikaro dukhameva ca. CS, Su, 1X, 4;

rogastu dosvaisamyam dosasamyamarogata, AS, p. 14; AH, Su, I. 20.
see foot-notes, HIPS, Vol. II, p. 329.
CS, Su, VII. 39-40. see also Cakrapani on ibid.

vatapitta §lésmanastu khalu sarira dosah. tesamapi ca vikarah

jvaratisarasopha SosasSvasa mehakustadayah. CS, Vi, VL. 5.
CS, Su, XVII. 6.

adrsta refers to merit (dharma) and demerit (adharma) see

Nyayakandai, PBNK, p. 28.
See Cakrapani on CS, Su, XVII. 62.

prkrtisamanarogtpatau na prakrtibhutasya vrddhih, kim tarhi
hetvantarajanitasya vatadestatra vikarakaritvam prakritibhutastu

dosastatatropadarsako bhavati...... , Cakrapani on CS, Su, VII, 39-40.

samanam hi prakrtim prapya dosah pravrddhabalo bhavati, asamanam

tu prapya tatha tatha balavan na syat, Cakrapani on CS, Su, XVII, 62.
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134

135

136

137

138

139

prakrtibhutasya khalvasya loke caratah karmanimani bhavanti;

tadyadha - dharni dharanam.... avaikarikavikaracseti, CS, Su, XII. 8.

vayurayurbalam vayurvayurdhata Sari_rige? m
vayuh vi§vamidam sarvam prabhurvayusca kirtitah, CS, Ci,

XXVIII. 3.

sarvasariracarastu vatapittaslesmanah......; CS, Su, XX, 9. See also

Arunadatta on AH. Su, I. 7.

bastih purisadhanam katih sakthini padavasthini pakvasayasca
vatasthanani, tatrapi pakvasSayo viSesena vatasthanam, CS, Su,

XX. 8.
Vide infra same 36

ritksah §ito laghuh sitksmasalo’tha visadah kharah viparitagunaih

dravyairmarutah samprasamyati, CS, Su, 1. 59. see AH, Su, I. 11.

vayustantrayantradharah...... ayuso anuvrttipratyayabhuto
bhavatyakupitah. kupitastu khlu sarire..... pranamscoparunaddhi, CS,
Su, XII. 8.

PBNK, pp. 111-12; TSA, p. 16,

PBNK, p. 92; TSA, p. 7. T. Bh, p.192

‘yadyapi vaiSesike anusnasito vayh tathapiha Sitena vrddhidar-
Sanadusnena ca praSamanadarSanattatha kevalavatarabdhe roge
§itadarsanaca Sita eva vayuh’, Cakrapani on CS, Su, I. 61. nanu
anusnasito vayuh kanadaih pathith..... “pavane yogavahitvacchitam

Slesmayute bhavet”, Arunadatta on AH, Su, I. 11.

pranodana samanakhya vyanapanaih sa pancadha
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145

146
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svakarma kurvate deho dharyate tairanamayah, CS, Ci, XXVIII. 5-11.
Cf. SS, Sa, IV.3.

svedo raso lasika rudhiramamasayasca pittasthanani, tatrapyamasayo

viSesena pittasthanam. CS, Su, XX. 8.

sasnehamusnam tiksnam ca dravamamlam saram katu

Vipari_tagupaib pittam dravyairasu praSamyati, CS, Su, 1. 60
“agnireva sarire pittantargatah”, CS,Su, XII.11.

paktimapaktim darSanamadar§anam matramatratvamuksmanah
prakrtivikrtivarnau Sauryam bhayam krodham harsam moham

prasadamityevamadini caparani dvantvaniti, Ibid.
IK, p. 25.

urah Siro griva, parvanyamasayo medasca Slesmasthanani; tatrapyuro

visesena pittasthanam; CS,Su, XX. 8.

guru sita mrdu snigdha madhura sthirapicchalah

§lesmagunah prasamam yanti viparitagunairgunah. CS, Su, 1. 61.

dardhyam Saidhilyamupacayam karSyamutsahamalasyam vrsatam
klibatam jfianamajfianam buddhim mohamevamadini caparani

dvatvantaniti, CS, Su, XII. 12.

samavetanam punardosanam amsamsavikalpo vikalpo’sminnarthe.
CS. Ni, I, 11 (5); tatra dosanam amsSamSavikalpo yatha- vate
prakupite’pi kadacidvatasya sitamso balavan bhavati, kadacillaghva-
msah, kadacit ruksamsSah kaacid lakhu-ruksamsah. Cakrapani on

ibid..
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165

svadvamlalavana vayum, kasayasvadutiktakah jayanti pittam,
Sléesmanam kasayakatutiktakah (kadvamlalavanah pittam,
svadvamlalavanah kapham katutiktakasayasca kopayanti samiranam)

CS, Su, L. 66; Vi, I. 6; AH, Su, I. 14-15.
DO, p.178.
IK, pp. 24-25.

tatra sattvabahulamakasam, rajobahulam vayuh, sattvarajobahula-

magnih sattvatamobahula apah tamobahula prthivi. SS, Sa, 1. 20.
IHBT, p.196.

Ibid. p.169.

iirdhvam sattvavisalasca mulatah sargah

madhye rajovisalo brahmadistambaparyantah, SK, 54.

IHBT, p.170.
CIPM, p. 3.

CSP, 87.
Ibid., p. 85.

aparasmin aparam yugapat ciram, ksipram iti kalalingani,VS, 11, ii.
PBNK, p. 155; Kalo ’pi digviparitaparatvaparatvanumeyah, T. Bh,
189.

TSA, p. 11.
Ibid; T. Bh, p. 189.8
NSMK, p. 150.

kalastu utpattisthitivinasalksanastrividhah. SP, p. 21.
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168
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171

172

173

174

175

A Comparative Studyof the Concepts of Space and Time in Indian

Thought., Kumar Kishore Mandal , p. 21.
Time occupies the sixth place in the VaiSesika table of substances.

CS, Vi, 1, 21 (6); AH, Su, I, 24. Elswhere it is stated that time is that
which has change - kalah punah prinamah, CS , Vi, VIII. 76.

kalah punah samvatsarascaturavastha ca. tatra samvatsaro dvidha,
tridha, sodho, dvadasadha bhuyaScapyatah pravibhajyate
tattatkirya'mabhisat_n1'_k§ya, CS, Vi, 8,125.

tvorantyadisaptahavrtusandhiriti smrtah, AH, Su, III, 58.

saficayafica prakopaifica prasaram sthanasamsrayam vyaktim bhedafica
yo vetti dosanam sa bhavedbhisak., SS, Su, XXI, 36. For details see
IK, pp. 84 - 108.

r
PBNK, p. 162; TSA, p, 12; Kanada defines it as that which gives rise

to the inference and usage that ‘this is here’. VS, Su, II. ii. 10.

desah punah sthanam; sa dravyanamutpattipracarau

desasatmyamcacastate. CS, Vi, 1. 21.
trividhah khalu deSah- jangalah, anupah sadharanasceti. CS, Ka, I. 8.

AH, Su, I. 23.



Chapter -1V
SELF (purusa)

It has been stated, “With out question, the best reason for studying
biology is the admonition inscribed on the ancient temple of Apollo at
Delphi: ‘Know thyself’. To know ourselves well, especially in the brilliant
season of advance in the science of biology, we must examine all of life and
life itself.”' This assertion is true not only of the biological science but
also of every branch of learning which aims at the well-being of man. But
the query still remains as to whether the science of biology or any other
sciences of western origin, with their external methods of knowing, were

able to discern the real nature of man.

The history of science shows that it has tried to identity man with his
physical and physiological identity, rather ignoring his deeper and far
reaching spiritual identity. Science hasn’t yet succeeded in giving a
“satisfactory if not true explanation”? of human-being in his totality. That
is, science has failed to give an explanation taking into account not only the
immediate physical and physiological aspects, but also their dialectical
interactions with reference to the spiritual entity underlying it. This is an
error that the scientists have committed due to their adherence to an alien

objective method.? The normal method of Science is such that its dealings



with the visible world and the process of life were not wholly adapted to
the physical, the artistic, the spiritual and other elements of the invisible
world. Life does not consist entirely of what we see and hear and feel. The
visible world which is undergoing change in time and space is continually
touching an invisible world, possibly more stable or equally changeable

elements which can in no way be ignored.

The basic reason is that science does not undertake the study of the
complete man. Another thing is that science itself is compartmentalized
into separate disciplines, and hence all the aspects of enquiry do not come
within the purview of a single faculty. On the contrary, they are treated as
topics of specialized investigation of special sciences. However, the
biologists, who are expected to give a comprehensive definition of the life
principle or the spiritual entity that animates, eventually have tried to explain
the life principle in terms of “mechanism”, “vitalism”, and “finalism”*
but ultimately have confessed that many a biological phenomenon is still

without explanation.’

This confession discloses the inadequacy of not only biology but also
of all sciences. Sciences like physics and chemistry reduce man to physical
and chemical constituents to a determinable pattern of materiality and explain
the inner man in terms of physical and chemical laws. The assumption of
even the behavioural scientists is that human beings are complexes of
behavioral process, conglomeration of definite hereditary, and environmental
factors and, therefore, fully accountable by means of science of

behavior adopting the strategy of physics and biology.® Like physics,



biology, and chemistry, the social sciences promise to provide a complete
model of man-as-a-machine, ignoring what we call the transcendental or

spiritual at its core.” They have also overlooked the élan of man.

Natural sciences do not try to understand the human mechanism in
terms of knowing and the laws of knowledge except by way of finding out
physiological correlates. For them, to explain the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of
knowledge is to determine the mechanics of the humane brain, which,
according to them, is nothing more than a highly complex configuration of

material constituents.?

The basic shortcoming of science is that it is extrinsic and not intrinsic.
With its empirical, analytical method, it is objective anchored. It hasn’t
yet strived to analyse and determine human events with reference to
“subjectivity”,” for the reality of man is deeply rooted in subjectivity.
Science has also neglected the purpose and goal of life in their investigation.
So the explanation of human being given by science, referring to the physical
biological, and psychological phenomena, confining to the material causes
would be incomplete unless and until the dialectical interaction of these
phenomena and the spiritual entity underlying it are introspected with out
isolating anyone of them. But it is not possible in science, because the non-

material aspects of thinking, reasoning and the like are not testable

experimentally.'”

Another important problem is that science explains man alienating him

from nature with out exploring the inter relationship of man and nature.
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D.P. Chattopadhyaya has rightly remarked that, “Man’s situation in the
world is such that the scientists cannot grasp the former’s true identity,
ignoring his place in the world. Nor can the scientist adequately understand
the world leaving man totally out of the picture”.'" Thus, it implies that
the external institutional methods of western sciences are insufficient and
distortive and substantively frustrative of human projects that aim at our
well being. Hence it is inevitable to know the real relationship between man
and nature. Beyond physical, biological and psychological interpretation,
an interpretation in relation to epistemology is indispensable to know the
reality of man. It necessitates a philosophical consciousness. In fact, it is a
philosophical enterprise. The uniqueness of the explication of the “Self”'?
in Carakasamhita lies here, for it has a philosophical genealogy. On
epistemological basis, Caraka uncovers the reality of man; discusses the
physical, biological, and psychological aspects and their dialectical
interactions; goes beyond the limits of empirical content. He analyses the
rapport between man and the world beyond his nerve endings and finally
describes the foundational being of ‘everything’. The whole thing is unveiled

in the context of the explication of the “Self” (purusa).

The entity that transforms matter into life has been many things for
many people. In the west, it was called psyche, life principle, the soul, anima,
Hlan vital, entelechy, or mystery of life."> In India, the Sanskrit terms
Brahman, arma, and purusa dominate the whole philosophical development
from the Rgveda to the classical systems of philosophy. The word Brahman

which occurs more than two hundred times in the Rg Veda in the sense of
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prayer,'* in course of time, has become the most usual name to denote the
creative principle of the world and beings. Brahman' has become the ultimate
reality from which all worlds proceed, in which all worlds subsist, and into
which they finally return. The term atma has also become the most regularly
used name in the Upanisads to designate the creative principle and is often

identified with Brahman.'® Similarly the term purusa,'’

which normally
means mortal man or male, is an ancient one, going back to the Rg Veda and

the Atharva Veda. In the Rg Veda, the word is used as a term for mortal

man as well as the cosmic man.'®

“In the Upanisads the term purusa is often used synonymously with
Brahman or atma”." The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad says that there was
only the a2tma in the form of purusa in the beginning.* In the Mahabharata
the word purusa is used in the sense of self along with other terms like
atma, purusa, bhutatma, aja, aksara, avyaya and ksetrajna,”' while in

classical Samkhya it became the chief designator of the individual self.

According to Caraka’s cosmology, the universe is a living organism
animated through out by life- monad, and this life-monad contained within
and constituting the universe, is imperishable. It is something unusual that
almost all significant epithets for the “Self” in pre-classical and classical
philosophical systems are seen to be collected in Caraka.?* Perhaps this may
lead to the assumption that his concept of Self is only a fabrication on the
concepts of diverce philosophical systems. The idea as such is camouflaged,
for these designators have specific signification in each philosophical

system.
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But the fact is not so. Caraka has got his own vision of the Self. He
chooses his own way of presentation of the vision in order to satisfy his
pragmatic purpose. All the terms actually and essentially unveil the various
dimensions at which the soul is conceived with out contradiction. At the
same time, purusa is the most perfect and perhaps the best name that Caraka
has found in the language to designate the life principle or the creative
principle. The term gives him enough flexibility to construe ‘being’ and
“beings”.” Ultimately, for him, purusa means that which remains if we
take away from our physical existence all that comes and passes away., On
the one hand, it means the eternal essence of man, but on the other it signifies
the “Self” of the whole world that is, the Ur-ground. So, it vindicates that
he has been circumspect of the fact that every attempt to explain man and
the universe must proceed from the word purusa. He has found a more clear

cut expression for ‘Self’ in the word purusa.

Caraka’s philosophy distinguishes three entities: (1) the foundational
being, (2) the empirical world, and (3) the empirical subject. Comprehending
all these three factors, he gives a three- fold division of “Self”,** namely

(1) cetanadhatupurusa,(2) caturvimsatikapurusa and (3) sadhatujapurusa.
The Foundational “Self” (cetanadhatu)

Caraka does not regard individual selves and the world as self
supporting. On the contrary, he conceives a transcendental entity as their
foundational cause. This foundational “Self” is called cetanadhatupurusa
The word cetanadhatu, as it signifies, is not consciousness but the
conscious.” Consciousness is its inherent quality or content in the

unmanifested form.



Cakrapani, while commending on ‘‘Sloka’ 1.1.48, says that
consciousness does not belong to the inner self in itself. It is attained only
by its contact with the senses.? He is also of the opinion that in final
renunciation, there happens a total irradiation of all kinds of knowledge
including the ultimate knowledge leading to liberation.?’ Keeping in
conformity with Cakrapani, Dasgupta reiterates the same opinion.*
Elsewhere he states that though the self is eternal, yet the rise of

consciousness is occasional.?

Referring to such remarks Debiprasad
Cattopadhyaya opines that in modern terminology this can only mean that
the spirit is a product of matter, for prakrti simply means primeval matter.*
Accordingly, both the scholars agree to the point that the “Self” is not
consciousness. But they differ in the second point that the “Self” is
conscious. S.K. Ramachandra Rao also reiterates the same opinion.*' But P.
V. Sharma disagrees with Dasgupta. He makes the unique opinion that
Dasgupta might have been mislead by the commentary of Cakrapani and

expresses the view that the Self is conscious and it manifests by its contact

with the sense.??

The Self construed by Caraka is not without consciousness for the

following reasons:

(1) “Self” is a spiritual substance (adhyatmadravya)®® which means
that it is an inherent cause of consciousness (cetana), but in the unmanifested
form. It is this unmanifested consciousness that gets manifested in what
we call buddhi, the empirical consciousness. If this unmanifested

consciousness is denied to exist in the ‘Self’, there won’t be any logical
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explanation for the way in which the buddhi stems up from a basic stuff
which is devoid of spirituality. Perhaps the conception buddhi as the first
evolute of the unmanifest (avyakta) may make us tend to think that there is
no consciousness at all in the unmanifest before the emergence of the
buddhi. But it is not true. The evolute ‘buddhi’ is not to be understood as
pure consciousness (cetana). On the contrary, it is an emanation radiant with
manifested consciousness capable of giving rise to ego or ‘‘I
cosciousness’ (ahamkara) from which the five physical elements
(paficamahabhiitas) evolve. So we have to admit that there exists
consciousness (cetana) different from empirical consciousness. That is why
he distinguishes between consciousness (cetana) and ‘buddhi’ on several
occasions.** As far as Caraka is concerned, buddhi is conceived as an
instrumental cause of cognition® as well as determinate cognition of the
empirical self that is the knower.’® Determinate cognition is the modification

of buddhi by which the inner self becomes aware of the objective world.?’

(2) The ““Self”” (atma), is described as a conscious agent of every
creation. The Self, in particular, is being recognized as an efficient cause or
agent of the creation of the body. On the basis of this, it has been concluded
that there must be a conscious agent essential for the creation, in the same
way as an agent is needed for the construction of a pot or a house. Caraka
calls them ignorant persons devoid of rational outlook and scriptural

knowledge and who deny the existence of such a conscious agent.*

(3) Even if, for the sake of argument, the first assertion of Cakrapani

is admitted to have been made of the empirical self, then also it is not true.



The empirical self is not with out the mind at any time and hence there is
always consciousness in the empirical self.”” Even the self in the subtle
body that transmigrates is transcendental and is not with out consciousness.*’
It is a fact that there disappears consciousness in the final freedom as has
been pointed out by Cakrapani. But it is not a total eradication. On the
contrary, it is the disappearance of the transient, empirical consciousness
having subjectivity (savisayakajiana). The formless consciousness
(nirvisayakajnana) inherent in the “Self” still remains there. Caraka says
that in the final freedom all ephemeral experiences; determinate and
differential cognitions having name gets eradicated and attain the state of
Brahman.*' But the important thing to be noted in this context is that the
connotes only the empirical knowledge or awareness having name and form
(sakarajnana) and not the formless and nameless consciousness
(nirakarajnana).

(4) If the consciousness is denied to exist in the “Self”, as has been
asserted by Cakrapani, then the “Self” would become a bare substance
which makes it nothing different from the physical substances. Moreover
the consciousness that is being told of (in 1.1.56) as emerging by the contact
of the “Self” with the mind, sense capacities, and objects of senses refer
only to the determinate cognition; the cognition having objectivity

(savisayakajiana) that arises in the empirical subject.

(5) Caraka himself has clearly stated that the self is jiah (processing

consciousness) and the consciousness of the self is manifested in empirical
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consciousness when the self is in contact with the instruments of knowledge.
If the instruments of cognition are impeded, cognition will be generated in
the same way as a mirror or water covered with impurities is unable to reflect
an image.*”What is implied is that that there is always consciousness in the
“Self” which is formless (nirakara). This formless consciousness, at the
empirical level, attains form and name when objects are presented to it by

the contact of instruments of knowledge.

(6) The interpretation of §loka 1.1.6 given by Cakrapani is not tenable.
The intended meaning of the $§loka is that the unchanging eternal “Self”,
which is the substantial cause of consciousness, observes all actions when
it is in contact with mind and sense organs chareterised by the qualities of
the physical elements. Accordingly, the “Self” is the soul cause of
consciousness and nothing else. Matter cannot develop life or consciousness
as the materialists hold, unless it has those potentialities. As far as the
sense capacities are concerned, they take part as instruments in cognition.
Thus, the “Self” being the substantial cause of consciousness, we have to
admit that there inheres in the Self, consciousness in the unmanifested form,

that is, nirakarajiana which gives rise to the empirical consciousness.

(7) Caraka has specifically and purposefully used the epithet
sagunaScetana for the inner self, which means that the self, which is
naturally conscious, is further stated as endowed with empirical qualities

(like pleasure and pain).*

(8) Above all he emphatically declares that the “Self” (atman) is

conscious (jiah) and the primordial cause (prakrti).** That is, the “Self”



(Brahman/atma) is the agent of all creations, and so he is the one who

knows because one who is devoid of knowledge cannot become an agent.

To conclude, the “Self”, being conscious, is the efficient cause-
(nimittakarana) and being prakrti, is also the substantial cause-
(samavayikarana). To be precise, “Self” is the ‘conscious foundational
being’ (sat) and is with out a beginning. All other things are not with out a

1.5 Tt is the ultimate eternal ‘being’ beyond

cause and so they are ephemera
thought and cognition upon which all things are based.*® It is static

(nirvikara) and ubiquitous (vibhu).

Now it is quite natural to have the question as to how the unchanging
eternal “Self” can become the substantial cause of the transient world. It
is to explain this with out contradiction that Caraka often calls the “Self” by
the unique epithets “unmanifest” (avyakta) and the indistructible.*’ This
concept of the ‘Self’ provides the key to understand the real sense of the
conception of the foundational “Self”. The “unmanifest” represents the
conscious “Self” enveloped by the two adjuncts, rajas and tamas.*® Because
of the presence of these adjuncts, the ultimate reality is simultaneously static
and dynamic, It is this unmanifest that forms the ultimate ground of the
whole universe. At the same time, it itself is self-existent and self revealing,
for there is no other element from which it could be derived or by which it
could be made known. The empirical world and the individual selves,
according to this view, emerge from this unmanifest and therefore

necessarily partake of its character of reality. The presence of the adjuncts,



namely ‘rajas’ and ‘tamas’ make the “Self” complex, and thus becomes
the foundational cause of the universe. Due to the complexity it sometimes
manifests and at other times becomes latent as a real possibility.* This
periodic evolution is called appearance- udaya and the later dissolution is
called disappearance (pralya).’® The process of udaya and pralaya is with
out a beginning and so an endless one. At the end of each cycle, the empirical
world of diversity returns to the “unmanifest”, but re-emerges from it again.
The world of appearance thus emerges is called the “manifest”. Each
succeeding universe is determined in its character by the preceding one by a

kind of casual linkage.

Thus, it is the avyakta that accounts for the whole world and individual
selves. The unique aspect of this conviction is that the world of diversity is
real and that there is a unity underlying this diversity. The unitary principle
underlying the unity is the foundational being (cetanadhatu).It is this non-
dual, all-pervading conscious “Self” (cetanadhatu) that is immanent in all
beings as their inner ground. There is no distinction between the
foundational and the inner self. That is why he consciously calls it
simultaneously by the terms Brahman and jiva or antaratma.’' It is the
essence of the world and our own essence. It is the foundation, the ultimate
reality (sat). The logical idea of cause cannot be sundered from the ethical
concept of purpose. The process of nature and the well-being of man can be
explained only as the self-actualization of the divine will. The supreme

“Self” as the sat is unique and wills the many. The sat becomes the manifold



visible world. The purpose of the cosmic process is to provide opportunity

for the ‘jiva’ to realize it’s divine destiny.

Caraka’s metaphysical conception becomes more transparent in his

refutation of the atheists.

Caraka, who is not accustomed to refuting the other systems of thought,
is found to have reacted strongly against the Carvakas and the Buddhists,
who go against the theory of the existence of the eternal “Self”. Referring
to Carvakas he says that there are the atheist (nastikas) who do not trust in
verification or verifiability of objects; who do not believe in the existence
of a substantial or material cause, gods, sages, spiritually perfected persons
(siddhas), action and its results, and soul; who consider that origination is
accidental. Such atheists will be caught hold of by sins worse than that of

the sin resulting from violence.’?

Similarly he rebuts the Buddhists who do not believe in the existence
of an eternal soul. Instead of difference and diversity and instead of
eternalism and annihilationism the Buddha uses depended origination in the
sense of causal dependence.”® According to the theory all elements of
samsara exist in some or other causal conditions. Everything is in a flux,
for if the cause is permanent so will be the effect.”® “Existence for the
Buddhist is momentary (ksanika), thing in itself (svalaksana) and unitary
(dharmamatra)”.”> Consequently, the putative self occurs as a result of the
coming together of causal conditions. And so it could not be unchanging.

Thus, there is no immutable, inner self which is conscious or consciousness.



® Moreover,

Consciousness is nothing but the flow of sensory experience.’
through out life there is constant change in accordance with the causal law

and process. The relation between the different stages of a person’s is neither

identity nor difference.’’

Caraka invokes this momentary theory®® and repudiates it. He says that
if the theory is admitted then we would be forced to accept that the fruits of

action of one person will be enjoyed by some other person.*

Though Caraka endorses the self in the enumeration of substance and
consider it as conscious in consonance with the VaiSesika scheme of
substance, his concept of “Self” is entirely different from the Nyaya-
VaiSesikas. Neither Kanada nor Aksapada® recognizes a supreme Self
(paramatma or Brahman).® However, later thinkers construe a supreme Self.
But this supreme “Self” is different from the individual selves. The first
work in the Nyaya sytem which contains a description of a divine soul called
(God) is Nyayabhasya. There it is stated that God is a special “Self” in
whom there is no demerit (adharma), no error (mithyajiana) and no
negligence (pramada). The notable characteristic feature of God is that it
possesses knowledge, concentration (samadhi), merit (dharma) and
omnipotence (aiSvariya).®” PraSastapada clearly attributes the creation of
the world to the will of God® and it has been acknowledged by almost all
later thinkers of Nyaya-VaiSesika school. They consider the self as the
substratum of consciousness and distinguish between the supreme “Self”

(paramatma) and individual self (jivatma).®* The Supreme



“Self” (paramatma) is God who is entirely different from the individual
self and is only an efficient cause or creator of the world.® The God is in no

way the foundational cause of the world.

Another important thing is that the Nyaya-VaiSesika thinkers define
self as a substance comprised having the universal atmatva®and consider
the individual selves as many,% eternal, and all-pervading.®® Even though
the individual selves are told as ubiquitous, the very disparity in the
circumstances charecterising the lives of beings is regarded as an index to

the fundamental distinction between the individual selves.®

There is no contradiction in describing selves as all-pervading and yet
exclusive, since they are not physical entities. But the most striking point
is that the difference of the individual selves, being intrinsic, continues even
in the state of release. Though all other differences between any two selves
disappear when both have released, there will be the visesa then, as in the
case of atoms, to distinguish them from each other.” This conception of
innumerable individual self different from the higher Self (paramatma) is

also against the conception of the empirical self in Caraka.

In classical Samkhya, the self is referred to by the word purusa. Unlike
Caraka purusa construed here refers to the individual self only. These
individual selves are innumerable in number.”! Each individual self is
conceived as an unrelated, featureless, eternal, ubiquitous being and is
identical with consciousness. Beyond the individual selves they do not

admit a divine non-dual “Self” as a substantial cause or as an efficient cause



for the manifestation of the empirical world. As stated earlier, the world is
a manifestation of the primordial matter (prakrti) which is extremely
different from the selves (purusas). To be precise the concept of purusa in
Carakasamhita is different from that of classical Samkhya . At the same
time, it should be noted that the pre-classical Samkhya conceived Brahman
as the foundational cause of the universe. Scholars like Durgasankara
Sastri and Joti$candra Saraswati are of the opinion that the nature of
“Self” as expounded by Caraka identifying it with the unmanifest is
undoubtedly Upanicadic in significance.” It is non other than the Vedantins
and the pre-classical Samkhya who strongly speak of Brahman as the
foundational Self. But it does not mean that Caraka’s conception of
“being” fully agrees with the teachings of the Upanisads or the Advaita-
Vedanta. The Upanisads, though speak of the unity of ‘being’, sometimes
distinguish Brahman from the individual self on the one hand and the physical
universe on the other.”” Another significant thing is that Brahman as in the

Upanisads is pure consciousness.’

Purusa or Brahman, as construed by Caraka, is the all pervading
essence, that is, the essence which permeated the object in all its form and
changes. Accordingly, the omniscient and omnipotent Brahman is the source
or the foundational cause from which occur the birth, continuance, growth,
transformation, decay, and death. But it should not be equated with the
concept of Brahman in Advaita-Vedanta, for it considers this world as
illusion (maya).” For Caraka, the world is not an illusion (maya) but a

reality. Purusa is the ultimate “being”. It is the prime substance (sat) of



everything as well as the creator who wills the world into existence. In the
Vedantic terminology purusa is simultaneously the substantial and the
efficient cause or ‘abhinnanimittopadanakarana’ of the world. The origin
of the world is a result of evolution ( parinama) and not vivarta as has
been postulated by the Advaita-Vedantins. The basic difference between
evolution and vivarta is that the former is a real transition while the latter
is an unreal one.”® Accordingly, for Caraka the relation between the universal

“Self” and the world can be ‘identity in difference’ (bhedabheda).”

Thus Caraka, though agrees with the Vedantins who call it Brahman,
says that the foundational principle of unity differs in his vision regarding
its real nature. According to him, cetanadhatu-purusa or Brahman is the
fundamental principle of unity. It is not pure consciousness nor without
consciousness, but conscious. The peculiar way of the description of the
conscious purusa as the foundation of the world of diversity and the origin
of the world as a real manifestation of the “unmanifest” differentiates
Caraka’s concept of “Self” from the conceptions of Self in other

philosophical systems.
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Chapter - V
THE COMPLETE MAN

Composite man (rasi purusa)

“Conceptual scrutiny and experimental findings reveal that man
simultaneously belongs to at least three worlds -- Physical World,
Psychological World, and Ideational or Spiritual World”."! Tt is significant
that Caraka uncovers this idea when he says that Man is a composite form
of physical, mental and spiritual factors.? It also reminds us that they are
not autonomous. On the contrary, there is a causal nexus which binds them
together. It is with this view point that Caraka construes a composite man
(rasi purusa) in contradistinction to the foundational “Self”. Patanjali
presumes that the word rasi is derived from the root “ras”, though it is not
found in the dhatupatha. It means a compound or that in which several things
are bound together.? The term rasipurusa, thus, literally means composite-
person. Though it refers to all living-beings, it connotes the empirical
subject, man. So, what we call man is a conglomeration, a gestalt, a
configuration -- a pattern composed of discrete but interrelated items.* The
constituents that go to make up the configuration are twenty-four in number

and so it is called caturvims$atikapurusa.’ They fall into two groups

comprising of eight primary entities called (astaprakrti) and sixteen



secondary elements called evolutes (vikaras). Of them, the first group
consists of the unmanifest (avyakta), empirical consciousness (buddhi), “I
Consciousness’ (ahamkara), and five physical elements
(paficamahabhiitas).® The second group includes mind, five sense capacities
of cognition, five sense organs of action, and five objects of senses.” It is
the body-mind complex in which the self partaking of the nature of spirit is
conceived as an inner co-ordinator and controller.® Thus the conscious inner
self is the “spiritual world”. The psychological world comprises of the
awareness, “I Consciousness”, and mind. The physical world is constituted
by the body which is a make up of five physical elements, ten sense
capacities, and the five objects of senses. Accordingly, human-being is a
unique phenomenon in which all the entities are organized meaningfully and
purposefully. It is this empirical subject that knows, performs actions, and

feels pleasure and pain.

Pulinbihari Chakravarti opines that it is better to treat composite man
(rasipurusa) as a dead body which is also devoid of consciousnesses.’
However, it is absurd. Even though Caraka speaks of the different dimensions
of purusa, the centerpiece of all his discussions is human constitution,
because it is the frame of reference of all medical speculations and object
of treatment.'” The object of treatment, in fact, is man who is sentient and
not a dead body. Even the other two divisions of purusa construed are also
with the intention of bringing about a complete exposition of the living man
-- his essence or the €lan vital, his internal and external environment, and

their interrelationship. He was fully conscious of the fact that theories



regarding therapeutics based on biological and psychological explanations
would be distortive with out referring to the permanent entity that sustains
the continuity and identity of the psycho-somatic complex which is in an
incessant flux. It is in this composite man that the actions, the fruits of
actions, knowledge, delusion, pleasure, pain, life, death, and ownership
occur.' Caraka declares that one who is conversant with the human
constitution with all its implications knows treatment.'> So, rasipurusa
does not refer to a dead body, but to the living man. Truly speaking, the
inner self that animates man is implicit in the unmaifest which forms the
first among the twenty-four constituents. Caraka emphatically says that if
we deny the inner self, then the sentient would remain with out the divine

(isa)."

The inner self (antaratma), as has been stated earlier, is conscious.
The empirical consciousness or knowledge is called buddhi. This
consciousness becomes active when there is the contact with the instruments
of knowledge." The self renders the other constituents organised, integrated,
and sentient. It is the supreme upholder or the one who bears all the entities
that constitute the rasipurusa to form a phenomenological unity making it
enlivened.” The body and the instruments of knowledge are in a fleeting
flux. So there should be a permanent entity to act and enjoy the fruit of its
actions. Otherwise the doer won’t enjoy the fruits of their actions.'® This
substantial cause is nothing but the inner self. Being eternal, it is able to
unite itself with its past and future experiences. If the self were not static

and eternal, it could not unite itself with all its past experiences. Though



ubiquitous, apprehension of the objective world is restricted to the objects
with which the sense organs can establish tactile contact.'” This is due to
the limitation caused by the adjuncts, namely body and sense organs. The
individual self is called by a peculiar term “field knower” (ksetrajia) and
the psycho-somatic complex including the objects of senses as
“field” (ksetra)."®In fact, everything other than the self is a field wherein
the body, mind, “I consciousness”, senses, and the elements operate as
forces. All dimensions of experience are to be located in this field and are
explained as due to the operation of the field forces.'” While the continuity
and uniqueness of the field which is in a ceaseless change is retained until

the inner self is involved in it.

The inner self is not different in distinct individual organisms. But it
is one and the same unchanging higher “Self” (paramatma). The difference
is due the peculiarities of the stationed adjunct (upadhi), that is, the psycho-
somatic complex. The actions and experiences like pleasure and pain also
differ according to this difference.? The experiences are owned by the inner
self. Since the body- mind- sense complex is illumined by the consciousness
of the inner self (antaratma), they serve as sites of all experiences, desire,
and the like.”' Pleasure, pain and all their ramifications arise only when
there occurs the self-mind - sense - object contact.”?The entire body-mind
complex becomes aglow with consciousness of the inner self. Thus, the
phenomenal self becomes aware of the world outside and feelings within,

because of the involvements of sense organs and mind.*



Proof for the existence of the inner self

If the foundational “Self” is beyond thought and cognition, Caraka
holds that the empirical self can be inferred on the basis of the following
proofs. It can be inferred on the ground that there must be an entity apart
from the ephemeral physical modifications responsible for “‘I
consciousness”, action, enjoyment of fruit of action, transmigration, and

memory.

Caraka, further, gives a long list of signs as proofs for the existence
of self: (1) The ascending and the descending life breath (pranapanau),
(2) twinkling of the eye (nimesadyah), (3) life (j1'_vana1p), (4) movement
of the mind (manaso gatih), (5) shift from sense to sense in cognition and
action (indriyantarasancarah), (6) mobility and stability (preranam
dharanam) (7) journey to the other world in dream (deSantaragatih svapne),
(8) anticipation of death (panicatvagrahanam) (9) recognition of an object
by the left eye that has been perceived by the right eye (drstasya
daksinenaksna savyenavagama), and (10) desire (iccha), avertion (dvesah),
pleasure (sukha), pain (duhkha), volition (prayatna), consciousness (cetana),
stability (dhrti), knowledge (buddhi), memory (smrti) as well as I

consciousness” (ahamkara).*

The most striking point in this respect is that the indicators mentioned
above are employed by both Kanada in his VaiSesika-sutra* and Aksapada
in his Nyaya-siutra®® to establish the existence of the inner self with certain

minor differences. Both of them mainly avoid the indicators of the journey



to the other world and anticipation of death. However, things like the journey
to the otherworld and anticipation of death cannot be taken into consideration
as proofs for the existence of the self, for such things are to be established
by further reasoning. Signs like desire, aversion, volition, pleasure, and pain

are the commonly accepted proofs.
Man as a constitution of six elements (saddhatjapurusa)

It is something peculiar that Caraka construes a third division of purusa
called saddhatujapurusa. In no other philosophical systems or sciences, we
come across such a third division. So it is quite natural to have the question,

what does it actually refer to?

Saddhatujapurusa is a constitution of six elements, namely the self
and the five physical elements®’. As a matter of fact, saddhatujapurusa is
the very same rasipurusa. The constituents other than the six mentioned
above as the constituents of rasipurusa are only further emanations from
the physical elements. SuSruta also describes man in a similar manner.
Accordingly, human being, the object of therapeutics, is a constitution of
the very same six elements. SuSruta calls it by the name karmapurusa.*®
Taking into account of the similarity of both saddhatujapurusa of Caraka
and karmapurusa of SuSruta S.K. Ramachandra Rao makes the following

observations:

“The individual person, who is essentially dynamic and is a
product of transaction, is known in Ayurveda by two expressions:

karmapurusa (SuSruta) and samyogipurusa (Caraka). The former



word emphasizes the activity aspect, while the latter, the
integrational aspect. Both words bring out the phenomenological,

transactional, and dynamic characters of the individual”. #

Now the problem becomes crucial. If rasipurusa and saddharujapurusa
refer to one and the same entity, particularly man, then it is essential to
make clear the purpose behind considering it as one among the three
divisions of purusa. In this connection Cakrapani, says that
saddhatujapurusa is construed in conformity with VaiSesikadar§ana® and
rasipurusa in conformity with Samkhyadar§ana.’' He arrives at this
conclusion because Caraka himself has stated that saddhatujapurusa is the
very same rasipurusa described by the early Samkhyas. But it is not true

because of the following reasons.

(1) Caraka nowhere else speaks of his concept of self or of the

empirical subject as belonging to that of VaiSesikadarSana.

(2) It has been conspicuously declared by Caraka that the concept of

saddhatujapurusa goes back to the early Samkhya teachers.

(3) Theoretically, both VaiSesika and Caraka differ in their outlook
regarding “being” and “becoming”. Also the concept of inner
self and body are entirely different. Hence it is not logical to think
that Caraka substantiates two different systems with

contradictory view points.

(4) Caraka is philosophizing not for the sake of philosophy, but for

formulating the scientific principles regarding health and



therapeutics. If he is said to incorporate two contradictory
concepts so as to formulate a medical treaty which calls for a
high rationale, then the treaty itself would become unscientific

and absurd.

All these things lead to the conclusion that there is a particular intention
behind the description of saddhatujapurusa. Unless and until the mist and
veil that envelops the concept of purusa in this regard is removed, it is not
possible to arrive at a conclusion regarding the philosophy of Caraka. In
other words a precise understanding of saddhatujapurusa will provide us
with the key to discern the philosophical concept of Caraka and how it has
been utilized as foundation for formulating a pragmatic science. Caraka,
who places primacy on saddhatujapurusa while classifying, emphatically
declares that the conglomeration of six elements in general, constitute the
entire universe.” That is saddhatujapurusa, on the one hand refers to man
and on the other hand the world beyond his nerve endings. Thus, his intention
is very clear. It is to unfold the secrets of the two fold micro-macro

relationship of man and nature that he construes saddhatjapurusa.™

Both man and universe are a constitution of the aforesaid six elements
and as such they are microcosm and macrocosm. Man is an epitome of the
universe.” Whatever that is present in the universe are also present in man,
and vice versa.*® The constituents, which the man and the universe share are
innumerable. The three dosas namely vata, pitta and kapha uphold and
sustain, and also destroy the body in the same way as the moon, the sun, and

air uphold and sustain, and destroy the world.?” The individual’s form



corresponds to earth, wetness to water, heat to fire, vital breath to air, the
innumerable openings to akasa, and the inner self to the universal Self or
Brahman. Just as the grandeur Brahman in the universe, so is the inner self
in man. Similarly, the various universal phenomena correspond to the
phenomena in man. Thus, Prajapati in the universe is represented by the
splendorous mind, Indra by “I consciousness”, Aditya by the process of
adana, Rudra by anger, Soma by happiness, Vasus by pleasure, AsSvins by
brilliance, Maruts by zest, Visvedevas by sense organs and their objects,
darkness by ignorance, light by knowledge, manifestation of the universe
by the formation of embryo, krta age by childhood, treta age by youthhood,
dvapara age by old age, kali age by illness, and deluge by death. In the same
way the one to one correspondence of all other phenomena can be inferred.*®
The epithets used here for the entities present in the universe are Vedic in
nature and they are symbolic representations of various kinds of natural

phenomena.

The external world has the same features of man. It also has
consciousness and a psychosomatic complex in which all happiness, pain
and the like appears. It is not easy for an ordinary person to know them.
Only such persons who have sharpened their intellect by intuitive power

can grasp them.

The repeated questions about the nature of Purusa and the answers to
them have given a distinctive vision of man. What Caraka uncovers is that
man is not simply an object among others. Man is not a mere material

constitution but a constitution of the immortal divine and the mortal physical



elements. The never dying self that indwells in the perishing body as the

principle of life is further identified as the foundation of the universe.

Man is conceived as a totality of realities. Man is the medium of all
values, and a symbol of good and world sanctity. He is not an instrument in
shaping the worldly realities, but an ideal medium to transform the world

ensuring the well-being of all beings.

Thus, the knowledge promulgated by Caraka is capable of releasing
man from his objective centered behaviourism. He is circumspect of the
fact that the knowledge will not be complete without knowing what is divine
in him. Human nature has the tendency of turning the self to lower and
ephemeral exterior objects. So, Caraka redirects our attention from what is
human to what is divine also. He advises us to know man by taking into
consideration the deeply felt inner need of human nature. He analyses man
taking into consideration every aspect of human nature, his intentions, and

purpose of life which science does not tell us.

Above all, the concept of micro-macro relationship of man and the
universe lies in the fact that it forms the basis of all tenets regarding
treatment and management of health. It is on the basis of the discovered
identical nature of the world and man and the laws governing them that the
material things are applied to the biological field. When the extrinsic world
comes into contact with man externally or internally, the equipoise of the
dhatus are caused by their increase or decrease. Hence the therapeutic
approach essentially becomes holistic and it contributes to the medical

science.



Body (§ari_ral.n)

The three main synonyms frequently used in Carakasamhita to
designate the body are: Sarira, kaya and deha. The term Sarira is derived
from the root “sr”. Its meaning is that which gets destroyed by the passage
of time.?* The word kaya is derived from the root “cifi” and it means “to
collect”. The term “to collect” here refers to the collection from food. The
word kaya is also explained as a configuration of parts.** “By implication,
it follows that kaya takes in food, digests, absorbs and metabolizes it. In
other words, the term kaya means the building up of the body with food”.*
The term deha is derived from the root “dih” which means to grow or to
develop.** By implication, the term deha conveys the idea of underlying
anabolic processes. It will be seen from the foregoing descriptions that all
these three terms are expressive of the various aspects of the body its
transient nature, the constitutional aspect, and also the destructive and

constructive process of metabolism that occurs with in the body.

Caraka says that the body is the site of the conscious self, which is
formed by the transformation of the conglomeration of five gross physical

elements.*

With the exception of the Nyaya- VaiSesikas, almost all are of
the same opinion. SuSruta also admits this.** At the same time we see a
modified definition of the body in both SuSruta and Astangahrdaya.
Accordingly, the body is a constitution of the basic elements such as dosa,

dhatu, and mala.® Actually these constituents refer to the physical elements

transformed basically. The body and the mind together constitute the



substrata of pain or diseases and pleasure or health*® which are in turn
determined by the utilization of time, mental faculties, and objects of

senses.?’

Kanada classify the ephemeral physical world into three, namely body,
sense organs, and objects. But he does not give a comprehensive definition
of the body. At the same time Aksapada places the body second in his
enumeration of prameyas and defines it as the site of actions (cesta), sense
capacities, and objects.* Annambhatta defines the body as the field of the
soul’s experience.* Sridhara Bhatta also considers the body as the receptacle
of the experiences of the self’® The Mimﬁmsakas also agree with this

definition.’!

The conspicuous difference between Caraka and the Nyaya - VaiSesika
is that Caraka construes the body as a composition of all the five physical
elements while the Nyaya - VaiSesikas do not accept it. The Nyaya-
VaiSesikas not only decline to admit the paficabhautika nature of the body
but also strongly refute the concept that the body is a combination of five
physical elements. Kanada argues that we will have to admit the fact that
the body is imperceptible if the body is said to have been made up of five
elements.”” He also denies further the possibility of the body as a product
of three perceptible elements (earth, water and fire) which may, perhaps, be
posited in order to avoid the imperceptibility.’* Another important thing to
be noted in this connection is that Kanada, even though refutes the

pafcabhautika nature of the body, does not make explicit the particular



element with which the human body is made of. At the same time, the Nyaya-
Sutra and its commentator Vatsyayana unambiguously affirm that the human
body is a product of the earth, because it posseses the specific quality (smell)
of the earth®. Even though the penta-bhautic nature of the body is denied,
they consider the earth as the substantial cause of the human body and the
other four elements are regarded as instrumental causes (nimittakarana).>
In support of the Nyaya-VaiSesika’s argument, there are certain Vedic
utterances which hold that human body is a constitution of the earth

alone.>®

The salient feature of Caraka’s conception of the panicabhautika nature
of the body is that it follows a sequence as in the case of the manifestation
of the five physical elements in the cosmic evolution. That is, the soul which
is invariably associated with the mind first unites with akasa. Then it
combines with air. In the same way, it further unites with fire, water, and
earth one by one in that order and thus develops the embryo. All this happens

in a very short time."’

The gross body comes into existence at the time of conception and goes
out of existence at the time of death. The sentient body is the site and channel
of the sense organs and mind.”® When alive, the body, mind, and the sense
organs together form the receptacle of all experiences of the self.” Though
the body is spoken of as a conglomeration of the five physical elements, it
implies all factors such as the seven dhatus that derive from it. When the

dhatus like blood and flesh which are derived from the five physical elements



are normal, the body remains healthy and when they lose their normalcy
disturbed by augmentation and diminution, it will result in the ill-health or
destruction of the body.®® The chief determinant of health or ill-health is
the ingested food for it is also constituted by the five physical elements.
The body is after all an outcome of food ingested in a fourfold manner,
namely eaten, drunk, licked up, and masticated. Health and disease arise as
a result of wholesome and unwholesome diet respectively.® The gross body
comprises of innumerable atomic parts.®> These atomic forms are not to be
understood as the paramanus construed in the VaiSesika philosophy, for
there in the VaiSesika philosophy they are eternal ultimate particles of each
one of the physical elements. The atomic parts mentioned in Caraka refer
only to the biological units formed of the five elements. These atoms are in
a flux. Every moment they are destroyed, and new ones are produced in their
place. Thus, it seems that the body is stable and intact whch is not real. It
is constantly changing. Food is the material with which the reconstitution

1s done.
Subtle body

Caraka speaks of a persistent detachable subtle body (ativahikasarira)
constituted by four elements (air, fire, water and earth). The self, invariably
associated with the mind and the subtle body, is capable of transmigration
and rebirth. Being associated with the past actions, the self transmigrates
from body to body due to the motion of the mind.®> Akasa is not referred to

here in this group that constitutes the transmigrating subtle body because it



is immobile.® Though the subtle body transmigrates, the physical elements
of the subtle body do not contribute to the essential features of the gross
body.® The factors that are responsible for the general features are (1) the
mother’s part-blood, (2) the father’s part- semen, (3) the actions of the
individual. The part played by the assimilated food juice of the mother
need not be counted separately, as it is determined by the karma of the
individual.®® The mental traits are determined by the state of the mind of
the individual in the previous birth.®” When one dies, the self which is
invariably associated with the mind and the subtle body invisibly enters
into the womb due to its karma, and when it comes into contact with the

combined semen and blood of father and mother, the foetus develops.

Even though semen and blood are the cause of the production of the
body, they are able to operate only when they come into contact with the
subtle body.®® But in the Su§rutasamhita the concept of the subtle body is
somewhat different and confusing. There it is stated that consciousness
manifests itself when semen and blood combine with the subtle
consciousness.®” Elsewhere, it is stated that the self comes into contact with
the combined semen and blood along with the subtle body.” In another place,
it is further stated that the materials that contribute to the life of the
developing foetus are agni, soma, sattva, rajas, and tamas, the five sense
organs, and the bhiutatma. They are also called life (prana).”" Thus, the
first articulation seems to indicate that life is manifested due to the
combination of semen and blood. The second articulation regards the contact

of the self with its subtle body as something essential for evolving the



semen-blood into life. The third one adds the five senses sattva, rajas, and
tamas, and holds that the place of semen-blood is taken up by the origin of
agni, and vayu. The reason for these three different views cannot
satisfactorily be explained, except for the supposition that Su§ruta’s work
underwent three different revisions at three different times.”> However, the
second statement is more reasonable and it shows close affinity with

Caraka’s account.

The reason for admitting that a subtle body exists is to explain the
phenomenon of birth and death on the basis of the karma theory. We infer
from the “lived life” that life is not accidental but a continuation of a
previous one and so, we arrive at the conclusion that birth and death is a
cyclical process. Each one of the successive life is determined by the actions
of the preceding life. Each one takes new birth to enjoy the fruit of the
actions of the previous birth. But this is not possible unless a subtle body is
admitted to exist, for the self, though eternal, is untainted. The untainted
self that presides over the subtle body is invariably associated with the mind.
One undergoes rebirth in accordance with the connection of the impressions
of virtue, vice, and other defects and accomplishments which the mind
carries. The coupling of the mind and the self is not possible without a
supporting body. Thus, in the cycle of rebirth it is essential for the mind to
have a supporting subtle body in the interval between one death and
subsequent birth. The subtle body accompanies the self along with the
mind and undergoes the cyclical process of transmigration till the final

redemption (moksa) is attained.



The Samkhyas also describe two types of bodies: (1) persistent and
detacable subtle body capable of transmigration (/irigasarira) and (2) a one
time only gross body (sthitlasarira). The gross body, as in the case of the
Carakasamhita, comes into existence at the time of conception and gets
destroyed by death. The subtle body is made up of consciousness, “I -
consciousness”, eleven sense organs, and five subtle elements (tanmatras).”
Taking account of this, Cakrapani says that this doctrine of a subtle body
(ativahikasarira) is described in the agama and it implies Samkhya 2gama.™
The Yoga view is that there is no need of such an intermediate subtle body.
For the yogins, each self has a separate all pervading mind (citta). Each
mind associates itself with a particular body by virtue of the fact that its
manifestations (vrtti) are seen in that body. So the manifestations of the
all-pervading mind cease to appear in its dying body and become operative
in a new body that is born. Thus, there is no need of admitting a subtle
body.” The Nyaya - VaiSesikas also do not accept such a subtle body. The
Vedantins also speak of a subtle body. Accordingly, the transmigrating subtle
body (lirigasarira) is constituted by the five sense capacities of action, the
five sense capacities of cogntion, the fine particles of the five physical
elements (apaficikrtabhiitas), the five divisions of the internal air (prana,
apana, udana, vyana, and samana), intellect, ignorance (avida), desire, and
action.”® Vijnanabhiksu says that the subtle body is a tapering like thing
no bigger than a thumb and that it pervades the whole body just like a flame

that pervades the whole room.”’



Though the classical Samkhyas and the Vedantins accept a subtle body
as Caraka, there is a difference in their conceptions. In Carakasambhita,
consciousness, “I - consciousness”, and the ten sense capacities are not
recognized as constituents of the subtle body. But in the Samkhya and the
Vedanta philosophy they are also recognized as the constituents of the subtle

body.
Mind

Mind, the inner instrument in the empirical subject or r5§1'_puru§a, 1s
responsible for deliberation.” Mind and its objects are conceived as spiritual
substances.”” The words employed in Carakasamhita to denote mind are
manas® and sattva®'. It is something significant to note that Caraka does not
use the word citta that is found used in other systems. It has been pointed
out by Caraka that the word cetas®* has been used by some others to denote
mind, but he restricts its further usage. The Vedantins also look upon citta

as an additional inner instrument (antahkarana).®
Mind as a sense organ

Caraka does not distinctly say that mind is a sense organ. But it is
considered as one among the twelve instruments of cognition, action, and
feelings.® Tt presides over sense organs of both cognition and action. It
motivates and coordinates various sensory and motor activities. In
consonance with the main stream thought, mind is regarded as an instrument
of the self in Carakasamhita. It is devoid of consciousness. But, being

illuminated by the consciousness of the self, it is activated.*> Consequently,
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mind becomes instrumental in all psychic functions. The Jainas also do not
consider mind as a sense organ.®® SuSruta®” and the Samkhya philosophy®
recognize mind as a sense organ with dual function. In other words, for
them, it is both a sense organ of cognition and a sense organ of action for it
elaborates the functions of both intellectually.®” In the view of the Nyaya-
VaiSesikas also mind is a sense organ.”” They define mind as a sense organ
which is instrumental in acquiring the knowledge of the specific qualities

of the self like pleasure and pain.”!

The Mimamsakas also define mind as a sense organ instrumental in
the direct cognition of pleasure and the like.”” The schools of Vedanta
expresses differing opinions in this regard. The proponents of the indriya
thought cite the verse from Paficada$i®® while others cite the verse from the

Bhagavat Gita® in defense of their versions.*
Origin and nature of mind

There remains ambiguity in a Carakasamhita with regard to the origin
of mind. Caraka, after giving a vertical evolutionary enumeration starting
with avyakta and ending with the physical elements (khadini), states that
everything is further emanated without making explicit its sequence in the
cosmological discription.’® So it is not possible to say strictly whether mind
is a derivative of “I-consciousness” (ahamkara) or a product of the physical
elements (bhautika). It is significant to note that Caraka, who keeps a
mysterious silence about the three gunas, namely sattva, rajas, and tamas

in his cosmological description, consider that mind is constituted by sattva,
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rajas, and tamas.”” Again, rajas and tamas are being described as the two
main pathogenic factors of mind.”® This conception of mind leads to the
conclusion that Caraka’s conception of mind is physical. But this is quite
contrary to his conception of mind as a spiritual substance. So what is to be
understood is that the spirituality of mind is nothing but the acquired
spirituality due to contact with the conscious self. Mind is atomic and

unitary in each empirical subject.”

Caraka not only states that there is only one mind in each individual;
he also denies the multiple nature of mind. Caraka affirms that mind in the
same individual appears to be multiple in nature due to variation in the
perception of its own objects (svarthas), motivation and perception of sense-
objects (indriyarthas), intellectual elaboration (samkalpa). Similarly, it
takes different forms in accordance with its constituents, namely sattva,
rajas, and tamas. Mind is unitary and so it cannot motivate or establish
contact with many senses simultaneously. So, by no means, there occurs the

simultaneous function of sense capacities. '"

Based on the notion of the non-simultaneity of volition and action,
Kadyapasamhita also expresses the view that mind is unitary.'”" Another
important nature of mind referred to by Caraka is its fickle nature. While
advising physicians about the importance of concentration in diagnosis, he
reminds them to control the fickle nature (caficalatva) of mind.'°* In the
Bhagavat Gita also mind is described as very fickle, which is extremely

difficult to control.'®
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In the classical Samkhya, mind is regarded as a modification of “I-
consciousness” and hence it is non-physical (abautika)'® They admit
neither the atomicity (anutva) nor the ubiquitous nature (vibhutva) of mind.
Vijnianabhiksu attributes a medium dimension (madhyamaparimana) to
mind.'” Mind is ephemeral like other sense organs because all sense organs

are manifestations.'%

The Nyaya- VaiSesikas regard mind as a substance. But, for them it is
not a physical substance, for it has no externally perceivable specific
quality.'”” It is to be remembered here that Raghunatha Siromani regards
mind as bhautika.'”™ But he does not make clear about the kind of physical
element mind it is made of. As far as the Nyaya- VaiSesikas are concerned,
mind is not ahamkarika . It is also not spiritual since there is absolute
absence of consciousness. It is an inner sense like the external senses. So
the inner sense is not a knower or a thinker that provides the ground our
personal identity.'” For them mind is not a product. It is an eternal.''” On
the basis of the non-simultaneity of cognitions it is concluded that the mind
is atomic'! and unitary.""? It resides in the heart.''> Mimamsakas say that
mind is all-pervasive (vibhu) and motionless''* They establish its all-
pervasiveness based on inference.'"> The Nyaya - VaiSesikas refute this on
the ground that the self also being vibhu the conjunction of mind with the
self should be eternal. Again, if the of self-mind conjunction is accepted as
eternal, there is no possibility to account for sleep.''® The Vedantins consider
that mind is not conscious (acit). It is like matter.'” Elsewhere, Sankara

states that ‘it is bhautika on the basis of the Upanisadic words’."'®



Location of mind

The heart (h daya ) is the vital centre of mind. It coexists with buddhi,
indriya, atma, ojas and the channels of circulation. ' The heart is the
vital centre of all physical and mental functions and so it is called
mahadartha.”® An injury to heart will lead to fainting or even death.'*' Caraka
further states that when the psychical dosas of sattva and rajas predominate
mind, permeate the heart, get aggravated by emotions like passion, anger,
fear causing epilepsy (apasmara).'** It may be relevant to note in this context
the concept of mind postulated in the Bhelasamhita. Bhela considers manas
and citta as two different entities. Mind is said to preside over all the sense
organs and 1is located between the head and the palate
(Sirastalvantargatam).'” For him, citta is a derivative of manas. It resides
in the heart and causes cognitions, motivations and all other psychic states.
Accordingly, citta captures that which is apprehended by manas and thereby
gives rise to determinate cognition ascertaining virtues and faults."** Bhela
keeps this distinction throughout. While discussing the pathogenesis of
unmada, he concedes that the dosas vitiate manas positioned between the
head and the palate first and then only they vitiate citta.'” SuSruta also
admits that mind co-exists with the self and consciousness in the heart.'*
Dalhana,'”” Cakrapani,'*® and Vagbhata'®® also recognize the heart as the

site of mind.

The Samkhyas do not accept a particular location of mind."® Mind

pervades the whole body and has a medium dimension. So it cannot be
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accommodated in a small space, like heart. But Patanjali say that the mind
is located in the heart.”’ The Nyaya- VaiSesikas also agree to the point that
mind is located in the heart."*? They are also of the view that sleep occurs
when the atomic mind enters into the vein called purtat.'*® This is something
different from the view of Caraka. According to Caraka , sleep occurs when
the mind, sensory organs, and motor organs get exhausted and disassociate
themselves from their objects."** But the space where the mind resides during
sleep is not specified. In both cases there remains some difficulty in
accounting for sleeping condition. Evenif the atomicity of mind is accepted,
the continuity of its contact with the self remains unobstructed. The reason
is that the self being all-pervading must be present wherever the mind
resides. However, the Nyaya - VaiSesikas sought to remove this difficulty
by the assumption that the contact of mind with the sense of touch is a
general condition for all cognitions. But this is arbitrary. The phenomena
of sleep and wakefulness can be sufficiently accounted for by the conjunction

and severance of mind with the sense organs as has been described by Caraka.
Functions of Mind

According to Caraka mind has five objects, namely thinking (cintya),
consideration (vicarya), cogitation (uzhya), meditation (dhyeya), and
determination (samkalpa),'*® and four kinds of specific functions called
control or direction of senses (indriyabhigraha), self-restraint (svavisaya

)'136

nigraha), cogitation (uha), and consideration (vicara Things

apprehended by mind independent of the sense organs, even if the sensory



7 It is a thought process of

faculty is involved, are called cintya."
determining whether something is obligatory or not."*® Object that is
subjected to reflection by reason on its fitness to be acquired or rejected is
vicarya."”® Cogitation or speculation is nothing but the indeterminate
knowledge.'" That is, a hypothesis is made about the things in the form of
“this may happen” in a given situation.'*' The destination focused by
abstract concentration is called dhyeya.'** The object about which a mental
resolve is made after ascertaining its merit and demerit is called

samkalpa.'®

In perception, the function of mind is to apprehend the object through
the external senses by directing them or controlling them. When the external
sense organs give immediate impressions of their objects, mind intervenes
in those discrete impressions. It discriminates between the advantageous
and disadvantageous through ratiocination.'** Further they are presented to
the “I-consciousness”. The “I-consciousness” causes an attachment in the
synthesized knowledge in the form of “this is mine or so”.'* Finally
determinate cognition (buddhi) arises impelling the individual to speak or

act.'4®

It is due to the association of the conscious self the mind conceive the
external world. Mind has the capacity of being affected through the mediation
of the sense object contact. Awareness of the objects occurs in the
witnessing self. Thus, mind performs the synthesizing and objectifying

function.



&

Regarding the function of mind, the Samkhya system does not make
much difference either. In their view, the specific function (vrtti) of mind
is samkalpa. The mind intervenes in the discrete sense impressions or
sensations, discriminates between the qualifier and the qualified, synthesizes
it through logical processes or reasoning and presents them to the “I-
consciousness” and thereby to the intellect (buddhi).'*” Mind not only does
the preliminary function of coordinating the various sense-data, but also
makes preliminary decisions about the actions necessitated by perception.
It organizes perception and the ideas generated by it and the desires and
intentions of the individual."*® One of the main differences of the Samkhyas
with Caraka is that they do not agree with the non-simultaneity of cognition.
The Samkhyas say that perception occurs simultaneously or gradually. It

occurs simultaneously when there is a direct cognition.'*

In Nyaya-VaiSesika school, the inner sense is not a knower or a thinker
that provides the ground of our personal identity."*® It is an indispensable
inner instrument (karana) responsible for all kinds of cognition . Sense
organs cannot perceive objects in the absence of mind. Knowledge of external
objects arises when there is a conjunction of the mind with the self, the
sense organs, and the object. Similarly mind is instrumental in the cognition
of pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and the like."”' In the Vedantic view mind
has a three-fold function, namely decision (adhyavasaya), self-love

(abhimana), and reflection (cinta). It reveals to the self the inner states of



pleasure and pain and with the assistance of external instruments corresponds

with the outer states.!>?
Proof for the existence of mind

Caraka gives, as proof, the absence and presence of cognition. Even if
there exists the contact of the self, sense capacities and object, cognition
won’t take place if the mind is not operating. Cognition is produced in

accordance with the conjunction of mind."?

This stands very close to the proof put forward by Kanada and
Aksapada who posit the non-simultaneity of cognition as evidence for the
existence of mind. The proof adduced by Kanada is the fact that knowledge
is produced or not according to the conjunction of mind with the self, sense
capacities, and objects. That is, cognition won’t arise in the absence of the

concurrence of mind with the self and sense capacities."*

PraSastapada
argues there must be an instrument to perceive pleasure and pain which are

not perceived through the external senses. That instrument is mind.'*

Aksapada says that cognitions are always successive and never
simultaneous. He also favours a linear succession of internal states with
the self as the abiding owner.'*® The proof is that the self cannot cognize
more than one sensation at a time, because mind can establish only one
relation between the self and the sense organ at a time.'”’ So mind, the
principal auxiliary of the self, responsible for the generation of internal
states must be counted as unifunctional. Almost all others also accept the

unifunctional nature of mind. Although the inner sense is unifunctional, it



can move at breakneck and appear to be multifunctional.'*® Though scholars
like Raghunatha Siromani do not favour the idea that the presence of mind
is the cause of non-simultanity of cognitions."”® Almost all other thinkers
of the Nyaya- VaiSesika school reiterate the above mentioned proofs adduced
by Kanada and Aksapada for establishing the existence and atomicity of

mind.
Body - mind interaction

It is a fact that every mental state influences the bodily condition,
which in turn will influence the mental state. For instance, It is our experience
that every act of exhaling and inhaling and every act of digestion or secretion,
demand a corresponding mental state. Similarly, when the body is worn
out, one may not be able to concentrate. So the serious problem to be
discussed in relation to the theoretical conception of mind in Carakasamhita
is the body-mind interaction, for the whole concept of maintenance of health

hinges on the psychosomatic interaction.

But, as a matter of fact, there is no difficulty in explaining the
interaction between the bodily states and the internal states because the
conscious self, the radiated mind, and the body are in contact with each other
and together they form the body-mind self complex. Actually, in final
analysis, mind is not spiritual. It is a unity of sattva, rajas and tamas which
are subject to change. Self is the real unchanging spiritual substance for it
is the substratum of consciousness. Mind is called spiritual in the sense

that it is being radiated by the self. Above all, Caraka does not consider



mind and matter as ontologically different and irreducible. On the contrary,
he accepts a unity at the ontological level for both mind and body are the
manifestations of the unmanifest. Both the mind and the body emerge from
the unmanifest and merge into the same. So there is no problem in assuming

the psycho-somatic interaction.

The account of mind given by Caraka is mainly based on the analysis
in the light of his metaphysical as well as anatomical and physiological
conceptions. If we look at the above description, it can be seen that his
theoretical conception of mind contains some of the ideas found in other
systems. For instance, he agrees with the Nyaya- VaiSesika with regard to
the atomic and unifunctional nature of mind. But he does not accept their
psychophysical dualism according to which mind and matter are
ontologically different. Similarly, in consonance with the Samkhyas, he
conceives mind as a thinker providing ground for one’s personal identity.
But he does not accept the medium dimension proposed by the Samkhyas.
In addition to that Caraka do not accept the simultaneity of cognition. It is
also significant to note that the assumption in no way agrees with that of
the Mimamsakas. The main contradiction is that Caraka considers mind as
atomic and mobile or fickle, while it is static and all-pervading for the
Mimamsakas. However, the assumption of the Mimamsakas are not
reliable, for if we accept an all-pervading static mind, then we will be forced
to admit the contact of the mind with all the sense organs at a time and
there would be a variety of simultaneous perceptions. Also, such a contact

will continue uninterrupted and there would be no sleep.



Sense capacities

One of the outstanding features of Carakasambhita is its great concern
for the sense capacities. Caraka classifies the sense capacities into two
groups, namely the five cognitive sense capacities and the five action
capacities. The five sense capacities of cognition are (1) the sense of vision
(caksu), (2) the sense of hearing (Srotra), (3) the sense of smell (ghrana),
(4) the sense of taste (rasana), and (5) the sense of touch (tvak).'® The five
action capacities are those of (1) handling (pani), (2) walking-(pada),
(3) excretion (payu), (4) reproduction (upastha), and (5) speech (vak).'
Of these five the sense capacities of action the sense capacity of speech is
the noblest in so far as the articulation of truth is concerned. The articulation
of truth represents light and that of untruth stands for darkness.'®® Caraka
holds that mind, intellect (buddhi), five action capacities (karmendriyas),
and five sense capacities of cognition (budhhindriyas) are the instruments
of the self for action, sensation, and cognition. In the absence anyone of
these instruments, one cannot act or enjoy the fruit the actions.'® The sense
capacities of cognition receive impressions by establishing direct contact
with the external objects and the action capacities act upon the objects

perceived.

The Samkhyas'® and the Vedantins'® also construe the action
capacities as external sense organs. But the Nyaya- VaiSesika system does
not recognize them as sense capacities. They recognize only the five external

instruments of apprehension as sense capacities. Jayantabhatta even argues
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that if the action capacities are regarded as sense capacities then many other
bodily organs should be considered because the throat has the function of
swallowing food, the breasts have the function of embracing, the shoulders
have the function of carrying and so on. More over, if different parts of the
body are treated as sense organs, there will remain no body other than the

sense organs. So they must not be treated as sense-organs.'®®
Sense capacities of cognition

The theories of the sense capacities of cognition evolved in India are
completely different from those of the west, because they are based on
metaphysical speculations rather than the Western scientific methods of
observation and experiment.'”” Western philosophy, by and large, identify
the cognitive sense organs with different bodily parts like the sense organs
of vision, that is to say the eye is identified with the eye balls. But Indian
thought, with the exception of the materialists, has never identified the sense
capacities with the bodily locations. They are conceived as imperceptible
capacities.'® Caraka is also no exception to this. In relation to the cognitive
sense capacities, he says that there are five sense capacities, five material
substances that constitute the sense capacities, five seats of the senses,
five sense objects and five sense perceptions.'® Accordingly, eyes (ak:ci_zgi),
tongue (jihva), ears (karnau), nostrils (nasike), and skin (fvak) are the end

organs which serve as the locations (adhistanas)'”®

of the respective sense
capacities of vision (caksu), hearing (Srota), smell (ghrana), taste (rasana),

and touch (sparsana). The objects of the five sense capacities are colour,
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sound, smell, taste, and touch.'” The sense perceptions are visual, auditory,
olfactory, gustatory and tactile perceptions. It is very clear from this
description that the sense capacities of cognition are different from
physiological sites or end organs. It is conceived that the sense capacities
are centered in the heart along with the two upper limbs, two lower limbs,
trunk and the head, consciousness, the self with all its attributes, and the
mind.'”> But quite different to this view, elsewhere, in Siddhisthana, it is
stated that the sense capacities are centered in the head along with their

channels like the rays of the Sun.'”

This difference may be because the
articulation in the Siddhisthana is that of Drdhabala and not of Caraka.

Caraka had a clear conception of the sensory nerves relating to the cognitive

senses and motor nerves relating to the action capacities.'”

Caraka does not give a formal definition to the sense capacities. Neither
the Nyaya-sutra nor the VaiSesika-sutra makes a difference in this respect.
Sridharacarya gives a general definition taking into account the five
cognitive sense capacities. Accordingly, sense capacities are the
instrumental substances in the body which brings about direct perception.'”
Udyodakara defines them as the instruments of perception of their respective
objects.'”® According to Annambhatta and Vi§wanatha, sense capacities are
those which unite with the mind in order that there may be perception and,
at the same time, they do not possess the perceptible or developed specific

qualities (udbhirtavisesaguna) with the exception of sound.'”’

In Carakasamhita, the sense capacities are inferred to have been

constituted by physical elements. The special feature of this constitution is



that each sense organ is partcularised by a physical element. Thus, the sense
of hearing is predominated by akasa, the sense of touch by air, sense of
vision by fire, sense of taste by water, and the sense of smell by earth.
Consequently, a sense capacity which is predominated by a particular
material element is able to receive the specific quality of that particular
element and, therefore, the five specific qualities of the five material
elements are received by their respective sense capacities only.'” The sense
capacities acquire this special feature due to the peculiar nature of successive
emanation of the physical elements resulting in the accumulation of their
qualities in a sequence. Both the body and the sense capacities are formed
of the five physical elements. So sense capacities have a relation with the
gross physical body which makes possible their mutual transaction.'” This
concept of the sense capacities of cognition is quite different from the
concepts that we find in Nyaya - Vai§esika, Mimamsa, classical Samkhya,

Susruta and Vedanta.

In the Nyaya-VaiSesika system the sense capacities are construed as
material (bhautika) and not as ahamkarika.'® In that sense Caraka is in
consonance with them. But the difference in Nyaya- VaiSesika is that each
one of the sense faculties is formed of a particular pure physical element
and is restricted to its particular object. Thus, the visual organ is formed
purely by fire,'®! auditory capacity by akasa,'® tactile by air,'® gustatory
by water,'® and olfactory by earth.'® They arrive at this conclusion on the
grounds that a particular quality is known by a particular sense faculty. The

olfactory capacity, for example, apprehends smell alone which is the specific
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quality of earth because it is made up of earth alone. If more elements were
present in the sense faculty, then it would sense the other qualities also.'®
The Mimﬁmsakas also share the very same view of the Nyaya- VaiSesikas.'"’
In classical Samkhya philosophy, the sense faculties exist and operate as
direct modifications of the “I-consciousness” (ahamkara) and not of the
physical elements.'®® Their main contention against the physical nature of
sense capacity is that the elemental substances can pervade only those things
which are of the same magnitude. On the contrary things which are not so
made up are all pervading, and, as such can operate upon all things of
different magnitude.'® What they mean is that the sense capacities of
cognition are the determinate sensory psychophysical impulses which go to
the external objects and receive impressions from them , and the sense
capacities of action are the determinate motor psychophysical impulses
which react upon the objects perceived.'” However, this conception of the
sense capacities as direct evolutes of the “I consciousness” makes it

difficult to prove the specificity of the senses.'!

The cognitive sense
capacities are regarded as having the same nature of the physical elements
because the specific qualities of the substances are perceived.'?* SuSruta, in
consonance with the Samkhyas, holds that all the eleven sense capacities

(including mind) evolve from vaikarikahamkara under the influence of

rajas.'”?

Similar to that of Caraka, the Vedantins also regard the sense capacities
as material. But the difference is that in the Vedanta the cognitive sense

capacities are produced from the five subtle elements called tanmatras



particularly possessed of the ingredient of sattva in order.'* Similarly, the
five senses of action are produced from the five subtle elements (taken

singly) which particularly the rajastic ingredients.'?

According to Carak, firstly, the cognitive sense capacities are capable
of producing perceptual knowledge when they are motivated by the mind
which controls it."”® Secondly, they can perceive a specific quality only if
the specific quality that predominates the object and the sense capacity are
the same. The third and the most significant feature of the sense capacities
is that they are capable of producing perception through contact with the
objects having identical specific qualities by their peculiar characteristic
of vibhutva."’ For instance, the sense of vision grasps the object at its
place. Here, vibhutva should not be understood as the all pervading or
ubiquitous in nature like that of the self. If so, there will be the perception
of all things at all times. It only implies the ability of the sense capacities
for contraction and dilation according to the object, smaller or bigger, they
come into contact with, like a flame that pervades a whole room. Since the
sense capacities are different from the end organs (adhistanas), there is no
difficulty for Caraka in holding that the visual sense capacities reach out to
objects, instead of stimuli from objects coming to the sensory nerves. Thus,
perception is conceived as a psychophysical process in Carakasamhita. It
follows that medicines applied to the end organs would make corresponding

effects in those which inhere in them.'*?

The peculiarity of the description of sense capacities as having both

the nature of the physical nature and pervasive nature (vibhutva) reveals
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that it is a synthesis of the concepts of the Samkhyas who hold that the
sense capacities are evolutes of “I-consciousness” and pervasive, and of
the Nyaya- VaiSesikas who hold that sense capacities are physical. The
synthesis has enabled Caraka to account for the prapyakaritva nature of the
sense capacities. Prapyakaritva is the characteristic of the sense capacities
to apprehend the object by coming into direct contact with them,'® The
Nyaya- VaiSesikas agree with the Samkhyas in holding that the sense
capacities are prapyakaritva. But they refuse to accept them as the evolutes

°  However, the Jainas

of “I-consciousness” and their pervasive nature.”
and the Buddhists do not consider all the sense capacities as prapyakari.
The Buddhists regard the sense capacities of smell, taste, and touch as
prapyakari and the sense capacities of vision and hearing as aprapyakari.
They apprehend their objects at a distance with out reaching them.*”' The
Jainas regard the visual sense capacity as aprapyakari and all other capacities

as prapyakari. The visual organ perceives its objects at a distance with the

help of light with out getting at it.>*

Caraka holds that the organ of touch pervades all the sense capacities
and also the mind.?*”> No sensation is possible with out the contact of the
sense organ of touch. So perception is possible only if objects fall with in
the range of touch. Thus, the sense of touch is conterminous with all the
senses. The most conspicuous aspect of this theory is that the sense of
touch is in perpetual relation with the mind while the mind in turn pervades
and governs the sense of touch. So, even though the sense of touch pervades

all the senses, there is no chance of simultaneous perception because it



* Skin is only the end organ

occurs only where the atomic mind is active.*
of touch and consists of six layers.?” Aksapada refers to a similar theory
which considers that the sense of touch is the only sense organ and refutes
it.?®® This is further reiterated by Jayantabhatta.””” At the same time, the
later Nyaya- VaiSesikas believe that the sense of touch pervades the whole
body.*” They also consider that the contact mind with the sense of touch as
a general condition for cognition.?” The sense perceptions are all
determinate and at the same time momentary in nature. *'° However, we
cannot set aside the view point of Caraka that the sense capacities are
physical as well as pervading because it is not a mere hypothesis but an

inferential knowledge based on empirical analysis.
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paramparyam cikitsam ca jnatavyam yacca kificana. Ibid., 38.
.......... samudayo nirisah sattvasamjiiakah”; 1Ibid., 47.

“atma jiah karanairyogat jianamtvasya pravartate” Ibid., 54.
buddhindriyamano’rthanam vidyadyogadharam param. Ibid., 35.

Ibid, 50-51; “nitytvam catmanah purvaparavasthanubhutarthapra-
tisandhanat; nahyanitye jnatari purvanubhiita-marthamuttaro jonata

pratisandhatte”. Cakrapanion CS, Su, I, 56.

“dehi sarvagato’pyatma sve sve samsparsanendriye

sarvah sarvasrayasthastu natma’to vetti vedanah”. CS, Sa, 1,79.

Ibid, 1. 65; “ksiyata iti ksetram”, ‘ksi nivasagatyoh’, ‘ksi ksaye’ va
dhatuh. ksetram Sariram janatiti ksetrajnah jia avabodhane, Vivrti
on AK , Vol. 1. iv. 29, p.89 . ksetrajna is used in the sense of
individual self. JJL, p. 150. Sivadityya uses the term ksetrajna for

indvedual selves: “ksetrajina asmadadayo’nanta eva”, SP, p.23.
DO, p. 24.

nirvikarah parastvatma sarvabhutanam nirviSesah;

sattvasarirayostu visesadvisesopalabdhih. CS, Sa, IV.33.
“vedananam adhistanam mano dehasca sendriyah”. Ibid., I. 136.
Ibid., 130-31.

DO, p. 24.

CS.Sa. 1.70-74
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pranapananimesonmesajivanamanogatindriyantaravikarah
sukhaduhkhecchadvesaprayatnascatmano lingani. VS, 1I1. ii. 4.

indriyantaravikara is used in the sense of indiyantarasancara in CS.

icchadvesapraytnasukhaduhkhajiananyatmno lingamiti, NS,1. 1.10;
Also see Ibid., III. I. 7; III. I. 12. For details see Vatsyayana on the
ibid.

saddhatavah samuditah ‘purusa’ iti Sabdam labhante; prthivyapaste-
jovayurakasam brahma cavyaktamiti, eta eva ca saddhatavah

samuditah ‘purusa’ iti Sabdam labhante. CS, Sa, V. 4; ibid., I. 16.

‘paﬁcamahébhﬁtas/ari_rasamavéyab purusa’ iti. sa yeva
karmapurusasci-kitsadhikrtah, SS. Sa, 1. 16. The self construed in
SuSruta corresponds to the purusa in the Classical Samkhya. Ibid, 9;
“ayameva paficamahabhiitasarira-samavayah purusah ityanena

Susrutenapyuktah”. Cakrapani on CS, Sa, 1.16.
DO, p.172.

ayafica (saddhatujapurusa) vaiSesikadarSanaparig vaiSesika
dar$anaparigrhitascikitasasastravisyah purusah. Cakrapani on CS, Sa,
I. 16.

saddhaturupameva purusam punah samkhyadarSanabhedac-

caturvimsSatikabhedenah, Cakrapani on Ibid.,17.

rasih saddhatujo hyesah samkhyairadyaih prakirtitah CS, Su.XXV.
15.

saddhatusamudayo hi samanyatah sarvalokah. CS ,Sa,V.7.

see LC, p. 215; cf. AMS, p.182.
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42

43
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46

puruso’ayam lokasammitah, CS, Sa,V. 3.

yavanto hi loke (murtimanto) bhavaviSesastavantah puruse,

yavantah puruse tavanto loke, Ibid.

loke vayvakasasomanam durvijiieya yatha gatih

vijieya pavanadinaim na pramuhyati karmasu. CS, Ci, XXVIII.

246 - 47.
CS, Sa, V. 5.

§r-pratiksanam ksiyamane dehe, SSM, p. 24; Siryate kalakarameneti

S/ari_raz.n; ‘Srhimsayam’, Vivrti on AK, Vol.1, 2.6.70; p. 406.

ci_yate annadibhi, cin ghan ni..., dehe, SSM, p. 117. ci_yate

avayavairiti kayah,‘cifi cayane’, Ibid.
IK, p.1.

dih-san. sthulasuksmakaryakaranarupe Sarire, SSM, p.223; dihyate

annaraseneti dehah. ‘dih upacaye’ - Vivrti on AK, Vol.1, 2.6.70

tatra Sariram nama cetanadhistanabhiitam paficamahabhiitavika

rasamudayatmakam samayogavahi, CS, Sa, VI. 4.
Loc. cit., F. Note, 28, p. 231; KS. Sa, p. 67.

dosadhatumalamulam hi Sariram, SS, Su, XV. 3; dosadhatumalamulo
hi dehah -- AS, Su, XIX. p. 261; dosadhatumalamulam sada dehasya;
tam calah, AH, Su. XI. 1; see also ibid., AH, Sa, III. 3-8.

Sariram sattvasamjnakam ca vyadhinamasrayo matah tatha

sukhanam, CS, Su, I. 55.
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53

54
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Ibid., 54.
cestendriyarthasrayah Sariram. NS, 1.i. 11,

atmano bhogayatanam §ariram, Dipika, TSA, p.7. Sariratvam

....... cestasrayatvam, NSMK, p. 121.
bhoktrbhogyayatanam s’ari_raz_n. PBNK, p.82.
atmanah bhogayatanam Sariram. MM, p.153.

pratyaksapratyksanam samyogasya apratyaksatvat pancabhautikam
na vidyate- VS, IV. ii. 2.; also see Sankaramisra on ibid., VU, pp. 285-
86.

gunantarapradurbhavacca na tryatmakam.VS, IV. ii. 3.
parthivam gunantaropalabdheh, NS, III. 1. 28.

anusamyogastvapratisiddhah, VS, 1V. ii. 4; mithah paficanam
prasparamupastambhakataya samyogo na nisidhyate, Sankaramisra,
VU, p. 287; sati ca prakrtibhave bhutanam dharmopalabdhih asati ca
samyogapratisedhat sannihitanamiti, Vatsyayana on NS. III. 1. 28,
N.Bh, pp. 244.45; ““...... tena parthivasarire jaladinam

nimittatvamatram bodhyam”, NSMK. p. 121.

suryam te caksusprnomi ..... prtivim te Sariram sprnomi. RV, X.

Xvi. 3.

yatha-pralayatyaye sisrksurbhutanyaksarabhita atma satvopadanah

............... anuna kalena bhavati, CS, Sa, IV. 8.

tadvadindriyanam punah sattvadinam kevalam cetanavacchari-

ramayanabhutamadhistanabhutam ca, CS, Vi, V. 6.
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63
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65

66

67
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70

CS, Sa, I. 136.

yada hyasmin Sarire dhatavo vaisamyamapadyate tada kleSam

vinasam ca prapnoti, CS, Sa, VI. 4.

hitaharopayoga eka eva purusavrddhikaro bhavati ahitaharopayogah

punarvyadhinimittamiti, CS, Su, XXV. 31.

Sariravayavastu paramanubhedena aparisamkhyeya bhavanti, CS, Sa,

VII. 17.

bhutaiscaturbhih sahitah susuksmairmanojavo dehamupaiti dehat, CS,

Sa, II. 31.

akaSamiha akriyatvena dehantaragamanakarmani noktam, Cakrapani

on ibid.

yani tuvatmani suksmani bhutani ativahikarupani tani sarvasa-
dharanatvena aviSesasadrSyakarananiti nah bodhayanti, Cakrapani

on CS, Sa, II. 23-27.
HIPS, Vol. II. p. 302.
tena karmavasadeva manobhedo bhavati, Cakrapani, on CS,Sa, II. 36.

yadyapi Sukrarajasi karane, tatha’pi yadaivativahikam
Sﬁk_smabhﬁtarﬁpas’ari_ram prapnutah, tadaiva te Sariram janayatah,

Ibid.

paramasuksmascetanavantah Sasvatah lohitaretasoh sannipatesva-

bhivyajyante SS, Sa, 1. 16.

SS, Sa, III. 3 - 4.
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agnih somo vayuh sattvam rajastamah paficendriyani bhiutatmeti

pranah, SS, Sa, IV. 3.
HIPS, Vol. II, p. 303.
SK, 39-40. See also Vacaspatim§ra on ibid., STK, p. 222-23.

tena agamadeva samkhyadarSanaripa ativahikaSarirad vyaktam

§ar1'_ramutpadyata, Cakrapani on CS,Sa, II. 35-36.

svamatamaha “vrttih” iti, ............. ativahikam tasya na mrsyamahe.

Vacaspati on Y.Su, IV, 10, YD, pp. 406-407.

vagadipafica Sravanadi pafica pranadi paficabhramukhani paifica
buddhyadyavidyapi ca kémakarmapi_ puryastakam Sﬁk_smas/ari_-
ramahuh. VC, 96, p. 34; Sadananda Yogindra mentions seventeen
constituents: avayavastu Sﬁk_smas’ari_régi saptadasavayavani linga-
Sarirani jianedriyapaficakam buddhimanasi karmendriyapaficakam
vayupainicakam ceti, VSA, p.45; Dharmaraj Adhvarindra also is of

the same opinion, VP, p.163.
Vijnanabhiksu on S. Su, V, 103.
manasastu cintyamarthah, CS, Su, VIII. 16.

mano manortho buddhiratma cetyadhyatmadravyagunasangrahah....,

ibid., VIII. 13. see vide., supra self

The word manas is derived from ‘unadi’ aphoristic rule by adding
the suffix ‘asun’. manyate’nena mana-karane asun, Vacaspatyam’, Vol.
VI, p. 4734. 1t has two roots. (1) mana bodhe that belongs to divadi
class mana bodhe di.a.saka. canat. manyate, ibid. It is applied to

denote; to think, to suppose, to imagine, to concentrate, and to
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84
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meditate. (2) ‘mana bodhe’ also blongs to the tanadi class -- mana
bodhe. a saka. set, manute, ibid. It denotes knowledge, perception,

teaching, informing indicating or showing. See also ARV, p. 104.

The expression sattva is derived from the aphoristic rule tasya
bhavastvatalau (PS, V.1i. 119) with the addition of “tva”. satah bhavah
sattvam (bhave). It refers to existence, being, reality, truth, virtuous,

excellent, proper, noble, and venerable Ibid., p. 105.

atindriyam punarmanah sattvasamjiiakam, ‘cetah’ ityahureke, CS, Su,

VIII, 4.

The Vedantins regard memory (citta) as one among the four
modifications of inner instrument (antahkarana). The other
modifications are cognition, mind and ‘‘I- consciousness’.
evamvidhavrttibhedena evamapyantahkaranam mana iti, buddhiriti,
ahamkara iti, cittamiti cakhyayate, VP, p. 32; VC, 93, p. 33. Citta is
responsible for remembrance: anusandhanatmikantahkaranavrttih

cittam, VSA, 11, 68; VC, 94, p. 34.

karanani mano buddhirbuddhikarmendriyani ca kartuh Samyogajam

karma vedana buddireva ca, CS, Sa, I. 56.
acetanam kriyavacca manaScetayita parah, Ibid., 75.

anindriyam manah, Pariksamukhalaghuvrtti, 11, 5, quoted in IP, p.3;

See also EAIP, p. 88.

....... ubhayatmakam manah’, SS, Sa, 1. 4.

“ubhayatmakam manah”, Sa. Su. Il. 26, see also SK, 27.
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...... , buddhindriyam karmendriyam ca caksuradinam vagadinam ca
manodhistitanameva svasvavisayesu pravrtteh”. VacaspatimiSra on

SK.27,STK, p. 190.

Aksapada does not include mind in the group of sense organs. But he
mentions it separately among the objects of valid knowledge, NS, I. i.
9. Jayantabhatta points out that mind is not included in the group of
sense capacities because mind is not physical like the sense capacities;
NM, part- II., “Prameyaprakaranam”, p. 67; Kanada also keeps silence
in this matter. All other Nyaya - VaiSesika writers recognize it as a
sense organ. indriyasya vai sato manasa indriyebhyah prthagupadeso

dharmabhedat, N. Bh on NS, 1, i, 4; Sreedharacarya on PBNK, p. 218.
sukhadyupalabdhisadhanamindriyam manah, TSA, p.13; T. Bh, p. 168.

manastu sukhadyaparoksajianasadhanendriyatvena kalpyate, MM,

p- 12.

manodasSendriyadhyaksam hrtpadmagolake sthitam taccantahkaranam

bahyesvasvatantriyadhvinendriyaih, Pancadasi, 11. 12.

indriyani paranyahurindriyebhyah param manah

manasastu para buddhiryo buddheh partastu sah, BG, I11. 42.
ARYV, pp.89-90.

For details vide supra, p. 121.

CS, Su, VIII. 5.

“rajastamasca manasau dosau” CS, Vi, VL. 5; Su, 1. 57, XXV. 11; Sa,
I1. 38.

anutvamatha caikatvam dvau gunau manasah smrtau, CS, Sa, 1.19.
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svarthendriyarthasamkalpavyabhicarinaccanekamekasmin puruse
sattvam, rajastamasattvagunayogacca; na canekatvam, nahyeka-
manekakalesu pravartate; tasmannaikakala sarvendriyapravrttihi, CS,

Su, VIIIL. 5.
prayatnajnanayaugapadyadekam, KS, Sa, p. 67.
CS, Sa, III. 20-21.

caficalam hi manah krsna pramathi balavadadrdam

tasyaham nigraham manye vayoriva suduskaram, BG, VI, 34.
ahamkarikatvasruterna bhautikani, S. Su, 1I. 20.

S.Su, V. 69,70, 71; manaso na niravayavatvam. anekadravyesvekada
yogat. kintu ghatavanmadhyamaparimanam savayavamityarthah,

Vijnanabhiksu on S. Su, V, 71, SSV, p. 163.

tadutpattiSrutervinasadarSanacca, Sa. Su, 1II, 22. See also

Vijnanabhiksu on ibid., SSV, p.101.

CIPM, p.3

mano’pi casamavetam bhutam. PTN, p. 29.
CIPM, p.3.

TSA, p.13;

tadabhavadanuh manah, NS, I1I. 11. 61; VS, VII. 1, 23; PBNK, p. 222;

ayaugapadyajiiananam tasyanutvamihesyate, NSMK, p. 361.

jhanayaugapadyadekam manah, NS, III. ii. 58.

—_— .~ =

p. 121; pratis/ari_ramekaz_n ca tat, NM, Part-1I., p. 68.
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T. Bh, p.168.
..... vibhuparimanamaspandam ca manah”, MM, p. 217.

Ibid., pp.217-18; mano vibhuh visesagunaSunyadravyatvat kalavat,

mano vibhuh jianasamavayikarana samyogadharatvat, TDB, p. 56.
Dipika, TSA, p. 13. see also NSMK, p, 361.
EAIP, p. 71.

bhavati ca bhautikatve lingam karananam ‘annamayam hi saumyo

manah.....°, (Ch. U, VI. V. 4.) Br. Bh, p. 276.

Caraka regards heart as the seat of sattva, buddhi, indriya, atma ojas

and the channels of circulation. CS, Ci, XXIV. 35; See spra, p. 223.
CS, Su, XXX.6-7.

Ibid., 5.

tada janturapasmarati.”, CS, Ni, VIII. 4.
Sirastalvantargatam sarvendriyaparam manah. Bh.S, Ci, VIII. 2.

Bh. S, Ci, VIII. 4 - 6.
urdhvam prakupita dosah Sirahstalvantare sthitah

manah sa (sam) dusayanyasu tatascittam vipadyate, Ibid., 10.
hrdayamiti krtaviryo buddhermanasasca sthanatvat, SS, Sa, II1. 30;

cetanasahacaritam mano’pi viSesena hrdayadhisthanam, Dalhana on

SS, Sa, IV. 32.

tatha mano’pi prayena hrdyeva tisthati, Calkrapani on CS, Su,

XXX. 5.
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134

135

136

137

138

139
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141

Vagbhata indirectly refers to the location of mind as heart while
discussing pathogenisis of apasmara: ‘“‘hate sattve hrdi vyapte
samjiiavahisu khesu ca tamo visan miidhamatirbibhatsah kurute

kriyah”. AH, Uttarasthana, VII. 2-3.

ARV, p. 69.

hrdaye cittasamvid, Y. Su, 111, 34.
taccanuparimanam, hrdayantarvarti, T.Bh, p. 168.

tatha hi susuptyanukulamanahkriyaya manasa atmano vibhagastatah
atmamanahsamyoganasSastatah puritatiriipottaradesena manah-
samyogarupa susuptirutpadyate. Dinakari, NSMD, 248; TSA,
p. 13 - 14.

CS, Su, XXI. 35.
CS, Sa, I. 20
Ibid., 21.

indriyanirapeksam mano yatgrhnati taccintyam (yadi va
indriyag_rhi_tamevértham yatpunarindriyanirapeksam mano grhnati

taccintyam, Cakrapani on CS, Su, VIII. 16.

cintyam kartavyataya akartavyataya va yanmanasa cintyate, Cakrapani

on CS, Sa, I. 21.
vicaryam upapattyanupapattibhyam yadvimrsyate, ibid.
atroho alocanajnanam nirvikalpakam, ibid.

uhyam ca yat Sambhavanaya iihyate ‘etadbhavisyati’ iti, ibid.
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145

146

147

148

149

150

151

152

153

dhyeyam bhavanajnanavisayam, ibid.
samkalpam gunavattaya dosavattaya va’vadharanam, ibid.

indriyenendriyartho hi samanaskena grhyate kalpyate manasa

tadurdhvam gunato dosato’thava, CS, Sa, 1, 22.

Cakrapﬁrﬂ says that, the role of “I-conscoiusness” is not referred
to in this sequel because it is alluded by the function of consciousness:
“ahamkaravyaparascabhimananamihanukto’pi buddhivyaparenaiva

siicito jiieyah”. See Cakrapanion CS, Sa, I. 21.

jayate visaye tatra ya buddhirniScayatmika vyavasyati taya vaktum

kartum va buddhipurvakam, CS, Sa, 1. 23.

(13

‘alocitamevendriyena vastuvidam’ iti sammugdham. ‘idameva,
naivam’ iti samyakkalpayati viSesena viSesyabhavena vivecayatiti

yavat”, Vacaspatimis$ra on SK, 27. SKT, p. 190.
EAIP, p. 48.

SK.30; See also VacaspatimiS$ra on ibid., p. 198.
CIPM, p. 3.

manograhyam sukham duhkhecchadveso matih krtih, NSMK, p.194.
T.Bh, pp.190 - 191.

ARV, p.91.

laksanam manaso jianasya bhavo bhava eva ca
sati hyatmendriyarthanam sannikarse na vartate.
vaivrtyanmanaso jianam sannidhyattacca vartate, CS, Sa, 1. 18-19;

KS, Sa, p. 67.
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161
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163

164

165

166

167

168

atmendriyarthsannikarse jiianasya bhavo abhavasSca manaso lingam,

VS, III. ii. 1.

satyapyatmendriyarthasannidhye jianasukhadinamabhiitvot-

pattidarsanat karapéntaramanumi_yate. PBNK, p. 213.
CIPM, p.74.
NSMK, p.362.

Raghunatha Siromani justify the non-simultanity of cognitions on the
basis of merit and demerit: “adrstaviSesopagrahasya niyamakatvaca”,

PTN, p. 30.

CS, Su, VIII, 8.
Ibid., CS, Sa, I. 25,
Ibid., 26.

Ibid., 56-57.

vakpanipadapayupsthani karmendriyanyahuh, SK, 26; Vijnanabhiksu
on S.Su, II. 19, SSV, p. 100.

VP, pp. 60; VSA, p. 49.
See “vagadinamindriyatvakhandanam”, NM, Part -- II. pp. 54.
IP, p.1.

“Phenomenology and Indian, Philosophy, Sibajiban Bhattacharyya”,
PIP p. 60. The Buddhists hold that the sense capacities are nothing but

the end organs, IP, p. 5.
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171

172

173

174

175

176

177

178

179

180

iha khalu pafi cendriyani, paficendriyadravyani, paficendriya-
dhsthanani, paficendriyarthah, paficendriyabuddhayo bhavanti,

ityuktamindriyadhikare. CS, Su,VIII. 3.
Ibid., 10.
Ibid.,11.

sadanigamarngam vijianamindriyanyarthapafcakam
atma ca sagunascetascintyam ca hrdi samsritam. CS, Su, XXX, 4.

Sirasi indriyani indriyapranavahani ca srotamsi suryamiva

gabhastayah samsritani, CS, Si, IX. 4.
IP. p. 1.

SarirasSrayam jhaturaparoksapratitisaidhanam dravyamindriyam,

PBNK, p. 82.
svavisayagrahanalaksanatvamindriyanam, NV, p. 72.

Sabdetarodbhiitavisesagunanasrayatve sati jnanakaranamana-

samyogasrayatvam, See Dipika, TSA, p. 7; NSMK, p.197.
CS, Sa, L. 24.

The articulation CS, Su, V.100 is an instance which is expressive of

the transaction of the sense organs and body.

VS, VIIIL. 1i. 5, 6; ghranarasanacaksustvaksrotrani bhutebhyah, NS,
I. 1. 12; IIl. 1. 60; asti cayamindriyanam bhutagunaviseso-
palabdhiniyamah tena bhutagunavisesopalabdhermanyamahe
bhiitaprakrtinindriyani navyaktaprakrtiniti, Vatsyayana on NS, III,

i, N. Bh. p. 60; bhautikz?ni_ndriyépi_ti samarthitam, NV, p. 388; evam
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184

185

186

187

188

189

bhautikanindriyani svam svam visayamadhigantumutsahanta iti
tallaksanatvamesam siddhyatiti ato bhiitebhah ityuktam, NM,

Part -- 11, p. 51.

indriyam sarvapraninam ripavyanjakamanyavayavanabhi-

bhiil taistejo vayavairarabdham caksuh, PBNK, p. 99,
Srotram punah Sravanavivarasamjfiako nabhodesah, 1bid., p. 152.

prthivyadyanabhibhiitairvayyuvavayavairarabdham sarvasariravyapi

tvagindriyam, Ibid., pp. 113 - 14.
Ibid, p. 96.
Ibid., p. 87.

kim kimatmakamiti yena yatgunabhivyaktih. tatra parthivam
ghranam gandhabhivyaktihetutvad bahyaparthivadravyavaditi. evam
Sesesvapi, NV, p.395; parthivam ghranam dravyatve sati
riupadimadhye gandhsyaiva vyanjakatva gandhayuktadravyatvat, NM,
Part--1I, p. 53; NSMK, p. 124.

MM, pp.10-11. Jadunath Sinha points out that the Mimamsakas regard
the auditory organ as a portion of the space - dik confined with in the

ear-hole. IP, p.15.

sattvika ekadaSah prvartate vaikrtadahamkarat, SK, 25. S. Su, I1.18.

vide supra cosmology.

ahamkarikatvasruterna bhautikani. S. Su, II. 20; see also
Vijnanabhiksu on ibid; bhautikam hi yavat tavadeva vyapnoti
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Chapter - VI
SOURCE OF KNOWLEDGE (pramanas )

The Sanskrit word pramana, as indicated by its constituents, denotes

I which means to

source of knowledge. It is derived from the root ‘‘ma’
measure by prefixing “‘pra’’ and dissolving the instrumental infix “‘Iyut’’.
The word has three different but closely connected meanings: (1) a source
of knowledge with out referring to its being either true or false, (2) a source
of valid knowledge or (3) a means of scrutiny.” Thus, pramana basically
deals with the moot epistemological question “How do we know?” Probably
it is one of the toughest problems that the human thought has ever confronted.
It dwells on various types of knowledge from sensory experience to
transcendental perception of ultimate reality. Carakasamhita includes a

comprehensive treatment of the various sources of knowledge from an

epistemologist’s point of view.

Caraka was circumspect of the fact that a person who wants to become
a successful physician must know the reality of human constitution and the
world beyond his nerve endings, their relations, and the universal principle
which co-ordinates and governs them. Also, he was aware of the fact that
the knowledge gained must open to view what is hidden and must have the
competence to lead to fruitful efforts. So a proper understanding of the

sources of knowledge is essential, since the knowledge that derives from it



manifests objects by removing the mist and veil. It is with this view that
Caraka, the extreme realist, incorporates the sources of knowledge in which
both rational and practical aspects are found complementary. It finally gives

his compendium a philosophical as well as scientific temper.
Classification and general definition

A number of definitions have been given by the various system makers
for pramanas. But Caraka does not give a general definition. Caraka starts
the description of the sources of knowledge with the categorization of all
entities as the existent and the-consequent non-existent revealing that he is
an extreme realist. For him the external world is a reality and is accessible
to reason. Thus, he classifies reality into two namely things that exist (sat)
and things that do not exist (asat). He further classifies the sources of valid
knowledge into verbal testimony (aptavacana), perception (pratyaksa),
inference (anumana), and heuristic (continuous) reasoning (yukti) and they
are collectively called examination (par1'_k§a).3 On certain occasions, he
speaks of three divisions of the sources of knowledge only.* Cakrapani
says that yukti is not stated separately in this context because it is implied
by inference.’ In addition to the above mentioned four pramanas, he also
refers to other three pramanas namely analogy (aupamya,), presumption
(arthaprapti) and inclusion or probability (sambhava).® Among them,
aupamya and arthaprapti, correspond to upamana and arthapatti. However,
the sources of knowledge which Caraka recognizes as the most important

are verbal testimony (aptavacana), perception (pratyaksa), inference



(anumana), and heuristic reasoning (yukti). They are designated by the

common term pariksa. Others are not raised to such a rank.

The use of the term pari_k_sa for the sources of knowledge, in general,
is peculiar to Carakasamhita and it primarily pinpoints to the fact that they
are being conceived as a means of verification leading to right cognition or
true judgment. Thus, what is real is of the nature that it submits to the
scrutiny of reason and naturally the word pariksa is used in the third sense
of the word pramana cited above. This shows his rationalistic and pragmatic
approach to knowledge. It was inevitable for Caraka to employ and explain
the source of true judgment. Elsewhere he himself says that specific features
of diseases can be determined by the three different sources of valid
knowledge namely, perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana), and verbal

testimony (Sabda).”

The word par1'_k§a signifies scrutiny and so it is the most accurate word
for the source of reflective knowledge described by Caraka. Caraka has
significantly stated that in order to arrive at infallible knowledge of diseases
one should acquire verbal knowledge first and then proceed to examine by
direct observation (pratyaksa) and inference (anumana).® Quite similar to
that, in Nyayabhasya, inference is being treated as the final source of true
judgment of things that are known by perception and verbal testimony. It is
in this sense that inference is called Envi_k;sa and the Nyaya system which
works by it is anviksiki®. If Caraka recognizes perception and inference as
sources of examination for true judgment, Vatsyayana declares that

inference is the final source of judgmental knowledge'®.This shows the



development in the concept of pariksa expressed by Caraka in the later period

in Nyaya philosophy.

Kanada does not give a general definition of pramanas. Instead of that,
he defines valid knowledge as the knowledge free from all faults''. The
Nyaya-sutra also gives no general definition of the source of knowledge.
But his commentators Vatsyayana'? and Udyotakara'’ define it as the cause
of cognition. Bhasarvajfia defines pramana as the source of right cognition.'*
Jayantabhatta defines it as the collection of all the conditions of true

judgment which are other than illusory or doubtful."

Quite similar to the Naiyayikas, the Bhattas define it as the instrument
of knowledge which brings about the valid cognition of an object which is
not previously comprehended.'® Experience which is other than recollection
is pramana for the Prabhakaras.”” The Buddhists consider the knowledge
which is not contradicted by experience as valid knowledge (avisamvadakam
jAanam samyakjianam).'® The Buddhist logician Dinnaga defines it as that
which brings about the cognition of an object which is not previously
comprehended.”” The Vedanta-sutra does not pay more attention to the

pramanas, the source and authority of knowledge, than the other systems®.

Even though various thinkers have given their own definitions, all of
them agree to the point that pramanas are sources of valid knowledge leading
to effective activity?'. The pramanas accepted by the different schools of
thought are as follows: The Carvakas admit only perception as a source of

valid knowledge.* The Buddhists* and VaiSesikas,** admit two, perception
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and inference; the Samkhyas® three: perception, inference, and verbal
testimony; the Naiyayikas®® four: perception, inference, analogy,and verbal
testimony as sources of valid knowledge; the Prabhakaras®’ recognize a fifth
one also, namely presumption (arthapatti) ; the Bhattas®® and the Vedantins®
admit one more, non-apprehension (abhava); the Pauranikasagain adds two

more, probability (sambhava) and historical tradition (aitihya).

As far as Ayurveda is concerned, it has got a high pragmatic value. It
makes use of the pramanas in diagnosis of diseases and applying therapeutic
measures as has been exemplified in Carakasamhita. After grasping the
characteristic features of the disease from scriptural testimony, the physician
examines the diseased by direct observation and inference and arrives at a
conclusion regarding the disease .One who is skillful in operating this

procedure seldom fails to act properly as a physician.?!
Verbal Testimony (Sabda)

In the theory on the source of knowledge, perception occupies the
undisputed place because it is immediate cognition. Moreover, it is the
foundation on which all other pramanas operate. So perception is discussed
first in all most all philosophical systems. Quite contrary to that, Caraka
places primacy on verbal testimony because in Ayurveda scriptural
knowledge is an essential prerequisite for a physician. It is only after
attaining competency in scriptural testimony that a physician becomes
proficient in making use of the other sources of knowledge for diagnosis.

In Indian tradition, it is a conventional belief that truth reveals itself to a
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man with pure heart and chaste mind when he engages in sincere and deep
meditation, with a view to providing social welfare and without the slightest
trace of selfish interest. Such is the belief in the ultimate revelatory nature

of knowledge.**

Caraka defines verbal testimony as the authoritative instructions of
reliable persons (apta).”” Trustworthy persons (aptas) are authoritative and
enlightened persons who are freed from rajas and tamas by spiritual
endeavour and knowledge. Such persons have a clear and untainted vision of
things belonging to the present, the past, and the future. The teachings of
such trustworthy persons are regarded as authentic.’® Their words are
regarded as authentic because they have an unimpaired memory and complete
knowledge free from doubts, attachment, and affliction.”> Further Sabda is
seen to be included in the table of logical terms. There it is said that a word
(Sabda) is a collection of letters and that it is of four kinds, namely perceived
purport (drstartha), unperceived purport (adrstartha), truth (satya) and
untruth (anrta).”® According to this definition and division, Sabda refers to
articulations of all types without considering whether they are authoritative
or not. It brings about some ambiguity due to the inclusion of untruth as
one of its divisions. It may mislead to the conclusion that statements of
any person can be treated as a source of valid cognition. But according to
the Carakasambhita itself, all sentences, particularly of untruth, in no way,
can be treated as the source of valid cognition. Caraka has not only explained
in clear terms the specific qualities essential for a man to be recognized as

a trustworthy person, but he has also cautioned that the intoxicated, mad,
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the illiterate persons and persons having attachment should not be treated

as bona fide?’.

Caraka primarily accepts Vedas as authoritative scriptures (aptagama).
He includes the knowledge of moral rule, spiritual goals and practices
derived from the Vedic scriptures in verbal testimony. At the same time,
the duly verified and established doctrines by critical thinkers in other secular
disciplines which do not contradict the objects of Veda and are aimed at the
well-being of the universe were also treated with greater importance®. This
shows his unbiased synthesizing attitude. Referring to this, P.V. Sarma
points out that Caraka was a daistika who accepted both astika and nastika
views as logic permitted. Dista is a term which Panini puts in between asti
and nasti. The last two are at opposite poles while the first one (dista)
balances the two. The daistikas, choose one of the two after critically
examining the facts and circumstances®’. However we cannot deny the fact

that Caraka was an astika even though he adopted a neutral approach.

Aksapada describes verbal testimony as the assertion of a worthy
person (apta) which is further followed by the later thinkers.* With regard
to the question as to who an apta is, Vatsyayana says that he is one who
operates through the direct and intuitive knowledge of things. Quite different
from the Mima msakas, the Naiyayikas consider that the knowledge derived
from the Vedas is valid, since they are the utterances of i§vara. He adds
that aptas need not be sages. Even foreigners (mlecchas) can be aptas.”' It

is relevant to note that the Nyaya-sutra refers to only the first two divisions,



namely drstartha and adrstartha.” This is certainly because he is fully aware
of the fact that articulations of the truth will only come under the purview
of §abda and as such the divisions are enough. Thus, he excludes untruth
from Sabda. The Bhatta Mimamsakas describe verbal testimony in the
following way: When the words of a sentence are heard there arises the
recollection of the meaning of the words. The recollection gives rise to sense
of the sentence, which is not in contact.* They give a different division of
verbal testimony namely human (pauruseya) and superhuman (apauruseya).
The first is the words of reliable persons and the second is the Vedic
scriptures.* The Prabhakara Mimﬁmsakas, at the same time, recognize
only the Vedic scriptures as verbal cognition.* The reason is that though
the words of a man lead to the inference of the intention of the speaker they
do not convey themselves the meaning of the sentence because their capacity
is made blunt by doubt.*® Kanada asserts that the cognition derived from
verbal testimony is a variety of inference and it is attested by his followers.
In classical Samkhya, reliable authority (aptagama) is verbal testimony.*’
The Vedantins and Prabhakara Mimamsakas consider only the Vedic
scriptures as authority. At the same time, Caraka, Samkhya, Nyaya, and
some other systems consider the articulations of trustworthy persons as

authority.
Perception (pratyaksa)

Sense perception is the natural and direct way of cognizing external
things. 1t leads to immediate cognition. In common with other living

creatures, man has the capacity for sensory experience. It is the principal
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means of once knowledge of the physical world.*® When a thing is directly
perceived, there is no desire for further cognition. For instance, when an
ordinary person hears from a reliable that there is fire in a certain place,
then he has the verbal knowledge of fire from his words. If he desires for
further definite cognition, he proceeds to the spot. There, on seeing the
smoke, he infers that there is the fire. If he again proceeds to have a
determinate cognition, he apprehends it when fire is presented before his
eyes. The cognition of fire attained by this direct sense-object contact is
perception. It is final and there ends his desire for further cognition of that
fire. So perception is placed as the first in the hierarchy of pramanas in all

other systems.

The Buddhist logician Dinnaga defines perception as a kind of
knowledge which is devoid of determination.® Dharmakirti, who improves
upon the definition, says that perception is a cognition that is generated by
the objects not associated with names, and which is not erroneous.’® Here,
the absence of association of names is denoted by the expression
kalpanapodha.”’ According to Dharmottara the cognition which is associated
with a name is determinate (savikalpaka).”” Thus, perception is non-

erroneous indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpaka).>”

In Nyaya philosophy, Aksapada defines perception as the cognition
which arises from the connection between the sense organ and the object,
which is devoid of the association with verbal cognition, which is not

erroneous, and which is of the nature of certainty.”* Accordingly, if a



perceptual judgment generated by the contact of sense with the object is to
be true it must satisfy three conditions, namely (1) it must not be associated
with verbal cognition (avyapadeSyam) (2) it must not be erroneous
(avyabhicari), and (3) it must be determinate (vyavasayatmakam). Of them
the first condition implies that when the perception of an object takes place,
it must not be associated with a word or a name heard from a person uttering
it just at the time the object is perceived. For instance, when one sees a pot
and another says that ‘‘here is a pot’” the knowledge derived from the
articulation is not to be taken as perception but as verbal. The second
condition is that it must not be erroneous. Erroneous cognition is the
cognition of a thing as what it is not. Sometimes there may be erroneous
cognitions from the contact of sense with the object. For example, when the
flickering at a distance comes into contact with the eye, it is often recognised
as water. This misapprehension is erroneous and hence it is not counted as
perception.” As defined by Gange$a Upadhyaya perceptual cognition is the
knowledge in which no other knowledge is instrumental.’® Kanada does not
give a direct and independent definition of perception. But it is implied by
certain sitras® which indicate that the contact of self, mind, sense, and object
is the source of perceptual knowledge. PraSastapada, who classifies valid
knowledge into four (perceptive knowledge, inferential knowledge,
recollection, and knowledge of sages)®®, defines perception as the knowledge
that which proceeds from the contacts of each sense-organ with its objects™.
Further he makes it clear that the immediate cause is the sense object contact

though the contact of the four namely self, mind, sense, and object is essential
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for perception, the immediate cause is sense-object contact. So it is taken
into consideration for the definition. The contact of the mind and self is a
general condition for all cognitions. Kanada says that merits and demerits
of the perceiver, as well as time and space are also causal factors. Perception
of cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, and volition are caused by the

contact between the self and the internal sense organ, mind.*

Jaimini, in his Mimamsa-siitra defines perception as cognition that is
produced when there is the contact of human sense organs®'. The Bhattas
define it as valid knowledge generated by the contact of the senses with
their objects.®” The Prabhakaras say that perception is immediate cognition®.
In Advaita Vedanta, mind is not an instrument of internal perception as an
organ. So they do not accept the definition given by the Naiyayikas, which
does not include internal perception, unless mind (antakarana) is considered
as its instrument (indriya.).** On the contrary, they accept the definition
given by the Prabhakaras.” The Vedantins say that the immediacy of
knowledge, referred to here, does not rest on its being caused by the sense
organs, but it rests on the intrinsic characteristic of immediate presence of

the consciousness.%®

Perception, according to classical Samkhya, is the determinate
cognition (adhyavasaya) of each individual object®” by means of sense organs.
Though it is conceived as the function of buddhi, ° ahamkara, and manas

are also involved in it.



Caraka defines perception as the manifestation of the intellectual
faculty (buddhi) as a result of the contact of the soul, mind, sense organ,
and the object.®” As far as the perception of the external world is concerned,
the contact of external sense organs with the object is the immediate cause.
The contact of the self with the mind is, after all, a common condition for
all cognitions as has been stated in the case of the Naiyayikas. But it is
included in the definition of perception to bring the cognition of pleasure,
pain, desire, and aversion with in the purview of perception.” The perception
of these qualities by the contact of the self and mind is called
atmapratyaksa’' and by the external sense organs is called sense perception
(indriya pratyaksa). Cakrapani speaks of five kinds of sense-object relation
based on the Nyaya-VaiSesika system, which are not mentioned in
Carakasambhita. The five relations thus stated are (1) samyoga, the relation
of sense organ with the substances like pot, (2) samyukta-samavaya, the
relation with the quality (guna) like colour of the pot through the thing in
which they inhere, (3) samyukta- samaveta-samavaya, the relation with the
universals of the those qualities like colourness (rapatva) of the pot which
inheres in the colour by samavaya (4) samavaya, the relation of the auditory
sense with the sound generating sound perception, (5) samavetasamavaya,
the relation of the auditory sense with the universal of sound (Sabdatva)

creating its perception.’?

Cakrapani omits the sixth relation
(viSesanavisesyabhava) which is construed as the cause of the perception

of non-existence. This explanation of perception given by Caraka is

something peculiar when compared to that of the other systems particularly



Samkhya and Nyaya-VaiSesika. It is a fact that all of them agree to the
point that sense-object proximity is the immediate cause of perceptive
knowledge. Still there exists a great difference between the cognising

processes among them.

The Samkhyas describe the knowing process in terms of
consciousness, “I consciousness”, mind, and sense organs with out the
involvement of purusa which is unaffected, immutable pure consciousness.
The untainted and pure buddhi reaches out to the object and assumes the
form of the object as a pot or a cloth.”” When the sense-organs come into
contact with the object, the inertia (tamas) of the buddhi is overcome, and
the essence (sattva) springs forth from it, in consequence of which a definite
and determinate cognition of the object is produced.” The process of
perception is further illustrated in the following way. Just like the head
man of a village collects taxes from the villagers and hands them over to
the governor of the province; the governor to the minister, and minister to
the King, the external sense organs’> communicate the immediate discrete
impressions, and the mind ratiocinates them and gives them to the “I
consciousness’ (ahamkara) which appropriates them by its unity of
apperception and gives these self appropriated apperceived impressions to
the buddhi for the experience of the self (purusa).”® One of the important
points to be noted in this connection is the following. The Samkhyas
consider that purusa is distinct from the buddhi. At the same time they argue
that the manifestation of ahamkara in the form of “I know” is due to the

non-apprehension of the distinctness of purusa (pure consciousness) from



the cognition present in the buddhi and so it is called abhimana.”” The Nyaya-
VaiSesikas do not admit this.” For them buddhi is a specific quality of the
self. Contradicting the Samkhya thesis, Udyotakara says that if
consciousness and soul were separate entities then the soul could not
apprehend thing presented in the buddhi, for the reason that apprehensions
of one conscious entity can never be cognized by another conscious entity.”
Supporting the view, Sankarami$ra says that properties like cognition can
exist only as the properties of an agent. Manifestation of ahamkara in the
form of “I know”, “I cognize” and ‘I intuit” takes place only in

communion with the Self which is the substratum.?®

Even though the Naiyayikas overcome the constraints of dualism of
buddhi and purusa by regarding the former as quality of the self and lay
down the general condition of mind-self contact and special condition of
sense-object contact, they do not explain the specific functions of the
different factors involved in perception. Nor do they explain relations
between the self and the object and the correspondence between knowledge

forms and object forms.®!

It is in this context that the Caraka’s thesis of perception reveals its
uniqueness. Caraka describes the knowing process in terms of self, intellect,
“I consciousness”, mind, and sense organs. The perceptual faculty or buddhi
assumes the various forms as it enters the channels of different sense organs.
Thus, seeing becomes the colour seen; hearing assumes or becomes the sound
heard and so forth in accordance with the contact. Similarly, the

consciousness that enters the channels of mental faculty manifests itself



into the forms of anxiety, sorrow, and so forth.** This prima-facie evidence
may lead to the conclusion that the perceptual process construed by Caraka
is the very same process described in classical Samkhyas® who consider
sense faculties as egoistic (ahamkarikas) giving room for the above
mentioned contradiction. But Caraka obviates this contradiction of dualism.
In Caraka’s thesis, purusa is the ultimate substantial cause and at the same
time the agent of cognition, which is against the basic concept of classical
Samkhya who hold that purusa is an untainted indifferent spectator and has
no involvement in cognition. As far as Caraka is concerned, purusa is not an
indifferent spectator, but he is the real knower (jiiah). The manifestation of
ahamkara in the form of “‘I cognize™ is not because of the non-apprehension
of the distinctness of purusa by cognition present in the buddhi but because
of the truth that the self becomes the owner of cognition. With out admitting
such a fact, it is not possible to recognize purusa as the agent (karta) of all
actions and enjoyer (bhokta) of the fruit of all his actions. Another thing is
that just like the Nyaya-VaiSesika realists, Caraka, on the one hand, construes
sense capacities as physical and includes buddhi in the class of qualities.
On the other side, quite similar to that of the Samkhyas, buddhi is conceived
as the first evolute and determinate cognition as its modification. That is,
determinate cognition is the modification of the evolute buddhi which is
actually the material medium radiated by quality consciousness of the self.
So naturally, when objects are presented to the buddhi it becomes the
cognition of the self. So there does not arise the problem of cognising the

cognitions of conscious entity by another conscious entity as in the Samkhya



philosophy. Thus, by accepting the involvement of self in the process of
cognition and by conceiving consciousness as the quality of the self, he has
successfully solved the basic constrain that the dualistic Samkhya faced
with. It is something unique of Caraka that it is not by confrontation with
the other systems but by accepting what is found reasonable in the Nyaya,

VaiSesika, and Samkhya systems that he has formulated his thesis.

Caraka conceives the perceptual process as psychophysical from a
realistic point of view. But he does not maintain that the object perceived is
directly apprehended by one’s sense capacities or mind. In cognizing an object
all that is directly known by the senses is its qualities. Though the five
sense-organs are constituted by all the five proto - physical elements, each
sense-organ is predominated by a particular element. Thus the sense of sight
is preponderated by fire, the sense of hearing by akasa, sense of smell by
earth, sense of taste by water, and the sense of touch by air. The contact of
the sense organs with the object is made possible by the identical nature
(tat svabhavat) of the proto-physical element in the sense organ and the
object, and also the pervasive nature (vibhutva) which is typical of the sense
organs®. The conditions namely the identical nature of the predominating
element of the sense-organ and the object, and the pervasive nature of the
sense organ, which are described as the pre-requisites for perception are
some thing peculiar to Caraka. The objects are immediately presented to the
senses. They form the “sense-data’’. Sensations mean the awareness of

sense-data.



Apprehension of truth or the fact arises when all the necessary
conditions are fulfilled. Otherwise, invalid cognition in the form of an error,
doubt or disbelief results.® For correct sense perception the sense organs
must be free from obstructions. It may be significant to note that the
Carakasambhita, quite similar to that of the Samkhyas, refers to certain
obstacles to perception. They are over proximity, over distance, barrier,
inadequate functioning of sense organs, lack of attention, confusion with

other similar objects, overcome by stronger luminaries, and subtleness®®.
Inference (anumana)

The word anumana is constituted by adding the prefix “anu” (after) to
the stem “mana” (measuring) and it literally means measuring after. Keeping
in conformity with the etymological sense, Vatsyayana defines inference
thus: Inference consists in subsequent measurement of an object (artha) by
the measuring sign.?” Thus, it means the source by which knowledge is
derived from knowledge. Anumana is a logical process of acquiring
knowledge which consists in an ordered series of cognitive episodes. The
knowledge thus gained is called anumiti in Sanskrit which literally means

the consequent knowledge.

Before going to Carakasambhita, let us see the explanations of anumana
given in the various systems of philosophy. With the exception of the
Carvakas, all the philosophical systems admit inference as a mode of
knowing the world. The classical Samkhyas define inference as the cognition

based on the prior knowledge of the “characteristic mark” (linga) and that



which bears the mark (1irigi).*® 1§varakrsna classifies inference into three
types®. But he does not further explain them. His commentators who name
them widely differ in their interpretation. Paramartha’s Chinese version on
Samkhya Karika calls them as parvavat, Sesavat and samanyato drsta’ and
interprets thus: (1) inference from the cause or a-priori, for example from
rain clouds the rain; (2) inference from the effect or a-posteriori, for example
it must have rained because the river is flowing; and (3) inference by
anology. In Gaudapada’s Samkhyakarikabhasya, purvavat and
samanyatodrsta are the same as above while Sesavat is interpreted in terms
of inference from a part to its whole. For instance, the saltiness of the whole
waters is inferred from its salty drop. VacaspatimiSra discusses all these
three inferences on the basis of a two fold division namely affirmative (vita)
and negative (avita). Vita includes purvavat and samanyatodrsta as

affirmative. Sesavat is negative (avita).”

AkSapada who attaches much importance to the ways of knowing
states that inference preceded from perception and that it is of three kinds:
a-priori (purvavat), a-posterioi (Sesavat) and commonly seen
(samanyatodrsta).”” Vatsyayana explains that the perception mentioned
refers to the knowledge, the antecedents of which are the observation of the
invariable relation of the middle term (hetu) with the major term (sadhya).
Thus by means of recollection of the invariable relation and observation of
the middle term (hetu), the unknown object or the major term (sadhya) is

inferred”. He further interprets the three kinds of inference in two ways.



1. Purvavat

(a) When the effect is inferred from a cause it is called parvavat®™. For

instance, on seeing clouds we infer that there will be rain.

(b)The inference of an object from the perception of another thing
based on the prior perception of their invariable connection®. For example,

inferring of fire from smoke.

2. §e§3 vat

(a) It is the inference of the cause from the perception of the effect.”

For example, when one sees that the river is full and the current is swifter,

he infers that there has been rain.

(b) Secondly the word Sesavat is interpreted as ‘‘that which remains”’
(pariSesa). Hence, Sesavat amumana (inference of exclusion) is that in which
with regard to an object some of the likely properties being denied, we infer
that remain. For example, sound is an entity and is transient, and these two
properties are common to substances, qualities, and actions. Then we
eliminate substancehood of sound, because sound inheres in a single
substance. Then we find that sound is not an action, because it is the
originator of another sound. Thus, through this elimination reasoning, we

arrive at the conclusion that sound must be a quality.”’

3. Samanyatod T sta.

(a) It is an inference based on general observation. For instance, we

have observed a thing in a place different from where we have seen it before,



only when it has moved. From this observed general fact we infer that the

sun must be moving even though we cannot perceive it.”

(b) Even when the relation of the middle term and the major term is
not perceptible, the major term is inferred from the similarity of the middle
term to something else”. For instance, the soul is inferred from the qualities
such as desire. Here the relation of desire and the like is not perceived. But
it is inferred that desire being a quality must inhere in a substance. And the

substance thus inferred is confirmed as soul.

Kanada and PraSastapada use the term Jainigika for inference and define
it as valid knowledge derived from the comprehension of a sign (liriga).'®
Linga means the sign or middle term possessing pervasion or invariable
concomitance (vyapti) with the major term (sadhya). A middle term (linga)
proper is expected to fulfill three conditions for a correct inferential
knowledge. They are: (1) It must be present in the locus or minor term
(paksa) where the major term (sadhya) is to be inferred. (2) It must have
invariable concomitance with the major term in all other known inferential
loci (sapaksa or positive example) (3) It must be absent in all such loci
which is devoid of sadhya (negative example or vipaksa).'"' Here the first
condition refers to the resident of sign or middle term (paksadharmata) while
the last two refer invariable concomitance. The sign which is devoid of either
one or two of the characteristics mentioned is called fallacious sign
(aliriga).’”” The Bhatta Mimamsakas define inference as the cognition of
what is not proximate resulting from the perception of what is pervaded'®.

Inferring for oneself (svarthanumana) and inferring for others



(pararthanumana) are the two types of inferences recognised by the later
Nyaya-VaiSesika school'™. Among the two, the latter is syllogism which
consists in a five step presentation (paficavayava or nyaya)'® for the purpose

of generating a veridical cognition in another person.

Caraka was fully aware of the fact that the scope of perception is very
limited. Things beyond perception are unlimited. Even the things known
through sense faculties are themselves not really the objects of perception.
Moreover the assumption that things known through perception are the only
realities and that there exists nothing beyond is absurd. So Caraka says that
one has to rely on other sources of knowledge also for a complete

knowledge.'*

Caraka defines anumana as inferential process (tarka) based on
reasoning.'”” Caraka accepts yukti that functions as a conjecture which helps
to arrive at true judgment in respect of the unknown object by the
elimination of contrary suppositions. Cakrapani interprets the term yukti
in the articulation as invariable relation.'® Caraka asserts three things
regarding inference. They are: (1) Inference is a distinct source of knowledge
based on a prior perception. (2) There are three kinds of inference. (3)
Inferences have access to objects of three times'®. Of them the first assertion
is that perception is the cause of inference. It implies that if one is to have
an inferential knowledge one must have an actual perceived knowledge of
the invariable concomitance between the middle term (liriga) and the the
major term (sadhya) and must remember it at the time when one perceives

that particular sign.''° This knowledge of invariable concomitance is called



‘vyaptijiana’'’and is considered as the instrumental cause of inference in
Nyaya-VaiSesika. It must be noted Caraka has not mentioned the invariable

relation in its technical sense.

Though Caraka speaks of three different kinds of inferences, he neither
calls them by specific names nor defines them. Instead, he only exemplifies
them. The examples suggested are (1) the inference of fire from smoke, (2)
the inference of sexual intercourse from pregnancy, and (3) production of
fruit from the seed respectively.''? Cakrapani, commenting on the dictum
in conformity with the divisions in the Nyaya-sutra, says that, the first one
represents the inference based on general correlation, second one the
inference of the cause from the effect, and the third one the effect from the
cause. They are also interpreted in relation to time as stated by Caraka
himself. Thus, the example for the inference based on general correlation
(inference of fire from smoke) it is also related to the present. Sexual
intercourse from pregnancy, the example of inference of the cause from
effect, is related to the past. The production of fruit from seed which is an
example of the inference of the effect from the cause is related to the

future.'’

In the therapeutic context, five kinds of signs (/irigas) are suggested
for inferring diseases which are beyond perception. They are hetu, purvarupa,
rupa, upasaya, and samprapti. A physician must be conversant with the
concomitance of these five types of signs with the diseases prior to the
diagnosis of a disease in order to arrive at right judgements.''* Similarly, a

long list of inferences that have greater value in determining the



psychosomatic conditions is also given. The inference of digestive fire from
the power of digestion, strength from the capacity for exercise, conditions
of senses from their capacity to perceive, existence of mind from the
perception of specific objects in the presence of all other senses and their
respective objects, and rajoguna from attachment to woman are some of
them. Caraka does not conspicuously differentiate svarthanaumana and
pararthanumana as we see in the later Nyaya-VaiSesika system. Yet he

categorically explains parathanumana under the name sthapana.'’”
Heuristic reasoning (yukti)

One of the most striking features of Carakasamhita in the matter of
the description of the source of knowledge is the introduction of yukti. In
no other systems of knowledge yukti is found to be accepted as a distinct
source of knowledge.''® The description of yukti along with the other sources
of knowledge is the original contribution of Caraka. It is a way of arriving
at right judgment of things by an intellectual exercise which involves the
right combination of manifold causes or reasons. Such right judgements are
practically effective in all the three times and subserves in accomplishing
the three ends of life (trivarga- dharma, artha, and kama).""” Caraka cites
several examples to illustrate yukti. One of them is the ascertainment of
the sprouting of the plant from the combination of the causative factors,
ploughed wet land, seed, and seasons''®, Cakrapani says that yukti is not a
separate pramana. Since it subserves a pramana in the form of uha in
discovering the truth, it is being treated as a pramana. It is because of this

reason, he says, that Caraka speaks of only three pramanas elsewhere. He



does not see any difference between yukti and anumana. He points out that
cases like this, where a conclusion is reached by reasoning, are properly
called uaha. It is an inference of a future effect from the plurality of causes.
So it will not generate an inference of a present thing. As such it has no
access to all the three times (trikala)."”” P.V Sarma points out that “this is
an attempt to undermine its importance due to misunderstanding of its real
nature. Both anumana and yukti are trikala and are quite independent of
each other. Their access to trikala is because of their having been established
on cause and effect relationship. Anumana operates with single cause while
yukti deals with plurality of causes. More over anumana itself is dependent
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on yukti”.

Cakrapani, further, cites the Buddhist logicians Santaraksita
(annotated by Kamala$ila) who refute Caraka’s view of yukti. Referring to
Caraka, Santaraksita says that, yukti consists in the observation that, “‘since,
‘when this is there, that happens’, and, since, ‘when this is not there, that
does not happen’. Hence “this is the cause of that”. Those who conceive
yukti as an independent source of knowledge may argue that, this is not a
case of inference. But yukti is a different source knowledge for in this case
there is no proposition equivalent to the proposition with an example to
prove it.'?! Interpreting this viewpoint, KamalaSila expresses the view that
there is no other idea than cause-effect notion (karya-karanata) in the
conception of ‘‘that happens when this is there’’, (tadbhava-bhavita) and if
any particular example is suggested, then that would demand another

example, and after that another and it will end in regressus ad infinitum
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(anavastha). That is why Caraka consider it as a separate source of
knowledge.'* Thus, construing Caraka’s conception of yukti, they refute it.
They point out that there is no separate cognitive process which links up the
relation of “this is there, that happens” with the cause and effect relation,
because both these convey the same concept. The cause and effect relation
is the same as “this is there, that happens” and so yukti is not different

from anumana.

Cakrapani, though opines that yukti is anumana, does not agree with
Santaraksita and KamalaSila. He points out that their criticisms are all beside
the point, for yukti according to Caraka, is not the deriving of cause and
effect from “this is there that happens”. It is drawing up of a conclusion as
a result of series of reasoning.'” In fact Caraka’s idea of yukti is the logic
of probability. That is, when from a number of events, circumstances or
observations one comes to regard a particular judgment as probable, it is
called yukti and it is different from inference or any other accepted

pramana'®,
Other sources of knowledge referred to in Carakasamhita

Analogy (aupamya), presumption (arthapatti), and tradition (aitihya)
are the other sources of knowledge described in the Carakasamhita. One of
the most important things to be noted in this connection is that Caraka does

not consider them as means of examination.
Analogy (aupamya)

Analogy is that which brings about cognition by way of the similarity

of one object with the other. For instance, the disease dandaka (a disease
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characterized by the rigidity of muscles) is similar to of danda.’* The usual
name used in Dar§anas for aupamya is upamana. The Naiyayikas,? the
Mimamsakas,'”’and the Vedantins'?®, who accept upamana as an independent
source of valid knowledge, have defined it as the knowledge of a thing
through its similarity to another thing previously well-known. The
Samkhyas do not accept upamana as a distinct source of knowledge. In the
view of Samkhyas, upamana is a case of perception.'” The VaiSesikas

include upamana in inference since it comes under verbal testimony."°
Presumption (arthaprapti)

Presumption (arthaprapti)”' means to grasp a thing or a fact on the
basis of another thing or fact. Caraka defines it as the knowledge of a thing
or fact implied by another thing or fact expressed by an assertion.'** For
instance, when a person asserts that a given disease cannot be cured by
nourishing therapy, it evidently implies that the disease is curable by
emaciating therapy. For the Naiyayikas, presumption is not different from

inference'*

. The VaiSesikas also include presumption in inference. For them,
the presumptive cognition of a thing based on a fact of perception is a case
of “inference per contraries”, and that based on verbal cognition is a case
of “inference per inference”."** The Mimamsakas describe it as thus: When
some general valid knowledge is in conflict with a special one, the cognition
of the non-conflicting element is accepted as presumption.'* For instance,

from the conflicting knowledge that a person is alive with the knowledge of

his absence from his house, it is assumed that the person is outside.



Tradition (aitihya)

Tradition stands for long standing beliefs in other Indian systems of
philosophy'*°. At the same time tradition (aitihya) including the Vedas is

included in verbal testimony."’
Probability (sambhava)

Probability is being defined as the cognition of that from which
something originates.'’® For example, the six dhatus constitute the
originating cause of foetus in the womb. What is intended is that the thing
originated is already present in the source. Thus, probability is nothing but
only a manifested form. Here, in the present example the embryo is present

in the six dhatus.’”’

In the philosophical systems sambhava is seen to have been given a
more refined definition. There it is treated in the nature of inclusion. Thus
sambhava consists in cognizing the existence of a thing from that of another
thing in which it is included. For instance, the cognition of the measure of
an adhaka from that of drona of which it is one fourth part. Here, in a sense,
the former gives rise to the cognition of the latter and so Aksapada includes

it in inference.'*°

It is an accepted fact that epistemology is the main concern of
philosophy and not science. Most particularly, it is not customary to a
practical science like the science of medicine to deal with the methods of
knowing, thinking and expressing. But, it is quite contrary to this conception

that we see in Carakasamhita a detailed account of almost all the sources



of knowledge that are being discussed in the classical darsanic realm. This
is not the only thing. The uniqueness of Carakasambhita, in this matter, lies
in the fact that it is the earliest book which codifies almost all different
sources of knowledge dealt with in various philosophical systems. cesta
and anupalabdhi are the only two pramanas which are not found discussed
in the Carakasamhita. Another important thing is the recognition of yukti
as a separate source of knowledge. Probably, it is the only book that deals
with such a source of knowledge revealing the idea of logic of probability.
From this, we can conclude that the Carakasamhita is not only a compendium
limited to the discussion of maintenance of positive health and cure but
extends its attention to theoretical thinking. Caraka had great concern for
deriving a proper methodology for theoretical formulations. Carakasamhita
has played a significant role in the formative stage of the history of

epistemological and logical reflection in India.
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nupalabdhih. CS, Su, XI. 8; According to the Samkhyas, perception is
not possible if the object is too far away or too close. Inability of sense
organs, lack of presence of mind, intervention of other objects between
the sense organ and the object to be perceived, concealment and

intermixing with similar object also obstructs perception. SK, 7.

86. anumanam- mitena lingenarthasya pascanmanamanumanam, N. Bh,

pp- 17-18.

SK. 5.

Ibid.

JJL, p.158.

For details see Vacaspatimi$ra on SK, 5, STK, pp.55-58.

atha tatpurvakam trividhamanumanam -- purvavat SeSavat

samanyatodrstam ca, NS, I. 1. 5.

tatpurvakamityanena lingalinginoh......... , smrtya lingadarSanena

capratyakso’rtho’numiyate. Vatsyayana on NS, 1,1, 5, N. Bh, p.24.
piirvavaditi yatra karanena karyamanumiyate. Ibid.

adhava -- purvavaditi yatra yadhapurvam pratyaksabhutayora-

nyataradarSanenanyatarasyapratyaksasya anumanam yatha

dhiumenagniriti. 1bid., p. 25.
Sesavat -- tad yatra karyena karanamanumiyate, Ibid, p. 24

Sesavat nama pariSesah sa ca prasaktapratisedhe’nyatraprasangat

Sisyamane sampratyayah......, Ibid, p. 25.
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samanyatodrstam -- vrajyapurvakamanyatra drstasyanyatra
darSanamiti tatha ca adityasya, tasmadastyapratyaksapyadityasya

vrajyeti. Ibid, p. 24.

samanyatodrstam nama yatra pratyakse lingalinginoh sambandhe
kenacidarthena lingasya samanyad apratyakso lingi gamyate.... Ibid,

p- 25.
asyedam karym karanam samyogi virodhi samavayi ceti laingikam,
VS. IX. ii. 1; lingadarSanat safijjayamanam laingikam. PBNK, p. 476.

yadanumeyena sambadham prasiddham ca tadanvite tadabhave ca

nastyeva tatlingamanumapakam.Ibid, p. 478. p. 480. see also

Nyayakandali on Ibid.
PBNK, p. 480.
vyaptidarSanadasannikrstarthajnanamanumanam. MM, P. 27.

taccanumanam dvividam svartham parartham ceti, svartham
svapratipattihetul............. param bodhayitum pancavayavavakyam
praynkte tat pararthanumanam. T.Bh, pp. 79-80; tadapi lingam
dvividham svartham parartham ca, SP. p. 31. See also the commentary

by Jinavardhana Suri on Ibid; TSA, p. 37.

taccanumanam parartham nyayasadhyamiti nyayastadavyavasca
pratijiiahetidaharanopanayanigamanani niripyante. TC, Vol. 1II,

p- 540. see infra syllogism.

CS, Su, XI. 7.

anumanam nama tarko yuktyapeksah. CS,Vi, IV. 4; Vi, VIII. 40.
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109 pratyaksapirvam trividham trikalam canumiyate. vahnirnigiidho

dhumena maithunam garbhadarsanat. .CS, Su, XI. 21.

110 pratyaksagrahanam vyaptigrahakapramanopalaksanartham, tena

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

118

pratyakspurvakamiti vyaptigrahakapramanapurvakam, Cakrapani on
ibid., p.71. pratyaksapurvakamityanena khyapitam yad yasya karanam
yasya ca karyasya yat karanam yasya ca samanyam yatra tayostayoh
sambandhayorniyatasambandhasya pratyaksena jianam linga
jhanam..... , Jalpakalpataru on CS, , Su, XI. 21, CSJ, Vol. I,

pp. 514-15.

yatra yatra dhumastatragniriti sahacaryaniyamo vyaptih, TSA, p. 35.
vyaparastu paramarsah karanam vaptidhirbhavet anumayam, NSMK,

p. 218.

CS, Su, XI. 22.

NEC, p. 40.

See Jalpakalpataru on CS, Su, XI, CSJ, Vol. I, p. 515.
see infra Dialectical terms

yukteh pramanasyanyasSastraprasiddhatvenodaharananyeva

tavaddarsayati. Cakrapani on CS, Su, XI. 24.

buddhih pasyati ya bhavan bahukaranayogajan yuktistrikala sa jieya

trivarga sadhyate yaya, CS, Su, XI. 25.

Ibid., 23.
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‘sa ca paramarthato’pramanabhuto’pi vastuparicchede pramana-
sahayatvena vyapriyamanatvat......... tataSca trikaleti parahatam syat.,

Cakrapani on ibid.
PVS, p.164.

See Cakrapani on CS, Su, XI. 25.The exact words of Santaraksita are
as follows: tasmin sati bhavati eva na bhavaty asatiti ca tasmad ato
bhavaty eva yuktiresabhidiyate pramanantaram eveyam ityaha carako

munih nanumanam iyam yasmad drstanto’tra na labhyate’ Quoted in

HIPS, Vol. II, p.376, F. Notes.
Cakrapani on CS, Su, XI. 25.
Ibid .

HIPS, Vol. II, p.376, F. Notes.

atha aupamyam nama yadanyonyasya sadrSyamadhikrtya prakasanam;

yatha dandena dandakasya, CS, Vi, VIII. 42.

prasiddhasadharmyat sadhyasadhanamupamanam. NS, 1. i. 6; also see

N.Bh on ibid, p. 27;

drsyamanarthasadrsSyat smaryamanarthagocaram asannikrsta-
sadrsSyajnanam hyupamitirmata. MM, p. 110.
sadrsyapramakaranamupamanam, VP, p. 83.

For details see Vacaspatimisra, on SK. 5, STK, p. 66

aptenaprasiddhasya gavayasya gava gavayapratipadanadupa-

manamaptavacanameva, PBNK, p. 530.
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Instead of arthapraptti the term arthaptti is used in all philosophical

systems.

arthapraptirnama yatraikenarthenoktenaparasyarthasyanuktasyapi

siddhih; CS,Vi, VIII. 48.

NS, II. i1. 2; vakyarthasampratyayenanabhihitarthasya pratyanika-

bhvad grahanam arthapattiranumanameva, N.Bh, p. 166.

darsanarthadarthapattirvirodhyeva, Sravanadanumitanumanam. PBNK,

534.

anyathanupapatya yadupapadakakalpanam tadarthapattirityevam

laksanam bhasyabhasitam. MM, P. 120.

HIPS, Vol. II, p.377.

athaitihyam - aitihyam namaptopadeso vedadih. CS,Vi, VII1.41.
yo yatah sambhavati sa tasya sambhavah, 1bid., 48.

See Cakrapani on ibid.

N.Bh, p.166.



Chapter - VII

LOGIC AND DIALECTICAL SPECULATIONS

It is only through critical investigation of modes and sources of
knowledge that the world of experience and human destiny can be truly met.
Science of reasoning is a general plan and method of analytic investigation
to solve the problems in both science and philosophy. The investigators make
use of logic and dialectics embedded in the science of reasoning as a method
for arriving at right judgments. Science of reasoning as a methodology of
critical enquiry may be called as the science of sciences.' The Indian art of
debate that has been exhaustively dealt with in the Carakasamhita and found
systematically explicated in the Nyaya philosophy is a universal model of

such a methodology for critical enquiry.
Council of debate (parisad)

Debating councils occupy a prominent position in the hierarchy of the
educational system in Indian intellectual tradition. The councils which carry
out the art of debate are called Parisads. These councils of debate are
primarily classified into two: (I) assembly of the learned and (2) assembly
of the ignorant. Further, each one is subdivided into three: friendly
(suhrtparisad), indifferent (udasinaparisad), and hostile (pratinivista-

parisad).?



Colloquy (tadvidyasambhasa)

In Carakasambhita, a colloquy (tadvidyasambhasa) is visualized as one
of the most genuine methods of the acquisition of right medical knowledge
colloquies. Colloquies (sambhasas) have got their own merits since they
enables one to arrive at correct judgments by interrogating his cognitive
achievements and to redeem him from socially stagnant and intellectually
dogmatic state of affairs. Caraka says that medical men should engage in a
discussion with other medical men because such discussions will increase
the fervour for knowledge and contributes to the clarity of knowledge. They
increases dialectical skill and thereby dispel doubts relating to the previously
acquired knowledge and confirm the knowledge devoid of doubts. One may
come to know of many new things. Sometimes there may be propitious
occasions during the course of discussions on which one can hear from the
opponents the most cherished secret teachings.® The Nyaya school also
regards tadvidyasambhasa as the best means of perfecting one’s knowledge.*
Since scrutiny reveals that knowledge is incomplete, a colloquy will help
us to improve our life- situations by making innovative knowledge through

continuous reflection, exploration, and interpretation.

Colloquies are mainly of two types, namely friendly colloquy
(sandhaya sambhasa) and hostile colloquy (vigrhya sambhasa).” The
discussion among wise and learned persons, who have the argumentative
power and tolerance is called friendly debate. He must be devoid of jealousy,
and should have good communicative ability. In a friendly discussion, the

participants discuss problems and express their opinions frankly and



sincerely without fear of being defeated or of the fallacies of their arguments
being exposed. One is not worried when he is defeated or feels proud of
defeating his opponent in such a discussion. One should neither make an
attempt to misinterpret the others view nor hold extreme views and should

behave politely with the opponents.°

Meanwhile, a hostile colloquy always aims at victory. So Caraka gives
instructions regarding the line of approach to be adopted in a hostile debate.
Before entering into a hostile colloquy one must be confident of his
superiority. He must also examine the method proposed to be adopted by
the opponent, the difference between the abilities of himself and those of
his opponents and the dispositions of the members of the assembly. He is to
be judged from the intellectual and moral points. The good qualities of the
participants are knowledge of the text, capacity to remember, presence of
mind, and eloquence. Bad qualities are irritation, lack of skill, capacity to

7 Based on this criteria, the

remember, cowardice, and carelessness.
opponents are classified into three namely, (1) superior (pravara), (2)

inferior (pratyavara), and (3) equal (sama).® However, factors like the family

status and religion are not taken into account in assessing the opponent.
The strategies (vadopaya) to be adopted in the debate

It is not sensible to enter into a debate in a hostile council even if it
consists of the learned or the ignorant. But one can enter into a discussion
with the ignorant that is friendly or indifferent even if they neither possess

blazing fame, erudition, wisdom, and eloquence nor are held in high esteem



by reputed persons. When one gets engaged in a debate with such opponents,
he should use difficult sentences composed of complicated aphorisms.
Assuming a cheerful countenance and ridiculing the opponent, one should
engage the assembly without giving an opportunity for the opponent to speak.
If the opponent says some unusual word, he should be immediately told that
such a word is never used or that his proposition failed. If he further

challenges, he must be stopped by ridiculing him.’

In brief, Caraka gives a conspicuous and diplomatic description of the
nature and function of a debating council, taking into consideration the
divergent attitudes and dispositions of the participants. The instructions
about the procedures that are to be adopted by the disputant are suggestive
of how they would be helpful in the successful functioning of the Parisads
in engendering faultless and precise knowledge. When compared with a
hostile discussion, a friendly discussion is an unbiased one. On the contrary,
a hostile discussion always aims at either ones own victory or the defeat of
the opponent. The most important aspect is that it reflects a secular outlook.
His goalpost is true knowledge that contributes to human betterment and
happiness. So he does not emphasize religion and family status of the
participants. The two main things that he insists are intellectual ability and

moral strength.
Dialectical terms

Caraka was circumspect about the fact that it is essential for every
medical man to be conversant with logic and dialectical terms. The awareness

of logic and dialectical terms are needed not only for becoming an efficient



physician with ability discretion but also for engendering dialectical
competency that would enable one to take active part in academic activities.
In fact dialectics is the soul of Ayurveda which makes it innovative as in

the case of any other discipline.

Caraka speaks of forty-four dialectical terms in connection with the
discussion of the procedure of a debate. The dialectical terms discussed here
are not seen in any literature other than in the Nyaya-sutras. The dialectical

terms thus enumerated are:

(1) debate (vada), (2) substance (dravya), (3) quality (guna), (4) action
(karma), (5) universal (samanya), (6) particularity (viSesa), (7) inherence
(samavaya), (8) proposition (pratijia), (9) demonstration (sthapana),
(10) counter argument (pratisthapana), (11) reason (hetu), (12) example
(drstanta), (13) application (upanaya), (14) conclusion (nigamana),
(15) false rejoinder (uttara), (16) tenet (siddhanta), (17) word (Sabda),
(18) perception (pratyaksa), (19) inference (anumana), (20) historical
tradition (aitihya), (21) analogy (aupamya), (22) doubt (samsaya),
(23) purpose (prayojana), (24) inconclusive reason (savyabhicara),
(25) investigation (jijiasa), (26) determination (vyavasaya),
(27) presumption (arthapatti), (28) probability (sambhava), (29) imperfect
statement (anuyojya), (30) infallible statement (ananuyojya), (31) question
(anuyoga), (32) counter question (pratyanuyoga), (33) defective statement
(vakyadosa), (34) excellent assertion (vakyaprasamsa), (35) quibble

(cchala), (36) fallacy of reason (ahetu), (37) illogical order (atitakala),

(38) criticism (upalambha), (39) resolve (parihara), (40) violating the



proposition (pratijiahani), (41) criticism (abhyanujna), (42) dodging with
a wrong reason (hetvantara), (43) offering irrelevant statement (arthantara),

and (44) point of defeat (nigrahasthana).'’

These terms cover almost all the topics of logic and dialectics. But
they are not arranged in a systematic way as we see in the Nyaya-sutra. The
first category vada, refers to the unbiased discussion which aims at
discerning how things really are and all the other categories are its related
items in one way or the other. The six fundamental categories discussed in
the second chapter constitute the subject of debate and hence they are included
in the list. Similarly the seven sources of knowledge are also included in
the list. Proposition (pratijia), reason (hetu), example (drstanta),
application (upanaya), and conclusion (nigamana) form the integral part of
an argument designed to establish a point in debate. The procedure of
establishing a thesis by the subsequent members of syllogism is called
sthapana and the attempt to refute a sthapana by a counter syllogism is called
pratistapana. Doubt (samsaya) and purpose (prayojana) are the prerequisites
for an argument. Thus the actual number of logical terms other than the
fundamental categories and source of knowledge is thirty-one. The six
fundamental categories and all kinds of the source of knowledge included in
the enumeration were explained earlier in detail. So their description is
excluded in the present context. A rearrangement is also made here for the

convenience of description.



Debate (vada):

A debate (vada) is defined as an argumentative discussion with an
opponent based on scriptures (§astras).'' It presupposes two opposite sides
called disputants and opponents. Debate is of two types: (1) wrangling
(jalpa) and (2) cavil (vitanda). Wrangling is the advancement of arguments
in support of establishing one’s own views. For instance, if the disputant
puts forth an argument in support of his proposition that there is rebirth
(punarjanma), the opponent then advances argument in favour of his
proposition that there is no rebirth, which is antagonistic to the first. The
inner motive behind such counter argument is nothing but victory. A
wrangler always aims at victory. A cavil is just the opposite of this. It is a
destructive criticism. It is a perverse debate. The person engaged in a cavil
is not bothered about his point of view. On the contrary, he confines himself
to demurring against the opponent.'* Aksapada, in his Nyaya-sitra, does not
consider wrangling and cavil as the two divisions of vada. On the other
hand, he considers discussion (vada), wrangle (jalpa), and a cavil (vitanda)
as the three fold division of a debate. They are collectively known as katha."
VacaspatimiSra defines katha as a chain of arguments and refutations by
many disputants and opponents.'* The Nyaya-sttra defines discussion (vada)
as the establishment of a thesis by a disputant and its refutation and the
establishment of an antithesis by an opponent by means of five-member
syllogism and hypothetical reasoning (tarka), without deviating from the
established tenets.”” The main characteristics of discussion is that it
maintains a friendly spirit on either side. The aim of discussion is neither

victory nor fame. It aims at bringing truth to light through communication.'®



It is through discussion that one clarifies his old convictions and arrives at
new insights. A wrangle is also a kind of discussion. But the difference is
that it employs quibbles (cchala), futile rejoinders (jati), and processes
worthy of points of defeat (nigrahasthana) which are not employed in
discussion (vada) with the intention of victory.'” Similarly, a cavil is a kind
of wrangle in which an opponent attacks the disputant’s thesis, but does not
establish his tenet.'® A caviller also makes use of quibbles, futile rejoinders,
and points of defeat to refute the disputant. But he neither enunciates his
thesis nor proves it by a reason. Even though wrangling and cavil are hostile
in nature, they are justified on the ground that they may ward off attacks of
skeptics, and protect the right doctrine like the thorny fence to guard the

seed-beds."”

From the above details it can be conceded that the vada described in
the Nyaya-sutra corresponds to the friendly discussion (sandhaya sambhasa)
of Caraka.?® Similarly, jalpa and vitanda described in the Nyaya-sutra are
hostile in nature and hence they can be identified with the jalpa and vitanda
of the Carakasambhita. In fact, these two divisions subsumed under vada are
hostile discussions. So vada and sambhasa can be considered as alternative
names used in the Carakasamhita. Thus, we can conclude that the
ratiocinative procedure adopted in the Carakasamhita and the Nyaya-sutra

are fundamentally the same.?!
Concept of syllogistic reasoning:

Carakasamhita is the earliest book which gives a comprehensive

knowledge of syllogistic reasoning with all five members systematically



arranged. Syllogism consists of (1) proposition (pratijna), (2) reason (hetu),
(3) example (drstanta), (4) application (upanaya), and (5) conclusion
(nigamana). The procedure of establishing a thesis in debate by the
subsequent four members of the syllogism is called sthapana. Refutation
and establishment of the antithesis by antagonistic members of syllogism

1s named pratistapana.
Demonstration (sthapana):

Demonstration is the establishment of the proposition in a debate by
the operation of reason (hetu), example, application, and conclusion.?*In
fact, pratijiia together with sthapana represents the five-member syllogism.
Carakasamhita is the first available source in which the five member

inferential statement is exemplified.” The following is the example given

by him:
1. Proposition (pratijia ) -- the self is eternal
2. Reason (hetu) -- because it is not a product.
3. Example (drstanta) -- Just like ether.
4. Application (upanaya) -- the self is eternal like the ‘“‘non-
product” akasa.
5. Conclusion (nigamana) -- therefore, is eternal.

This five- member syllogism is referred to by the category avayava in
the Nyaya-stitra.”* Vatsyayana calls it “the great Nyaya”. ** However,

Kanada does not speak of the five member syllogism. But later on, almost



all the thinkers of the Nyaya-VaiSesika system accepted it, and it came to
be called “inference for others” (pararthanumana).*® It is also called by
the appellation Nyaya.?’ Vatsyayana mentions certain schools of thought
which admit a ten-member syllogism by including jijiasa, samsaya,
Sakyaprapti, prayojana and samsayavyudasa.”® The Mimamsakas accept the
first three members;?’ the Vedantins three -- either the first or the last three,*

and the Buddhists two: example (udaharana) and application (upanaya).*'
Counter syllogistic reasoning (pratistapana):

Counter syllogistic reasoning consists in the opponent’s effort to
establish a counter proposition by employing the other four members of the

syllogism in order to contradict the disputant.’?

Thus, for the above mentioned syllogism the following is the counter

syllogism.
1. Proposition --  The self is non-eternal
2. Reason --  because it is perceivable
3. Example --  just like a pitcher
4. Application --  the self is perceivable like the pitcher
5. Conclusion  --  therefore, is ephemeral.

Proposition (pratijna):

Proposition is the declaration of a thing that is to be proved.*® This is

further attested by Aksapada.’® Vatsyayana says that it is the pronouncement



of an “object qualified by a property” which is to be ascertained.’”
PraSastapada defines it as an assertion of what is to be proved by means of

inference and should be devoid of contradiction.?
Reason (hetu):

Caraka defines reason as the cause of valid knowledge.?” In syllogism,
reason is the second statement consisting of the grounds for inference. The
causes thus stated for such inferential knowledge are the pramanas of
perception, (2) inference, (3) tradition and (4) anology.*®* Here, what Caraka
implies is that a cause can be perceived, inferred, or known by analogy, or
from scriptures. That is, when one says that the mountain possesses fire
because it possesses smoke (parvato vahniman dhumavatvat), the reason is
smoke and it is a directly perceived one. But when one says that he is ill
because of poor digestion (ayamaturo mandagnitvat), the reason is not
directly perceived but inferred. Similarly, when it is said that purusa is
eternal because it is “not created” (nityah puruso akrtatvat), the reason
“not created” is neither perceived nor inferred. On the other hand, it is
known by tradition (aitihya). Again, in cases like his face is beautiful because
it resembles moon (asya mukham kantatamam candropamatvat), the reason

resemblance of moon is an analogical one.”

Aksapada explains that it as the reason for proving what it is to be
proved, on the basis of the homogeneity or the heterogeneity of the
examples.* Vatsyayana says that it is the means of demonstration of the
attribute in question through the generic nature of the attributes shown by

its existence in the examples.*' He adds that reason is inference.*



Kanada, who considers it as instrumental cause of inference, uses
apadeSa (description), linga (design), pramana (proof), and karana
(instrumental cause) as synonymous to reason (hetu)* and calls the
inferential knowledge laingikam. PraSastapada calls reason by the name

apadeSa and defines it as the statement about the inferential reason.*

According to the Buddhists, valid reason must fulfill three conditions
such as, existence of “major term” (sadhya) in the minor term (paksa),
existence in the locus where the presence of the major term has been
ascertained (sapaksatvam), and non-existence in the locus where the
nonexistence of the major term is decidedly known (vipaksatvam).” Reason
helps to prove what is to be proved. In other words, inferential knowledge
owes to the knowledge of reason. It has got an important place among the

members of syllogism because inferential cognition mainly depends on it.
Example: (drstanta)

An example is the third statement setting forth an illustration. It is
being defined as an explanation of a universal truth comprehensible by both
the lay man and the learned. It demonstrates the thing under investigation.*
This definition actually does not make apparent its function in syllogism,

but only reveals the characteristics desired for an example.

In syllogism, an example has to serve the purpose of demonstrating
the presence of invariable concomitance (vyapti) of what is to be proved --
the major term (sadhya) and what proves it -- the middle term (hetu). Taking

into account of this fact, a two fold definition is given in the Nyaya-sutras.



The first one gives the general characteristics most wanted of an example
to be cited as an illustration as given by Caraka,*” while the second one
depicts its role as a member of syllogism. In a syllogism, an example
serves the means of the demonstration of the attribute in question through
the generic nature of the attribute as shown by the example, or through the
dissimilarity to what is to be established.”® Vatsyayana further clarifies
that an example illustrates the relation of invariable concomitance of the
thing that is to be proved or the major term (sadhya) and the sign or the
middle term (hetu).” To be precise, the basic difference between the
Carakasamhita and Nyaya-sutra is that demonstration of invariable
concomitance (vyapti) is not clearly expressed in the syllogism of the

former while it is performed by the example in the latter.*

PraSastapada, who presupposes the ascertainment of the invariable
concomitance of the major term (sadhya) and the middle term (sadhana) in
the example, divides example into two: positive example (sadharmya
nidar$ana) and negative example (vaidharmya nidar§ana) on the basis of the
similarity and dissimilarity.”’ He also explains fake examples
(nidarsanabhasa), where the example adduced is inadequate to substantiate

the concomitance of the minor term and the major term.>?
Application (upanaya):

Application (upanaya) is the fourth member of the syllogism. Caraka
does not give a definition of application beyond exemplifying it. We can

conclude from the given illustration that application is a statement showing



that the minor term (paksa) of inference has the reason of inference which
is invariably related to the thing that is sought to be established. It is in
conformity with this that Aksapada defines it as wrapping up with

reference to the example of what is to be proved in the form of “as being

2

so” or “as being not so”. > This is further attested by PraSastapada who

calls it anusandheya.™
Conclusion (nigamana):

In the case of conclusion also Caraka does not give any definition. From
the nomenclature of the example it can be inferred that his conception does
not materially differ from its concept in the Nyaya-sutra which holds that
conclusion serves the purpose of excluding contradicting suggestions against
the establishment of that which is to be proved.” Aksapada defines it as the
restatement of the proposition after stating the reason.’® PraSastapada calls
it by the term pratyamnaya. He also holds that it is the reiteration of the

reason.’’

According to the most perfected definition given by
GangeSopadhyaya, conclusion is a sentence that generates the verbal
cognition referring to the presence of the major term (sadhya) in the minor
term (paksa) of inference, which fact is arrived at by the cognition of the
presence of reason in the minor term of inference.’® In conclusion, Caraka
gives an outline of the five member syllogistic expressions that gives rise

to the verbal cognition conductive to the rise of inferential cognition which

was further clearly and judiciously accounted by the Naiyayikas.



False rejoinder (uttara)

False Rejoinder is the opposition that occurs in a counter-
demonstration. It is being defined as an attempt of the opposition to upset
the endeavor to establish a thesis by showing a dissimilarity of the reason
where a similarity of the subject of the thesis with the example is stated or
by showing the similarity of the reason where the dissimilarity of the subject
of the thesis with the example is stated.” Thus, when it is said that diseases
are caused by factors having identical properties, for instance cold fever is
caused by factors having identical properties such as snow and chilly air,
the contention is that effects are dissimilar from their causes because burning
and heating sensation and inflammation of organs of the body are caused by

exposure to snow and cold wind.®

The category named jati of the Nyaya-sutras serves the very same
purpose of uttara in debate.®' There, it is defined as a sophistical refutation
of an argument based on similarity or dissimilarity.®* Aksapada enumerates
twenty-four kinds of futile rejoinders® which Caraka was unaware of. If
this elaborate list had been known to Caraka, he would not have passed them

with out referring to them.®
Tenet (siddhanta):

Tenet is the affirmation of an idea as a truth after examination and

5

demonstration by various methods of proper reasoning.®® There are four

kinds of tenets. They are:

(I) Tenet accepted unanimously by all the schools

(sarvatantrasiddhanta).



Example: There are causes of diseases, there are diseases, and curable

diseases can cured.®®

(2) Different tenets accepted by different systems of thought regarding

one and the same thing (pratitantrasiddhanta).

Example: Some people say that there are eight rasas; while in
Carakasamhita it is said there are six rasas. Similarly Carakasamhita
accepts five sense capacities while some others say that there are six sense

capacities.?’
(3)Tenets implied by accepting another tenet (adhikaranasiddhanta)®®

Example: If it is established that liberated self does not enjoy the fruit
of karma since they are devoid of desires, then the doctrine of the suffering

of the fruit of karma, liberation, and rebirth are to be accepted.®’

(4) The tenet accepted for the sake of argument with out proper

examination or proper reason (abhyupagama-siddhanta).™

Example: Sometimes substance is accepted as the most important; on
some other occasions quality is accepted as the chief one; and at times potency

is accepted as the most important one. !

Aksapada, who shares almost the very same view of Caraka, defines
tenet as a postulation resting on either the authority of a certain school,
hypothesis, or implication.”” Then he classifies it into four as the above’.
Udyotakara defines tenet as a conviction with regard to the exact nature of a

thing.”* KeSavamiSra defines it as something which is authoritatively settled



true.” The conception of both Caraka and Aksapada regarding tenet is one

and the same.
Doubt (samsaya):

Doubt about a thing occurs when its certainty is not ascertained. It is
want of judgment about things of uncertainty.”® For instance, when persons
endowed with the signs of long life, persons without such signs and active,
and inactive persons are seen to live a long life or succumb to sudden death,
there arises the doubt whether death is timely or untimely. Accordingly,
doubt is an erroneous cognition which consists in attributing two recalled

contradictory characteristics to a single substratum.

Aksapada gives second priority to doubt in his categorial scheme,
because it is regarded as a prerequisite for the employment of syllogistic
reasoning (Nyaya) for arriving at correct judgments. He defines doubt as
an indefinite knowledge, which seeks to know the identifying characteristic

of an object, and ascribes its occurrence to five different causes.”’

Vatsyayana says that there is no need of applying the Nyaya to an object
which is unknown or which has been ascertained. It is only when there exists
doubt regarding an object there occurs the need of examination by the
instrument of knowledge called Nyaya.”® Further he explains the five causes
of doubt. Accordingly, the doubt arising from the perception of common
charactereristcs of many objects in a single object (samanadharmopapatti)
is the first one . The doubt occurring from the apprehension of properties

of homogeneous and heterogeneous things in a substratum



(anekadhrmopapatti) is the second. The third originates from the knowledge
of contradictory views (vipratipatti). Doubt taking place from the
irregularity of cognition (upalabdhyavyavastha), and doubt cropping up from
irregularity of non-cognition (anupalabdyavyavastha) are the fourth and fifth
respectively.”” Doubt, according to Kanada, is an erroneous cognition that
originates from the perception of the common characteristics of many objects
in a thing followed by the recollection of the specific characteristics of such
objects.® To PraSastapada, doubt is an indefinite cognition in the form of
“either this or that”. It arises from the recollection of the peculiarities of
the two objects consequent on the perception of an object having the
similarities of those objects whose distinct characteristics have formerly
been cognized.®' Sivaditya conceives doubt as indefinite cognition **and

includes false assumption (izha) and error (anadhyavasaya) in it.*

If we look at the whole explanations, we can see that doubt is an
erroneous cognition which originates from uncertainty because of attributing
contradictory characteristics to an object. Thus, in essence, all the later
explanations make no difference in the explanation given in the
Carakasambhita. In fact, if Caraka explained the nature of doubt, Aksapada

and others focused on its cause.
Purpose (prayojana):

Every voluntary action is motivated. Every one acts to obtain the
desired object or to avoid an undesirable object.* Purpose is that for which
an action is begun.® It is the motivating object of an action® or it is that

which goads one in to action."



Inconclusive reason (savyabhicara):

A cause must be consistently concomitant with the effect. If it is
inconsistent, it cannot be accepted as a cause. This “inconsistency” is called
inconclusiveness.®® For example, when a medicine is prescribed for a
particular disease, the medicine suggested may or may not be suited to cure
the disease. Hence, the medicine which is stated as the cause has no invariable
concomitance with the effect. Savybhicara is treated as a division of fallacies
of reason by Aksapada. He calls it anaikantika.* When a reason or the
middle term (hetu) stated is found to be concomitant with neither the major
term (sadhya) only nor the negation of the major term only, but with both ,
then it is called is said to be tainted by indecision.” Such a reason has the
tendency to prove both the major term and its negation due to its connection
with both the major term and its negation. Hence it raises doubt about the
major term. Taking note of this nature Kanada calls it “the doubtful”
(sandigdha).’ Annambhatta, ViSvanatha and others call it by the name
savyabhicara itself and classifies it into three, namely general (sadharana),

peculiar (asadharana), and non-exclusive (anupasamhari).”

Whatever might be the division, the lack of invariable concomitance
leading to inconclusiveness is the key concept of savyabhicara. Hence the
knowledge of savyabhicara has got a prominent role in ascertaining accurate

reason.
Investigation (jijnasa):
Investigation (jijiasa) means a deliberate examination (pariksa). For

instance, a medicine is prescribed for a disease only after a proper



examination.” Aksapada does not refer to jijiasa in his categorical
discussion. But Vatsyayana uses it in a different sense. He considers it as

one of the five factors which initiate discussion.’*
Determination (vyavasaya):

Vyavasaya means determinate cognition in the form of “this is a disease
due to predominance of vayu” or “this is the particular medicine for a
particular disease”.”” Aksapada uses this term in the definition of perception

in order to characterize it as determinate.’®

Imperfect statement (anuyojya) and Infallible statement

(ananuyojya):

An imperfect statement (anuyojya) is a faulty assertion in the form of
making only general statements leaving out essential details in such contexts

where it is needed.

Example: Some one makes a statement that a given disease is curable
by elimination therapy instead of saying that it is curable by emetic or
purgation therapy.’” An infallible statement (ananuyojya) is just the opposite

of an imperfect statement.

Example: The given disease is incurable. *® It is a perfect and reliable

statement.
Question (anuyoga) and counter question (pratyanuyoga)

A question (anuyoga) is a query advanced by a learned person to another

in a debate on the basis of the thesis that he puts forward.



Example: When one scholar makes the assertion “purusa is eternal”
the another scholar asks “What is the reason?”. * If a question like “why
do you ask such a question?” ensues as a response from the first person,

then it is called a counter question.'®
Defective statement (vakyadosa):

Defective statement (vakyadosa) is the imperfection of a statement due
to (1) inadequacy (nyuna), (2) redundancy (adhika), (3) meaninglessness

(anarthaka), (4) incoherence (aparthaka), and (5) contradiction (viruddha).""

1. Inadequacy means the lack of any one of the five members of the
syllogism. Giving only one reason where it is necessary to give more reasons
is also inadequacy. That is, when a statement has to be supported by a number
of reasons, only one is offered and the others are omitted, substantially
affecting the strength of support for the establishment of the thesis.'” This
explanation is further confirmed by Aksapada and Vatsyayana, who consider

it as a division of nigrahasthana.'®

(2) Redundancy is contradictory to inadequacy. It consists in referring
to topics which are not relevant to discussion. If the opponent speaks of
Barhaspatya and Sukraniti in a context where Ayurveda is being debated, it
is an instance of redundancy. It also denotes needless repetition. This type
of redundancy is of two types: verbal repetition (Sabdapunarukta) and
semantic repetition (artha- punarukta).Verbal repetition is the repetition of
words and semantic repetition is giving more than one synonym to denote

one and the same meaning.'” Aksapada makes difference in this regard. He



construes redundancy as the repetition of reason or an example cited in a
syllogism.'” Moreover he considers the above-mentioned two divisions as
two separate divisions of another nigrahasthana called repetition
(punarukta) and suggests that they become faults in places where they have

no specific sense to convey.'*

3. The meaningless means a collection of letters with out any

signification.'’”. It is called nirarthaka by Aksapada.'®

4. Incoherence is a combinations of words which do not convey a

connected meaning.'”

Example: “whey wheel thunder race morning”. Aksapada defines it
as a statement which does not give a complete sense due to the lack of

syntactical relation. ''°

5. A contradictory statement means making a statement which is
contradictory to the example (drstantavirudha), to the conclusion, to an

established tenet (sidhantavirudha), or to tradition (samayaviruddha).

The example of the first is the statement that fever produces heat as
cold water produces heat and that of the second is a physician’s statement

that medicine does not cure diseases.

Contradiction of tradition (samayaviruddha) is the making of
statements against the tenets of a particular Sastra. It is of three kinds: (1)
contradictory statement against tenets of Ayurvedic tradition, (2) against

the tenets of ritual tradition, and (3) against tenets concerning liberation in



spiritual tradition. Thus, the assertion that a therapy has four constituents
is a statement against the recognized tenet of Ayurveda. Similarly, the
statement that animals should not be killed in rituals is contradictory to the
established tenet of the ritual tradition and the statement regarding violence

towards living beings is against the spiritual tradition.'"
Excellent assertion (vakyaprasamsa):

An excellent assertion (vakyaprasamsa) is a brilliant statement which
is free from the aforesaid defects of inadequacy, redundancy,
meaninglessness, incoherence, contradiction and is well expressive of the
sense.''"* It is to be noted here that Aksapada does not refer to
vakyapraSamsa though he deals with the four divisions of vakyadosas under

the category nigrahasthana.
Quibble (cchala) :

A quibble (chala) signifies a response in which the statement of the
opponent is intentionally misinterpreted to defeat him. It is a speech
consisting of mere words creating the sense that it is meaningful while it is
actually fraught with irrelevant and improper meanings.'"? It has got two
divisions: (1) verbal quibble (vakchala), and (2) generalizing quibble
(samanyachala)."'* Aksapada, who recognises quibble as a category, defines
it as an assail on one’s speech by a deliberate misinterpretation of it,'"> and
adds one more to the division called figurative quibble (upacarachala). This

is further attested by Vatsyayana''® and Udyotakara.'"’
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Though Caraka classifies quibbles, he does not define each one of them.
He only illustrates them. However, the examples given for the two types of

quibbles agree with the definitions given for them by Aksapada.
1. Verbal quibble (vakchala).

A verbal quibble (vakchala), according to Aksapada, is the assuming
of a meaning by the opponent other than that intended by the speaker since

he has not specified his meaning.'"®

Example: The word navatantra has got two meanings: one who has
learned his new books and one who has learned nine books. Thus, when a
person says about his opponent: “This is a navatantra” with the intention
that he has learned new books, the opponent takes the second meaning and
replies, “1 haven’t nine books; I have only one book”. Then the former
objects: “I did not say, you have nine books; 1 say that you have newly
learned the books (navabhyastatantra)” and then the opponent retorts: “I
have read the book many times”. ''® A similar example is cited by Vatsyayana
also. The word navakambala has the meaning one who weares nine cloth and
also one who wears new blanket. Thus, when one says “navakambalo’sya”
to mean the young boy bears new blanket, the opponent replies: “This boy
has only one blanket; where are the nine blankets?” Here also the opponent

misinterprets the word navakambala as intended by the speaker.'*
2. Generalizing quibble (samanyachala):

A quibble in respect of generalities (samanyachala ) is giving an

absurd meaning which is rendered possible by generalising the terms where
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a particularised meaning is intended.'”' When a person says that medicine
cures diseases the opponent takes the most general characteristic of the
words and asks whether he intends to say that an existing entity cures another
existing entity, and, if so, the disease bronchitis (kasa) being an existing
entity must cure the disease consumption (ksaya), for it is also an existing
entity.'”? Here also the quibbler is fully aware of the intended meaning of
the speaker. But he deliberately tries to find fault with the speaker.

Vatsyayana also cites a similar example.'?

3. Figurative quibble (upacaracchala):

Aksapada adds one more division called figurative quibble
(upacarachala) as a third division. Accordingly, upacarachala consists in
discarding one’s statement as senseless by taking its primary sense where
the secondary sense is intended.'* It is notable that Aksapada himself raises
the objection that vakchala is upacarachala itself because alteration in
meaning is a common feature in both the cases.'” Further, he himself clears
out the objection by pointing out that there exists specific differences
between the two beyond their minor similarities.'*® Referring to this,
Dasgupta suggests that the objection raised reveals his disagreement with
the classification given in Carakasamhita.'”’ However, Aksapada is found
to be very weak to establish his argument. The hair splitting specific

difference that he claims for them to have is not convincing.
Fallacies of reason (ahetu):

The validity of inference depends upon the validity of each and every

member of the syllogism. Hence it is necessary to identify a valid reason
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and for that it is essential to have an accurate knowledge of fallacies of
reason to ensure accuracy of reasoning. Caraka does not evolve a general
definition of the fallacies of reason. Aksapada, who calls fallacies of reason
by the term hetvabhasa, treats it as one of the categories. But he also does
not give a general definition of it. Vatsyayana, at the same time, describes
fallacies of reason as ahetu which appears as if it were a reason and which
is devoid of the characteristics that is essential for a reason.'?® Udyotakara
also calls it ahetu which means deficient in one or other characteristics of

the valid reason.'?®

Annambhatta defines fallacies of reason as the object of valid cognition
which obstructs a judgment."’® Cakrapani says that ahetu is a reason which

is incapable of generating inferential knowledge.""

Caraka classifies fallacies of reason into three: Equalizing the minor
term (prakaranasama), doubtful reason (samSayasama), and equalizing the
proposition (varnyasama).'”* Aksapada describes five fallacies of reason.
They are (1) savyabhicara, (2) viruddha, (3) prakaranasama, (4) sadhyasama,
and (5) (kalatita).'** Kanada, enumerates three'> and Annambhatta five'?,
Thus, there is a divergence of opinion regarding the number of fallacies of
reason. Savyabhicara, which is a common division of fallacies of reason in
the Nyaya-VaiSesika classification, has been excluded by Caraka in his
enumeration and is described independently. It is because savyabhicara is
not only an erroneous reason in inference but can also be a defective cause.
Similary, viruddha and atitakala are also described independently since they

are common defects. !¢



(1) Equalising the controversy (prakaranasama): If a reason (hetu)
remains unproved and the controversy continues, it is called prakaranasama.
Example: When the proponent states that the self is eternal since it is
different from the body, then the opponent refutes it by pointing out the
fallacy underlying the assertion. The opponent argues that if the soul is
eternal just because it is different from the body which is ephemeral, then
the reason different from the body will not lead to a final judgment that
“the self is eternal”, because the middle term or reason (hetu) “different
from the body” remains unascertained like the unproved major term
(sadhya), that is the ‘eternity of the self’."”” Thus, the controversy remains

unsolved.

Prakaranasama, according to Aksapada, is a reason that does not help
to ascertain the major term (sadhya) for which it is proposed, but only
generates doubt about it."*® He also speaks of another prakaranasama which
is a division of false rejoinder (jati). It consists in opposing an argument
on the strength of similarity of the minor term (paksa) with the examples
having contradictory characters. '** For instance, when it is argued with equal
force that sound is ephemeral because its property of eternity is not cognized
in things like vessels, the opponent challenges it by saying that sound is
eternal because its property of being ephemeral is not known in objects
like akasa . No conclusion can be arrived at from either of the two reasons
mentioned or from the two propositions due to the equal strength of

contradiction. Hence it leads to the unsettlement of the contradiction. '*°

It is to be noted in this connection that the fallacy of reason

prakaranasama conceived by Caraka is different from both the
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prakaranasamas of the Nyayasutra. If the reason or the minor term equalises
the middle term, it is called prakaranasama in the Carakasamhita. But in
the Nyaya-sutra, the fallacy of reason prakaranasama refers to a reason
which creates only doubt. Similarly the false rejoinder prakaranasama
refers to the existence of two contradictory reasons in the middle term or
stating of two contradictory propositions which leads to the unsettlement

of the contradiction.

2. Doubtful reason (samsSayasama): If the reason offered for the
deduction is doubtful, it is called samSayasama.'*' Thus a person quotes a
passage from Ayurveda: “Is he a physician or not?”  This doubtful
statement can even be quoted by a person who is not a physician simply
after hearing from somewhere else. So quoting a passage from Ayurveda
leaves behind the doubt whether the man who has quoted the passage is a
physician or not. If this itself is offered as a reason for clearing doubt by
saying “he is a physician because he has quoted the Ayurvedic passage”,
then it becomes the fallacy of reason called samsSayasama.'** In Nyayas-
sutra, samSayasama is regarded as a false rejoinder. There, samSayasama
is confined to opposing a proposition of the proponent by urging that the
existence of a major term (sadhya) in the minor term (paksa) is doubtful
due to its similarity with one example in which the major term is present
and with another example in which the major term is absent.'*’
Thus, the difference with regard to false rejoinder in the Carakasambhita
and Nyayas-sutra is that in the former it is used in the sense of a doubtful
reason adduced for a particular conclusion while in the latter it is a case in

which doubt is not removed on account of the fact that the major term

possesses two opposite characteristics in two different examples.



3. Equalizing the major term (varnyasama): If the example cited to
confirm a major term is an unproved one and makes no difference to the
major term, it is called varnyasama. For instance, when it is stated that
intellect is ephemeral like sound since intellect is untouchable like the latter,
the non-eternity of sound remains as much in need of a proof as the intellect
for its confirmation. Hence, the proposition intellect is eternal also remains
unproved on the basis of the example “sound”.'** This fallacy of reason is
similar to the false rejoinder called sadhyasama of the Nyaya-sutra.
Revealing this idea, Jayantabhatta describes sadhyasama as the equalising

nature of the example and the major term in respect of provability.'*
Illogical order (3ti_tak§13):

Illogical order (atitakala) is a fallacy which occurs when something
which should be stated first in the order of priority is stated later or when
there is an occasion for a point of defeat if one keeps silence in due time and

applies it afterwards to some other point breaking the logical sequence.'*

The first part of the explanation given for atitakala corresponds to a
division of point of defeat (nigrahasthana) called apraptakala of the Nyaya-
sutra. There, it is being defined as the making of an alteration in the sequence
of a syllogism.'” The common feature in both the cases is the illogical
sequence of the members of syllogism and so they cannot convey any
connected meaning. Taking account of this fact, Cakrapani cites an example
pertaining to syllogism in which the proposition which should be said first

is stated last and the conclusion which should be said last is stated first.'*®
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But it is to be noted that the second part of the definition given by Caraka
vindicates that he does not restrict the alteration to the sequence of the

members of syllogism but to the point of defeat also.
Criticism (upalambha):

Criticism (upalambha) denotes the act of pointing out the fallacies of

reason in a debate.'*
Resolve (parihara):

Resolve (parihara) is the resolution given as reply to the objections

raised by pointing out the fallacies of reason by the opponent.'*

For instance, the following is the resolution given in reply to the
objection raised against establishing that the self is eternal. “The self is
eternal. It shows signs as long as it remains in the body and when it leaves
the body there will be no signs in the body even if it is there. Therefore, the

self is different form the body and is eternal”.'*!
Violating the proposition (pratijnahani) :

When one is forced to forsake his preposition due to the attack of the
opponent, it is called violating the proposition."”* For instance, when one
begins with his assertion that the self is eternal, but being contradicted by
the opponent by a counter thesis that the self is ephemeral, he is forced to

give up his original proposition that the self is eternal.

A quite different definition of pratijiahani is given by Aksapada who

considers it as a division of the point of defeat. Accordingly, violating the



proposition occurs when one admits in his example that there is the character
of a counter example.'”® A person says that sound is ephemeral because it is
perceptible by a sense capacity like a jar and the opponent refutes it by saying
that sound is eternal because it is perceptible by a sense organ like a genus
which is eternal. Then the disputant replies that if a perceptible genus is
eternal, a jar also must be eternal. Here the disputant admits that in his
example jar, there is the character of eternity which is a property of genus,
the counter example. Thus, he denies the ephemeral nature of a jar proposed
by him and admits its eternity which is the character of a counter example
and hurts the disputant’s proposition.'** Even though the definition given
by Caraka is different from the definition given in Nyaya-sutra, he agrees
with the core point that the disputant has to forsake his original thesis. As

such, it can be treated as a point of defeat.
Confessional retort (abhyanujna):

A confessional retort (abhynujia) consists in charging the opponent
with a defect by admitting the defect in oneself.'” This corresponds to the

point of defeat called matanujina of Nyaya-sutra.'®
Dodging with a wrong reason (hetvantara):

If the disputant dodges a genuine reason by giving a wrong reason, it
is called hetvantara."”’ The Nyaya-sutra describes it in a different way from
this. There, it consists in investing the reason with a particular character,

when the reason of general character is opposed.'®



Offering irrelevant statement (arthantara) :

Offering irrelevant statement (arthantara) consists in setting aside the

relevant topic and introducing the irrelevant one."”

Example: When the disputant is expected to give the-definition of
fever, he gives the definition of diabetes (prameha). This is also given in the

Nyaya-sitra.'®
Points of defeat (nigrahasthana):

Points of defeat are the grounds of defeat. Caraka says that it occurs
when an argument of the disputant is not understood by the assembly
constituted by learned members. Caraka has already discussed the various
types of points of defeat in the course of his discussion. The Nyaya-sutra
describes it as the inability to refute an opponent’s thesis or to establish
one’s own thesis refuted by the opponent.'®’ Twenty-two kinds of such

nigrahasthanas are enumerated in the Nyaya-sutra.'®

Apart from these forty-four categories, Caraka describes another group
of ten technical terms which have precise relevance within the context of
Ayurveda .'® It is inevitable for a physician to know them for becoming a

competent person in treatment. They are the following:
1.  The agent or the one who initiates an action (karana).
2. The instrument that helps the agent to perform his action (karana).

3. The substantial cause that is being modified into an effect by the

action (karyayoni).



4.  The effect for which the agent performs his action (karya).
5. The purpose intended of the effect by the agent (karyaphala).

6. The good or bad which binds the doer as a result of the production

of the particular effect (anubandha).
7. Location or site of the action (desa).
8. Time or duration for transformation (kala).

9. The effort needed for the production of the desired effect

(pravrtti).

10. The compliance and also the excellence in the proper setting of
the agent, instrument, and the material cause to accomplish the

desired effect.'®

Similarities and dissimilarities of dialectical terms in Carakasamhita

and Nyaya-sutra:

The following are some of the basic similarities and differences of the
dialectical terms in the Carakasamhita and the Nyaya-sutras. Debate, the
five membered syllogism, example, false rejoinder, tenet, the source of
knowledge, doubt, purpose, quibble, fallacies of reason, doubt, and point of
defeat explained in Carakasamhita are given independent categorical status
in the Nyayasutras. Sthapana of Carakasamhita is represented by the
category avayava of the Nyaya-sutras. Similarly, false rejoinder (uttara) of
Caraka corresponds to the category jati of Aksapada. The peculiarity of the

Nyaya-sutra is that it enumerates twenty-four divisions of false rejoinders
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(jati) which are found lacking in Caraka. Caraka recognizes pratijnahani,
abhyanujia, kalatitavacana, ahetu, nyuna, adhika, vyartha, anarthaka,
punarukta, viruddha, hetvantara, and arthantara as of points of defeat.'®
Ahetu is regaded as a point of defeat in Caraka. Aksapada calls it by the
name hetvabhasa. Moreover, he treates it as an independent category and as
a division of the point of defeat. Even though the points of defeat
pratijiahani and hetvantara are described in Nyaya-sttra and Caraka, they
are different in both. Caraka speaks of twelve kinds of points of defeat.
Aksapada increases the number to twenty-two. Savyabhicara, which is treated
distinctly by Caraka is conceived as a division of fallacies of reason in the
Nyaya-sutra. The fallacy of reason prakaranasama and samsSayasama given
in Caraka and the Nyaya-sutras are different. Varnyasama of the Samhita
corresponds to the false rejoinder sadhyasama in the Nyaya-sitra. Jijiasa,
vavasaya. anuyojya, ananuyojya,, anuyoga, pratyanuyoga, vakyaprasamsa,
upalambhah, parihara discussed in Caraka are not given catagorial

importance in the Nyaya-sutras.

The historicity of logic and dialectical speculations of

Carakasamhita

In India, “science of demonstration or reasoning” has been struggling
in vain for more than two thousand years to extricate itself from religion
and to make itself independent of faith in the scriptures.'®® Though we can
consider the earliest references of debates, dialogues, and formal legal
councils in the early Upanisads,'”’ Smrtis,'® Buddhistic and other secular

literatures as the precursors of science of search, they do not give an idea
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of the formal type of disputation or the system of dialectics. Kautilya (about
327 BC) recognized science of search or demonstration as a distinct branch
among the four branches of study.'® He calls it anv1'_k§1'k1' and associates it
with Samkhya, Yoga and Lokayata.'’ It is enjoined in a verse that it is the
lamp for all sciences, means of all affairs, and basis for all that is to be

done.'”!

Carakasamhita and the Nyaya-sutra are the two available early books

which give us an attention-grabbing account of the science of reasoning.

It is Carakasamhita which gives an elaborate exposition of the science
of reasoning in relation to the description of the debate. Details regarding
the types of councils (parisats), the different kinds of partaking opponents,
the nature of debates, the procedure that is to be followed in a debating
council, and a long list of dialectical terms including the fundamental
categories and the source of knowledge are discussed in the Carakasambhita.
But it does not receive as much attention as the Nyaya-sutra does. It may be
because of the following reasons. Carakasambhita is not an independent treaty
on the science of reasoning. On the other hand, it is a compendium of science
of life. Moreover, it is not rendered in a systematic form. As far as the
Nyaya-sutra is concerned, its main purpose has been the discussion of the
science of reason. Nyaya, as a philosophical system, primarily deals with
epistomolgy and logic, and secondarily with ontology, psychology, ethics,
and theology.'”* Of these, epistemology and logic are considered to have been
the greatest contribution of the Nyaya-sutra to the Indian system of

philosophy. It is on the basis of this that it is called pramanasastra. Placing
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primacy on the science of reasoning, it gives a meticulous account of logic
and dialectics. Above all, it enters into the act of refuting the epistemological
as well as the metaphysical theories of the rival schools giving it the nature

of a full fledged philosophical system.

Now the question arises as to whether Carakasamhita is the precursor
of Nyaya - sutra or whether Caraka has incorporated the the Nyaya tenets
into it. With regard to the origin of the science of reasoning, Mahadev
Rajaram Bodas suggests that Pﬁrvaimﬁmsﬁ developes sundry rules of logic
in philosophical disquisitions connected with sacrifices from the exegetical
necessity and called them the Nyayas. The science of reasoning (5nv1'_k§k1'_)
took shape by the secularization of these exegetical rules.'”” Based on this
hypothesis, he concludes that Gotama'”* developed a philosophical system
from the secular art called anvisiki. Thus, it acquired the new appellation

Nyaya and became the rival of the two Mimamsas.'”

However, this theory is not tenable. The main reason is that the period
of development that preceded the composition of the Nyaya-sutra has been
left out by him . The important thing to be taken into consideration is that
he does not speak of anything about Carakasamhita in this regard. If it is
admitted that Gotama has evolved the Nyaya philosophy from the secularized
form of the Mimﬁmsﬁ-nyﬁyﬁs then the Nyaya system cannot become a rival
system to the Mimamsas. Moreover, he does not give due importance to

what Kautilya says.

Satis Chandra Vidyabhushana gives a different theory. According to

him, anviksiki was formerly a spiritual science (atmavidya)'’® and



Carakasamhita as well as Nyaya-sutra of Aksapada embodies doctrines
propounded by Medhatihi Gautama. He says that Caraka has accepted them
in the crude form and Aksapada in the refined form.'” He has also stated
that the doctrines of anviksiki did not evidently constitute a part of the
original Ayurveda of Punarvasu Atreya. But it was incorporated into the

Carakasamhita by the redactor Caraka.'”

It is some thing remarkable that there are scholars who consider that
Caraka-samhita is the forerunner of the Nyay-sutra. Winternitz is of the
opinion that Carakasamhita is older than the redacted Nyaya-sttra.'” Though
there are many other scholars who admit this point of view, it is Dasgupta
who gives a precise and authentic opinion in this regard. He vehemently
opposes the theory of Vidyabhusana as baseless. He says that Methatithi
Gautama is a mythical person who has not written anything and that Caraka
has not borrowed from Methatithi Gautama. He argues on the ground that
the evidences cited by Vidyabhusana to substantiate his theory are
irrelevant."®® He considers that the Nyaya-sutras was composed by Aksapada
in the second or the third century A.D." The most significant part of his
investigative report consists of the concluding remarks. He says: “since
there is no mention of the development of art of debate in any other literature
it is reasonable to suppose that the art of debate and its other accessories
developed from early times in the traditional medical schools, whence they
are found collected in the Carakasamhita.”'®* He adds that the illustrations
of the mode of dispute and the categories of the art of debate belong to the
medical field and so the logical portion of Carakasamhita was not collected

from non-medical literature and grafted into it.'*’
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The following are some of the main points that Dasgupta puts forward
to substantiate his finalization. The half mythical account of the origin of
Avyurveda given at the beginning of the first chapter of siitrasthana bears
testimony to the fact that Ayurveda was occupied from the beginning with
the investigation of the nature of causes (hetu) and reason (linga) for
legitimate inferences in connection with the enquiry into the causes of
diseases and the apprehension of signs of the same.'® We find no work of
an earlier date, Hindu, Buddhist or Jaina, which treats of the logical subjects
found in the Carakasamhita . So we have to assume that Caraka has got his
materials regarding logic and dialectics from AgniveSa. More over these
logical discussions seems to be inextricably connected with medical
discussions of diagnosis of diseases and the ascertainment of their causes.'®’
In addition to this, determination of cause and effects and the inference of
facts or events of invariable concomitance are an indispensable necessity
for Ayurveda physicians in the diagnosis of diseases and the ascertainment

of their causes and cures.!'8°

The definition of perception given by Caraka seems to be the earliest
model, because its definition in the Nyaya-sutra adds three more
qualifications to make the meaning more complex and precise.'*” However,
the findings of Dasgupta that debate and its accessories explained in the
Carakasamhita have developed in the early medical realm is more reasonable
and tenable. It is significant to note in this connection that scholars like
Pradeep P. Gokhale also say: “Caraka is perhaps the first thinker, whose

discussion on the nature and possible faults of controversy is possible”.'®



In addition to this, he again suggests that Caraka’s account of the method of
debate appeared some three centuries before Aksapada.'® One of the
difficulties is that he ascribes Nyaya-sutra to Aksapada of the second
century BC, which has only a partial recognition. The original authorship
of Nyaya-sutra is a controversial one. Some scholars ascribe the authorship
to Gautama while some others say that it is Aksapada. Some of them are of
the opinion that both Aksapada and Gautama are one and the same person.
Still some others, attribute the authorship to Gotama and also to Medhatithi
Gautama as shown above.'” These opinions are mainly based on external
evidences. It should be noted that the earliest authoritative books on Nyaya

which came subsequent to the Sutra namely, Nyayabhasya'', Nyayavartika'®?,

Nyayavartika- tatparyatika'®® and Nyaya Mafijari'®* ascribe the authorship

to Aksapada.

There are sufficient internal and external evidences to prove that
Carakasamhita is a precursor of the Nyaya-sutra with regard to the science
of debate and reasoning provided Aksapada is admitted as the author of the
Nyaya-sutra. The most striking evidence is that Caraka does not give
definitions of all the dialectical terms. He does it at random; some of the
terms are defined and illustrated, while some others are given definitions
only. Still some others are left with examples only. At the same time, it is
in the Nyaya-sutras and its subsequent books that we see a systematic and
meticulous account of these technical terms. He defines them all. But he is
not interested in illustrating them. This shows the premature nature of the

doctrines at the time of the compilation of the Carakasamhita. Moreover,
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the epistemology of the Nyaya-sutra covers not only the sources of knowledge
but also the conditions of the validity of knowledge and their sources. It is
typical of the Nyaya-sutra that it considers Samkhyas as a rival school and
refutes their metaphysical and epistemological doctrines. At the same time,
Caraka pays much veneration to the early Samkhyas. In fact, the
metaphysical doctrines of the Carakasamhita are of pre-classical origin.
The most conspicuous thing is that Caraka not only outlines methodology
of disputation but also applies it to his own compendium. The Carakasamhita

is compiled in the very same pattern.

The most reasonable conclusion that can be drawn from the foregoing
facts is that Caraka gives a methodology of right thinking and the details of
system of logic and dialectics practically complete and more or less
consistent. Yet it has not attained the nature of a full-fledged system. Caraka
addresses logic and dialectical problems not in isolation but as a second
step in the hierarchy of education. In fact, his main objective was not to
propound a cut and dry system of the science of reasoning and theory of
knowledge but to give a complete picture of honest and value oriented medical
education. Caraka expresses his views on all cognate and interdependent
questions on the theory of knowledge so that it would facilitate the medical
realm for clearing doubts and absurdities of what has been apprehended and
thereby updating the medical knowledge. The momentous thing that is to be
remembered is that there is none other than the Carakasamhita in Ayurveda
which gives such a detailed account of the science of reasoning. Perhaps

there are shortcomings and imperfections. It is the one and the only earliest



book which elaborates the nature of debating council, divisions of debate,
strategies to be adopted in the debate and the dialectical terms including the
fundamental categories that constitute the universe. Above all, the
Carakasamhita itself stands as an icon of the methodology of thought and
expression. On the contrary, the available Nyaya-sutra does not speak about
the nature of the council or the strategies that is to be taken up in a debate.
Based on the similarity and differences described above, we can understand
that, among the sixteen categories of the Nyaya-sutra, all the fifteen except
the category prameya (which deals metaphysics) are the extricated and
modified forms of the dialectical terms enumerated by Caraka. Even if we
accept the argument of Vidyabhusana for argument there is sufficient
evidence to substantiate the fact that Caraka’s account of the method of debate

has happened some three centuries before Aksapada .

The novelty of the Nyaya-sutra is that it has developed a well knit
theory of epistemology and logic and it led to the acceleration of the
dialectical interaction of the various philosophical systems. In fact, its
influence has been greater in other philosophical systems and thereby
assumed the status of a newly constructed philosophical system. Thus, it
has eclipsed what has been explained in Carakasamhita and henceforth
became the sole standard of posterity. The Nyaya system as an independent
philosophical school took the lead in applying it for metaphysical
discussions. Thus, it became an inevitable part of other philosophical
systems also. So, from the existing data we can concede that the available
work which has pioneered to codify a methodology of rational thought is

Carakasamhita.



Analytical devices (tantrayukis)

We know that people, grounded in different disciplinary matrices and
affiliated to different cultures, do communicate and interact with one another.
“Our language, with out which we cannot live, makes it impossible for us
not to communicate and interact with one another”.'” So it is essential to

ensure that language doesn’t mislead.

Language maps the intention of the speaker, the reality one grasped.
But the haunting question is whether we are successful in communicating
our ideas perfectly. Naturally the answer is not a positive one. Expressions
are context-bound and so there often happens communication breakdown.
Ordinary language, written or uttered is flexible, some what indefinite, and
rich in their connotations. So it creates problems in the way of right
communication in philosophical, scientific discourse, and scriptural

understanding.

Words may undergo the process of deformation and decay in the course
of history due to many reasons. So it is essential to regain the unimpaired
strength of language and words in order to discern the real sense of the
treatises which document the earliest thoughts, for words and language are
not wrappings in which thing are packed for the commerce of those who
write and speak. It is in words and language that things first come into being
and are. For this reason the misuse of words in idle talks, in and phrases
destroy our authentic relation to things.'”® Hence thought and expression

needs a well ordered scientific language to communicate.



The great thinkers of Indian intellectual tradition were fully aware of
the difficulty in maintaining the transparency of the language and the barriers
that stand against proper communication. So they have tried to solve the
crucial problem by formulating rules regarding verbalization and its
decoding. Thus, there evolved different theories on verbal testimony. The
Grammarians, the Mimamsakas and the Naiyaikas were the pioneers in this
field. Similarly, other system makers also have developed and employed a
well-nit scientific methodology consisting of analytical devices in their

compositions. Such analytical devices are called tantrayuktis.

“Tantraykti’ may be defined as the methodology and technique which
enable one to compose and interpret scientific treaties correctly and
intelligently”."” The knowledge and application of the tantrayuktis will
enable one to know the relevant and intended idea of articulations coherently,
precisely free of inconsistency and contradiction. Caraka, who was
circumspect of this fact says that when conflicting views appear in the text
it should be interpreted on the basis of the contextual, special, and temporal
propriety as well as according to the intention of the speaker and the rules
of interpretation.'”® Further in Siddhistana it has been well expressed by
Drdhabala through a beautiful simile about how it can be achieved by the
employment of tantrayuktis . The tantrayuktis uncover the science completely

just like the sun unfolds the lotus or the lamp that illuminates the house.'"”

SuSrutasamhita states that the purpose of tantrayukti is the proper
unification of sentences and meanings.?” It is also distinctly stated that a

debater can establish his own points and set aside those of his opponents
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who indulge in unfairness by means of tantrayuktis.**' Referring to this,
Dasgupta points out that these are maxims for the interpretation of textual
topics , and are not point of dispute or logical categories.’” However, it
should be noted that SuSruta is of opinion that the main purpose of
tantrayukis is to help one to ununveil the true meaning of words which are

hidden and partly explained.?*

ArthaSastra, Carakasamhita, SuSrutasamhita, Astangahrdaya,
Astangasamgraha Visnudharmottarapurana, Tantrayuktivicara of
Nilameghabhicak, and Tantrayukti of an anonymous author are the main
books which provide us with such analytical devices analyzing and grasping
the real sense of the articulations. Probably, the tantrayuktis might have
emerged and virtually settled before Panini. Dr. W.K. Lele, pointing out
the various devices referred to in Panini’s A§_t5dhy5y1'_, has rightly
remarked by that Panini possessed a fair knowledge of about twenty-eight
devices and that he had employed them while writing his aphoristic work.**
However Panini neither codifies nor defines tantrayuktis beyond their

utilization.

Kautilya’s ArthaSastra, the greatest work on polity and statecraft,
enumerates, explains and employs tantrayuktis. Kautilya enumerates thirty-

two analytical devices called tantrayuktis.*®

Carakasamhita, as we have seen, deals with the concepts and theories
on both science and philosophy. Hence, it was essential to speak at different

levels keeping the logical sequence. So he sought to use certain conventional
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method and scientific language for the expression of the well ordered
thought. He was not only concerned with adequacy, accuracy and economy
of treaty formation, but also wanted to convey the real sense of what has
been told. In order to enable this purpose of right communication of the
treatise Drdhabala has incorporated a list of thirty six analytical devices in
Siddhisthana. Even though Carakasamhita can be treated as the first
Ayurvedic treatise that deals with tantrayuktis they appear only in the twelfth
chapter of the final book called Siddhisthana which is considered as an
addition made by Drdhabala, who made its final recasting. Another
significant thing to be noted in this connection is that these tantrayuktis are
neither defined nor illustrated by him. So, probably, Drdhabala, the final
redactor of the treatise must have formed the table of thirty six tantrayuktis

by adding four more to the thirty-two enumerated by Kautilya.?*
The following are the thirty-six tantrayuktis:

(1) topic of discussion (adhikarana), (2) proper arrangement of words
(yoga), (3) extension of argument (hetvartha), (4) meaning of a word
(padartha), (5) partial description of a topic (pradesa), (6) concise statement
(uddesa), (7) amplification of a statement (nirdesa), (8) supply of ellipsis
(vakySesa), (9) purpose (prayojana), (10) authoritative instruction
(upadesa), (11) adducing a reason for establishing a proposition (apadesa),
(12) extension of analogous topics (atidesa), (13) presumption or
implication (arthapatti), (14) conclusion (nirnaya), (15) reiteration of a

statement according to the contextual propriety(prasanga), (16) a universal
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statement (ekanta), (17) acceptance of any one of two assertions (anaikanta),
(18) a statement regarding exception to a general rule (apavarga),
(19) contrariety (viparyaya), (20) an objection raised against a proposition
in debate (purvapaksa), (21) accurate interpretation (vidhana),
(22) approval of other’s view (anumata), (23) explanatory exposition
(vyakhyana), (24) doubt (samsSaya), (25) reference to a previous statement
(atitaveksa), (26) reference to an ensuing statement (anagataveksa),
(27) technical terms coined by the author of treatise (svasamjna),
(28) deduction or an inference by reason (izhya), (29) combination of entities
independent of one another (samuccaya), (30) an example or illustration
(nidarsana), (31) definition or etymological interpretation (nirvacana),
(32) injunction (samniyoga), (33) option (vikalpana), (34) rebuttal or
refutation (pratyutsara), (35) extrication of ones tenet by refuting the

opponent (uddhara), and (36) probability (sambhava).*"’

Cakrapani has stated that Bhatarahari§Scandra, the author of
Carkanaysa, has enumerated four more yuktis: (1) pariprasna, (2) vyakarana,
(3) vyutkrantabhidhana, and (4) hetu.?®® SuSruta enumerates only thirty-

two tantrayuktis.*®
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Chapter - VIII
ETHICS

Caraka is totally predestined to be a treatise for the whole of humanity.
In that sense its moral obligation is unquestionable. But the problem is to
find out what sort of moral convictions Carakasamhita upholds and how it

undertakes its dissemination.

Beyond our expectations Caraka depicts its moral outlook. It is nota
stereotyped description of morality or code of conduct that is to be followed
in the medical domain only. But it presents a comprehensive vision of an
integrated ethics for the accomplishment of the supreme good of life, taking
into consideration human nature and the real nature of the world. Perhaps
there may be no other medical treatise in the world which describes moral

values and code of conducts in such an all embracing manner.
General outlook of morality

First of all, let us have a brief description of the conception of ethics
in general and in Indian tradition in particular before going into the details
of the ethical conceptions of Caraka. It would be helpful to understand the

relevance and importance of Caraka in this respect.

“Morality means conscious living within the frame of certain

principles of conduct laid down by those regarded as authorities.
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In general, therefore, the moral institution of life or moral point
of view consists in the awareness of an important distinction
between what is and what ought to be. For man should live not
merely in the light of what is but also what ought to be. To be
more specific it is the awareness of living based on a distinction
between our animal demands and the demands of the higher

faculties of human worthy of the distinctive nature of man”.!

Morality has mainly got two facets; one is subjective and the other is
objective.” The subjective dimension refers to the individual ethics or the
ethics in relation to oneself and the objective refers to the social ethics or
the ethics in relation to others. The social ethics prescribes certain
responsibilities and obligations and code of conduct based on which the
individuals ought to behave in a group or society.” The most significant
aspect of the social ethics is that it emphasizes one’s concern for others.
Love, compassion, and brotherhood are some of its identifying features. On
the other hand, individual morality is purely personal. “It is more a
repository of prudence than morality”.*It implies the procedure of adopting
ways and methods like the control of senses and the purification of mind so
as to subdue one’s lower instincts and to develop the higher values through
proper understanding of one’s own inner nature in such a way that the
optimum of life can be attained. The domain of morality precisely consists
of both the behaviour of a person to others and also his character and conduct
to himself as a man. Thus, while judging a moral point of view or moral

institution these two aspects deserve due attention.
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In the West, generally speaking, morality is understood mainly in the
sense of social reference. “Outside a society there is no question of
morality. The question of morality involves a necessary reference to some
others in respect of whom one has to adopt a moral point of view or has to
behave either morally in a good manner or bad manner”.” Frankena,
emphasizing the social reference, says that morality is a social enterprise.
It is an instrument of society as a whole for the guidance of individuals and
smaller groups because morality is sometimes defined as an instrument of
society as a whole.® As for as the westerners are concerned, moral principles

are social rules and they are not spun by an individual.

The Indian moral conceptions are referred to by the word dharma.
Dharma combines in it the two distinct concepts of duty and virtue in
general and is connected with a series of notions frequently called “the aims
of life”.” With the exception of the Carvakas, it is basically spiritualistic
and is considered as rooted in the Vedas.® The word dharma is derived
from the root “dhr” which means to uphold or support. So dharma is that
which upholds the universe from within is probably the single most
important concept of understanding “Indian Religion” and ethics. Even
then, a critical evaluation of the moral teaching of Caraka in terms of general
ethical ideas in Indian religio-culture represented by the word dharma has
got its own limitations because Indian religio-culture is not a unified creed

as we see in Semitic religions.

From the point of human morality, it is a complex whole comprising

several religious philosophical beliefs, values, and practices which are often



(€

mutually incompatible. Dharma when prefixed by some such proper noun as
sanatana (Vedic) or bauddha (non-Vedic or Sramanic), means the whole of
religion and philosophy and moral code of a given people or community.’
Thus, broadly speaking, the Vedic dharma and Srmanic dharma or the
Bauddha-dharma represent the two major streams of thought. Even though
both of them uphold dharma as the cardinal principle of their teachings,

they fundamentally differ in their outlook.

The Vedic dharma combines in it the two facets that we tend to keep
distinct. They are the facets of “is” and “ought” -- the dimensions of “how
things actually are” and “how things ought to be”. On the one hand it is
righteousness and duty essentially ordained in the Vedic scriptures and the
objective order of the universe. It combines in one concept the description
of the ordering of things and at the same time the prescription for how one
should live to attain the optimum of life.'® Another aspect of morality that
this single term dharma upholds is that it carries with it the sense of both
objective or socio centric as well as subjective or self centric ethical values.

Most often the latter is accentuated.

One of the most important things to be remembered in this connection
is that there came in the Smrtis, the Upanisads, and finally the Vedic
philosophical system as continuation of the Vedas as sources of dharma. Of
them, the Smritis provide us with the most important religious beliefs and
practices''. The Smrtis disseminate external and ritualistic socio-centric
morality. The Smrti literature is generally taken to include the

Dharmasastras, the Puranas and the two Epics.'> Thus, the Vedas and the



Smrtis taken together have been regarded as the source of morality in the
Vedic stream.” The main concern of the law givers (smrtikaras) was often
the stability of the social organization and the advocacy of social morality
conductive to ritualism. Their chief moral concern was social stability. They
seek to protect the various customs and practices of people belonging to
different castes, communities, and professions.' They also advocated a

scheme of life with detailed instructions of duties at every stage of life.

According to the Vedic belief, another significant thing is that dharma
is divine. Dharma is not created but discovered by the Rsis. It is not a subject
for disagreement or debate. A person should behave in accordance with class
(aSrama), whether he/she is a student (brahmacarin), a householder
(grhastha), a forest-dweller (vanaprastha), or renouncer (sanyasin). Thus,
one behaves as one should behave as laid down in the Dharmasastras."
Dharma is a cosmic principle and one has to follow it without violating or
questioning it. It is one’s duty (karma). Reasoning or logic, however, seems
to be hardly given any recognizable place in the Vedic ethical tradition. There
are rather clear statements of Manu denouncing those who try to asses the
opinions of the Vedas and the Smrtis on the touchstone of logic and
reasoning. He says that such people are to be despised and even
excommunicated.'® Kumarila, while emphasizing the place of the §astra in
matters of morality, denounces the intrusion of logical reasoning. He says,
“For the comprehension of dharma and adharma there is no other means
save the fact of their being enjoined and prohibited. Hence the introduction

5917

of inferential argument is not proper Sukraniti says that theory of
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religion and morality is very complicated, and hence people should practice
the rules of Sruti, Smrti, and Puranas.'® “It is difficult to find out the

reasons on which duties stand."’

The Upanishads and the philosophic schools promulgated liberation
directed self-centric morality. Accordingly, dharma serves the route to
superior control, to the mastering of attitudes of greater and greater concern
coupled with less and less attachment. The purification of mind and the
control of sense organs are indispensable for the attainment of moksa. One
has to subordinate lower impulses to the higher ones through the proper
understanding of ones inner nature and through the observance of some

practical discipline. Subjective process constitutes the moral life of man.

Buddhism and Jainism, which represent the main stream of Sramanic
ethics, also preach both subjective and objective moralities. But the points
in which they differ from Hinduism are: (1) the rejection of an eternal
ultimate reality as the essence of the universe, (2) the firm rejection of the
Vedic ritualism, and (3) the rejection of the classification of
varnavyavastha.” In the teachings of the Buddha, karma was ethicized. For
the Buddha, karma was essentially volition (intention) that leads to the
actions of body, mind, and speech.?' If the Vedic karma refers to is ritualistic
action which calls for external purification, it was a mental event for the

Buddha and so he emphasized internal purification.

The Samkhyas believe in three kinds of ethically significant actions:

(1) sattvika actions which consist in kindness, restraints of sense organs,



and freedom from hatred. (2) rajasika actions which consist in passion,
anger, greed, violence, discontent, faultfinding, and rudeness. (3) tamasika
actions which consist in madness, intoxication, lassitude, drowsiness, lust,
worthlessness, and impurity. Of them, virtues are the first kind of actions

since they lead to liberation. **

Similarly, in the philosophy, merit (dharma) and demerit (adharma)
are the qualities of the self and they are not the objective act which is
prompted by the self. There is no merit or demerit in the action itself. It is
always the intention which causes merit and demerit.” The Nyaya-VaiSesikas
say that actions are caused by volition (prayatna). Sankaramisra defines
karma as action (pravrtti) and inaction (nivrtti) for acquiring the beneficial
and avoiding the non-beneficial and that such actions and inactions are
produced by peculiar type of volitions springing from desire and aversion.*
Volition in turn is caused by the mental dispositions of desire (iccha) and
aversion (dvesa). So, according to the Nyaya - VaiSesika, it is the intention

that determines whether an action is right or wrong.

Thus, we see a transition in the concept of ethics in the philosophical
systems. Karma was given a new interpretation. In spite of the differences
in their world outlook, they were more or less unanimous in reinterpreting
karma. If karma formerly stood for ritual action and social duties, the new
meaning it acquired was action prompted by intention. Thus, intention
became absolutely essential for constituting rightness and wrongness, and
naturally the purification of mind attained prime position in ethical

conceptions. In spite of the differences, all are unanimous in the basic
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postulation of ultimate values. All of them accept the ethical values of
exclusion of envy, hatred , covetousness, wickedness, and the practice of

humility, charity, love, greatfulness, sympathy, and self sacrifice.

Moral outlook of Caraka

If we analyze the moral outlook of Caraka on the basis of the above
criterion, we can see that the scheme of moral life promulgated by Caraka
is basically Vedic and predominantly philosophical. But this does not mean
that he discards the non-Vedic moral values. On the other hand, it follows
a balancing attitude, for the main focus is human happiness. It upholds all
the above mentioned values which are universally acclaimed as the “right

way of life”.

Caraka adopts a rational attitude. Through the words of Atreya he
declares that Veda is credible knowledge. Meanwhile the assertions of
eminent persons based on their investigation and substantiation in any field
of knowledge which are not in contradiction with the Veda and which are
approved by virtuous persons and are conductive to human welfare should
be considered authoritative?. This shows that the moral conceptions are

not merely dogmatic but also rational.

If “social morality ” is predominantly the morality of doing, and
individual morality is the morality of “being”, we see the culmination of
both in the moral conceptions of Caraka. He pays equal importance to worldly
life and liberation. Mundane life is construed as a way to attain the spiritual
optimum. In other words, it is a synthesis of the world- and- life-affirming

moral conceptions of Vedic- tradition.



Spiritual basis of moral conception

In consonance with the Vedic thought, Caraka believes that the ultimate
reality is the very essence of the universe as well as an inner self of man
and it sets for him a spiritual goal of “complete freedom ” from all forms
of suffering as higher than any other goal to which his mundane inclinations
lead to. The moral conception underpinned is based on the belief of the unity
of everything at the transcendent level. The basic postulates of the mortality
of the self, the law of action (karma), rebirth or transmigration, and
liberation are being discussed with due importance in Caraka. In this sense,
its moral conceptions are directed towards the attainment of individual
liberation (moksa.). But it cannot be interpreted as self-centric for the reason
that it never tolerated the idea of pessimistic sentiments denouncing the
world and exalting world renunciation as a way of getting liberated from

transmigratory existence by following the way of mendicants. 2°

Caraka believes in the world of suffering. But he does not ask to reject
the socio-moral obligations for the sake of liberation. His ethical outlook
is not life-negating. On the other hand, he puts forth a moral outlook which
is fully world-and-life affirming. Caraka was circumspect of the realty that
all activities of human-beings are directed towards the achievement of
happiness.?’ Even though Caraka speaks of the four “aims of life”, namely
righteousness (dharma), material prosperity (artha), desires (kama), and
liberation (moksa),*”® he emphasizes the first three which can be construed

more subtly perhaps as attitudes or orientations?’ than the final aim of life



-- liberation (moksa). He says that one should discard unwholesome
attitudes and adopt wholesome ones in regard to righteousness (dharma),
material prosperity (artha), and desire (kama), for no happiness or pain can
occur without these three factors.’® It vindicates that his prime concern is
mundane life and happiness. A happy man is one who is free from all vices
such as physical violence, adultery, theft, and persecution. Such a person

can only relish the fruits of dharma, artha, and kama.*'
Theory of karma

Caraka did not simply take over a pre-existing Vedic doctrine of
ritualistic karma. He interprets karma in a different sense which is more or
less similar to the one in the philosophical systems. His total ethical
conceptions hinges on the doctrine of karma. For Caraka, karma is essentially
the action of the body, the mind, and the speech prompted by volition or
intention (prayatna). ** So, according to Caraka, every act is intentional.??
It is the intention that decides whether the action is good or bad. The root of
every action lies in the mind. Actions spring from erroneous knowledge
(moha) and the mental dispositions of desire (iccha) and aversion (dvesa).*
Elsewhere he states that desire and aversion are the two kinds of craving
(trsna)® and declares that the ultimate healing of all sorts of sufferings
consists in the elimination of upadha®® which is synonymous with

trsna.”’

It may be relevant to note in this context that the basic conception of

karma is found reflected in the various classical philosophical systems. The



Buddha regards craving (trsna) as the cause of suffering.”® The Nyaya-sttra
also gives the very same idea. There it is stated that defects (dosas) which
proceed from ignorance are the cause of actions leading to bondage.” Dosa
refers to more or less the same concept of frspa in the Carakasambhita
because erroneous knowledge (moha), desire (iccha), and aversion (dvesa)
are regarded as the ramifications of dosa.” VaiSesika - sutra regards upadha
as the cause of actions leading to adharma and anupadha as the origin of
dharma. By upadha what he means is the impurity of all mental dispositions
as well as external impurity. Similarly, anupadha refers to both internal
and external purity.*' According to Prasatapada, volition that impels action
is of two types: (1) that which proceeds from being lively (jivanapiirvaka)

and (2) that which proceeds from desire and aversion (icchadvesapurvaka).*

Whatever one does or whatever one refrains from doing is an action,
and unless it is an act of renunciation, it is bound to breed bondage and
frustration. Wholesome or unwholesome karmic intentions bring about in
this life or in the future life happy or painful experiences. For instance, an
action taking place from hatred or greed as response to what is unpleasant
is morally wrong and is not conductive to liberation. In particular, karma

refers to a morally relevant action rather than mere ritual action.

The diversity of the initial circumstances as well as the equipment
with which men are brought into this life is accountable only in terms of
the diversity of the causal actions and tendencies. Caraka calls the actions
of the previous life which lead to rebirth as destiny (daiva) and the fresh

acts initiated in the present life as purusakara.” If karma is strong and



dominant, it will certainly wield its effect (death) on time (kalaniyata) and
if it is weak, it doesn’t produce its result on time (akalaniyata).**
Transmigration is also according to one’s accrued fruits of actions.*” The
subtle body, after death, carries with it the merit and demerit of what is
done in the previous life, and it determines the mental traits and thereby the
next life. One takes a new birth according to the potential it of one’s actions
of previous life. The good and bad experiences of this life or future life are,

therefore, brought about not by others but by oneself.

Actions are not accidental. But they are underpinned by certain
fundamental motives or instincts. The three basic instincts from which all
our actions originate are (1) desire for life preservation (pranaisana),
(2) desire for material wealth (arthaisana) and (3) desire for afterlife
(paralokaisana).*® Thus, Caraka construes the three sorts of biological
instincts as the fundamental motives which serve as the spring of all our
actions and envisages a scheme of well balanced life by harmonizing the
interplay of all the three basic instincts. The harmonization in turn is
determined by knowledge because, for Caraka, action denotes action impelled
by volition.*” That is, even though the aforesaid three biological instincts
are at the root of every action, all actions are essentially and immediately
initiated by volition. Again, volition (prayatna) is oriented by apprehension
(dhi), fortitude (dhrti), and memory (smrti). Thus, in accordance with the
nature of these three factors the basic instincts get manifested in the form
of desire or aversion which gives rise to volition. Volition finally ends in

action.



Craving arises from erroneous knowledge of objects in the pursuit
of happiness. So the ignorant people indulge in unwholesome gratification
of the five senses and subject themselves to strain beyond their capacity
and get adapted to unpleasant regimes. They subject themselves to excessive
utilization (atiyoga), non-utilization (ayoga), and wrong utilization
(mithyayoga) of the physical, mental, and oral actions “*and thus yield to

all kinds of sufferings.

It is one’s knowledge that determines the way of life. One is able to
retain one’s identity as long as one retains one’s power of discrimination
between right and wrong. The discriminative and judgmental capacity of a
person depends on wisdom (prajfia) which consists in apprehension (dhi),
fortitude (dhrti), and memory (smrti). If the instruments of knowledge,
most particularly the inner instruments, are disciplined and integrated, there
comes in wisdom, the cause of wholesome volitional acts that gives rise to
happiness. So Caraka construes volitional transgression (prajiaparadha)
due to the degeneration or derangement of intelligence (dhi), fortitude
(dhrti), and memory (smrti)* as one of the root causes of all sufferings.
All the mental defects such as malice, despair, fear, anger, vanity, and hatred
are also considered as volitional transgression.’® So, annihilation of
volitional transgression, control of sense organs, precise memory and
accurate knowledge of place and time, self awareness, and good conduct

will promote wholesome actions.’’

The conceptions of these three fundamental motives as the basic

instincts of all actions and the classification of karma into daiva and paurusa



are something peculiar to Caraka and it differentiates Carakasamhita from
all other systems of Indian philosophy. Probably it is the daiva that
determines ones basic instincts and so it can be equated with the unseen

(adrsta / dharma and adharma) in the VaiSesika - sutra.
Moral prescriptions for healthy and happy life

As far as Caraka is concerned, an ethically virtuous life will be a
healthy and a happy one. So he gives elaborate moral prescriptions which
are conductive to good health and happiness. From the point of view of one’s
mundane and spiritual well-being, he advocates to hold back from urges
relating to evil deeds. A wise person should refrain from greed, grief, fear,
anger, vanity, shamelessness, jealousy, extreme attachment, and malice. One
should not use harsh and untimely words. One should not engage in violence
or immoral contact with women, theft, and persecution.’® Injury to living
beings (himsa) is a sin and so it will affect one’s longevity. So non-injury
(ahimsa) is prescribed as a way of increasing ones life (ahimsa

pranavardhanam).

One should avoid such sinful persons in character, speech, and mind
as well as those who are quarrelsome and those who make vicious remarks
about others. The greedy, the envious, the cruel, the fickle minded as well
as those who indulge in defaming others, those who associate with the
enemies, those who are devoid of compassion, and those who do not follow
the virtuous course of life are also to be avoided. Caraka further advises to

associate with wise, learned, and matured persons as well as with men of



character, fortitude, and self concentration. So also one should make
association with those who know the real nature of things and are full of
equanimity, who direct us in the right path, who are good to all beings, and
who are peaceful and content.’® The better way is to give up the unwholesome
habits and to develop wholesome habits steadily and gradually.’* He must
improve himself by a series of ideological and behavioural self

identifications.

One has to maintain the balance of both mind and sense organs. For
this one has to perform one’s noble acts with utmost care. Caraka says that
one should respect gods, cows, brahmins, preceptors (gurus), and elderly.
One ought to help other persons, saints, and great teachers (acaryas). One
should offer auspicious amulets, wear good herbs, bath twice, and clean all
the pores of the body and feet, and cut hair, beard, and nail three times in a
fortnight. One should wear good apparel, should be pleasant, apply scent,
comb the hair, oil the head, ears, nose, and feet and smoke. One should
perform sacrifices, and pay offerings to the departed ancestors. One should
be self controlled and virtuous. One should be envious of another person’s
efficiency, but should not be jealous of the fruits of such efficiency. One
should be firm in decision, fearless, susceptible to the feelings of shame,
be intelligent, energetic, skilful, merciful, virtuous, and a believer (astika).
One should devote oneself to teachers who are modest, intelligent, learned,
noble, aged, and spiritually perfect. One should acquit oneself as well as
display good manners. One should avoid going to impure and untidy places.
One should be compassionate to all beings and should root out attachment

and antipathy.>’



It may not be improper to refer to Caraka’s opinion of social hierarchy.
In connection with the description of practices that is to be followed for the
procreation of the desired child he describes the due rites that should be
performed by women belonging to each varna, namely brahmin, ksatriya
and vaiSya. He also reminds us that a Sudra woman should offer only
obeiscence to the gods, fire, brahmins, preceptors, and those who have
attained perfection.’® This shows that Caraka did not dishonour the social
hierarchy. But it does not in any way harm his humanitarian conceptions. It
is not because of sectarian thoughts that he refers to such customs, but
because he believed in the potency of one’s karma to ordain for him pleasure
and pain according to the good or bad actions one does. So the assumption
of inequality of men is sought to be justified on the basis of the law of
karma which traces these inequalities of the present life to the actions of

different selves in their past lives.
Medical ethics

The most striking aspect of Caraka’s ethics is that he was highly
conscious of the moral obligations of medical professionals to society. He
cautions them to keep the moral standards intact. He says that a physician
should always be a great humanist. He must primarily possess knowledge,
imagination, comprehension, memory, resourcefulness and promptness;”’
must be prudent, must have self-restraint, and must be endowed with
presence of mind.”® A physician must also have a clear knowledge of drugs

and their applications. Even a deadly poison can become an excellent drug if



properly administered and, on the contrary, if it is not properly administered,
it will be a deadly poison. So, if the physician is not competent in these
aspects, his prescription would be nothing but poison, a weapon, fire or a
thunderbolt to his patient, for it kills him.?® He also warns that even a talk
with a physician who is an impostor devoid of vitruous acts will be the

messenger of death.®

He repeatedly insists on the quality of the head and the heart and the
need to be careful about giving quarter to quacks, imposters and charlatans.
It is better to die rather than to be treated by a quack physician.®’ Such
physicians who take away the life instead of diseases are called
rogabhisaras.®® The physician should show compassion towards the ailing;
should have devotion to patients who can be cured, but be detached from the

dying patients.” Genuine physicians are saviours of life (pranabhisaras).®
Compassion as the crowning principle of morality

The greatness of the ethical conceptions of Caraka lies in the fact that
it is dedicated to the well-being of the fellow beings and the world at large.
Caraka dictates to act according to what one’s inner conscience says right
(manhputam samacaret). Perhaps, it may be argued that, Avyurveda is
ultimately a healing science which is primarily concerned with human
happiness in the objective world and so naturally be socio-centric. But
beyond our expectations it surpasses the limits of social responsibilities
and obligations to reach the heights of universal love and compassion for

all. The Rsis were actually incarnates of love and compassion. Caraka, at



the opening part itself, affirms that the science is the most sacred among
the Vedas because it is beneficial to mankind in this world and the world
beyond. He declares that positive health stands at the very root of
accomplishing the four ends of man: dharma, artha, kama and moksa.®
Diseases are the destroyers of health. So the great loving sage, grasping
everything, engaged in prescribing the Ayurveda to his disciples out of
compassion for all beings.®® Again, it is also said that the disciples, after
acquiring accomplishment, understanding, patience, fame, forbearance, and
pity for the good of all creatures, should dedicate themselves to the well
being of all.’” Finally, Caraka says that scriptures are intended to bring
about happiness to the whole world (lokanugrahapravrttah sastravadah).®®
In the moral prescriptions also he repeatedly insists upon compassion and

non injury.

The modern conception of ethical man in Albert Swhweitzer is more
or less the same. He says that man must stress not only men’s relations
with his own species but also must learn to establish an ever-living contact
with all other cereatures.® But the novelty of the humanism envisaged in
Caraka is not only because it is spun by compassion and love, which may
be said as quite natural to any curative science and other systems of thought
and religion, but also because it has a sound spiritualistic metaphysical basis.
The depth as well as significance of this metaphysical basis is an automatic
offspring from the realization of the micro-macro relationship between man
and the universe as was outlined formerly. He whose self is integrated and

harmonized by such a vision of oneness or equality in life with all sentient



creatures on the moral plane experiences a profound joy and absolute

compassion.

So, if we look at the whole picture, the ethical conceptions of Caraka
have got its own brevity, elegance, serenity, reasonableness, and catholicity.
The moral conceptions of Caraka are not merely a repository of prudence.
Caraka harmonizes the two types of standards (both social and personal)

mentioned above which, being of opposite nature, should have drifted apart.

The institution of morality has for its basic concern the regulation of
man’s lower inclinations and the promotion of the higher ones in realization
of his aspiration as a man. Itis in such a concern that the transition of “is”
to “ought” isinvolved. Not only is the conduct to other members of the
society emphasized, but his behaviour to himself is stressed with equal
importance. Purification of mind and control of sense organs and
subordination of lower impulses to the higher ones through a proper
understanding of his inner nature and through the observance of some
practical discipline which are indispensable for the attainment of higher

values of life are repeatedly reminded of.

Even though Caraka gives lengthy moral prescriptions, he does not
consider ethics as a mere study of morals. On the contrary, it is the
acknowledgement of human responsibility to the sentient beings of the
world. Caraka’s ethical system conceives man as an all comprehensive
concept. Man is not considered as a limited being. On the contrary, he is

regarded as the universal link between all humans and non-human animals.



His ethical system is allied to the affirmation of both man and the world

as natural. It combines in it both the “world view” and “life view”.
Liberation (moksa) as the ultimate moral end

In the modern view, the main concern of medical science is about
psycho-somatic ailments and their cure. From that perspective Caraka, is
expected to look upon man as a biological entity. He is expected to deal
with the worldly life of man. But he surpasses such limited assumptions.
Caraka not only engaged himself in finding the means to free man from his
physiological and psychological tensions but in discovering the path that
delivers him from the subtle challenges that arise from the habits themselves
and that cannot so easily be met by the techniques of science. He is a true
philosopher and thereby a “great doctor” who diagnosed and prescribed
cure for the total human sufferings. For him, a human being is not a mere
biological product of the evolution controlled by biological drives, motives
and instincts and reflexes. On the other hand, he is a spiritual being. He is
an altruistic humanistic being and a seeker of supreme good. He diagnosed
that contemplation is the highest aspiration of man. A contemplative life
is rich in its import, manifestation, and realization. A life of contemplation
is exalted. So, in coherence with the philosophical systems, he places

liberation ( moksa) as the highest ideal of life and the final end of man.”

Caraka calls death which terminates the limited life span by the epithets
svabhava (return to the former state), pravrtteruparama (cessation of

activities), marana (death), anitya (ephemeral) and nirodha (obstruction to



the continuity of life).”' The liberated state which ends the transmigratory
existence is being designated as vipapa (freed from sinful acts), viraja (free
from attachments), §anta (quiescence), para (absolute), aksara
(indistuctible), avyaya (immutable), amrta (immortal), the Brahman (God),
and nirvana (the state of extinction of all sufferings).”” This shows that

Caraka constructs his theory of liberation in terms of the Brahman.

Change is the nature of the phenomenal world. Cause (hetu), origin
(utpatti), growth (vrddhi), decay (upaplava), and death (viyoga) are the
five different stages of change and they constitute suffering.”” This is
actually the radical unremitting impermanence, the essential ontological

dimension of one’s unenlightened state of suffering.

The phenomenal self is never freed from ego, intellect, mind, volitions,
and other defects. Since the mind is enveloped by rajas and tamas, all kinds
of evils follow the individual until true knowledge occurs. The tainted mind
and volitions engender powerful positive actions (pravrtti)’* and, thereby,
transmigratory existence.” Thus, the phenomenal self in bondage undergoes

all kinds of sufferings.

Experiences are in the form of happiness and pain. They are all
sufferings, for they originate from cravings on the one hand and they give
rise to cravings on the other hand. Craving in turn consists of ignorance,

desire, and aversion.’®

All kinds of positive actions are sinful.”” The positive actions originate

from prjinaparadha which springs from desire and aversion engendered by
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erroneous knowledge and such a person is engulfed in egoistic feelings
(ahamkara), vocal, mental, and physical actions (sanga), doubt (samsaya),
vanity (abhisamplava), selfish dispositions (abhyavapata), erroneous
knowledge in the form of a beneficial thing as harmful (vipratyaya), lack of
distinction between conscious and unconscious elements, nature and its
modification, attachment and detachment (aviSesa), and performance of
rituals, priesthood and begging. (anupaya).”® Again, volitional transgression
(prjfiaparadha) is due to the derangement of apprehension (dhi), fortitude
(dhrti), and memory (smrit).” The derangement of intellect (dhi_bhraz_ns/a)
means wrong apprehension like the apprehension of an eternal entity as
ephemeral, a beneficial thing as non-beneficial. The correct apprehension is
the cognition of a thing as it is. The derangement of fortitude (dhrtibhramsa)
is the unrestrained mental urge to do harm to worldly objects. The control
of mind is called fortitude. Similarly, the derangement of memory
(smrtibhramsa) is the erroneous apprehension due to the envelopment of

rajas and tamas.*

This vindicates that if ignorance, that is, if the derangement of intellect,
fortitude, and memory are totally eradicated, volitional transgression can
be eliminated, and if volitional transgression is eliminated positive actions
can be relinquished. Then again if positive actions cease, the vicious circle
of craving and suffering in the form of experiences can be completely rooted
out. So the primary thing is to eradicate ignorance. Caraka says that a person
with pure mind and who practices yoga acquires true knowledge and

eliminates ignorance. Thus, one is able to see things “the way they really
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are”. This insight will help one to renounce everything, thereby all cravings

and suffering can be eradicated and ultimate freedom can be attained.®
Nature of freedom

Liberation is a transformation from the negative states of unpleasant
experiences to a positive state. It is the state of quiescence (prasanta) and
immutability (akSara). It is called the Brahman.** This optimum can be
attained only by complete renouncement. In the final stage of renunciation
(caramasanyasa) all sense-bound experiences including all determinate and
specific cognitions are completely relinquished.®* One ultimately identifies
oneself with the Brahman. Self awareness ceases and finally the phenomenal
existence itself ceases with out leaving behind any identifying mark.** In
the liberated state, all volitions get destroyed due to the absence of rajas
and tamas. Thus, one is finally and irrecoverably liberated from the ties of

the phenomenal world, from rebirth.
Means conducive to liberation

The realization of freedom involves both the knowing process
(Jnanamarga) and the willing process (yogamarga). Caraka has
emphatically stated that the path of life prescribed is nothing but what has

been dictated by the Yogins and the followers of Samkhya.*

Unless the impurities like desire aversion and attachment are removed
by right efforts, there can be no complete freedom. For this one has to raise
from the level of the sense-bound cognition of worldly objects to the level

of intuition ( prajfia or vidya)*” The intuitional knowledge, according to



&

Caraka, is one of identity or “knowledge of two in one”. That is if one
realizes oneself as the universe and the universe as one it is the

transcendental knowledge.

Fundamentally speaking, the way to liberation is the acceleration of
intelligence, fortitude, and memory of ultimate reality. The continuity of
the psychosomatic relation will be destroyed when these three factors
engender human perfection.* Among these three factors, the memory of
transcendent reality occupies the prominent place.” The causal factors that
lead to memory are apprehension of cause and form, similarity, difference,
indulgence of mind, recurrence of cognition, repetitive hearing and
recollection of all former experiences.” The main factors that catalyze one’s
memory capacity are devotion to the nobles, abstinence from the wicked;
observance of vows and fasts, apprehension of Dharma$astras and
performance of duties in accordance with its rules, inclination to live in
solitude, detachment from the worldly objects, right apprehension , supreme
fortitude, desisting from new activities, annihilation of the past actions,
extermination of egoistic dispositions, fear of attachment, serenity of
mind and consciousness, and meditation.’” To be precise, it is the
recollection of the ultimate reality that leads one to ultimate liberation

from sufferings.”

If the ultimate freedom is implicit in the transcendental knowledge,
the psychosomatic spiritual endeavour that brings about the condition of

quiescence is called Yoga.” Yoga is the awakening of a man into the freedom



of the self. Yoga is a self impelled and self initiated effort by which man
ascents from the lower to the higher existence.” Meditative contemplation
or the exploration of the deeper reaches of consciousness of a Yogin is
marked by the purity of mind that gives rise to the eight kinds of divine
strength and powers .Those powers are (1) the capacity of the self to enter
the body of others, (2) the capacity for cognition of mental objects, (3) doing
things at will, (4) supernatural vision, (5) supernatural audition,
(6) miraculous memory, (7) extraordinary brilliance, and (8)the state of

unawareness when desired. °°
Way of life to liberation

Living in accordance with, but not quite tied up by the laws of nature,
man, through his moral disposition and continuous efforts, is capable of
realizing freedom. So Caraka further dictates elaborately the systematic and

disciplined life of devotion.

The seeker of liberation who has seen the futility of mundane life should
approach a preceptor whose teaching he should put into practice. Thus, he
should study the DharmaSastras, and mould his conduct and perform duties
in compliance with the scriptures. He should be devotional to the noble and
refrain from the wicked; should speak that which is conducive to the
wellbeing of all living-beings and the speech should be gentle, reasonable,
and pertinent. He should regard all living creatures as himself. He should
avoid remembering, thinking about, desiring and talking with women. He

should relinquish all belongings. He should wear a loin cloth and an ochre-
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coloured, garment and a case of needles for mending it. He should also carry
a pot of water for cleaning, a mendicant’s staff as a sign of his order of life,
and a bowl for collecting alms. He should take food only once a day in order
to keep his life and may substitute natural food accessible in the forest for
cooked food. He may take rest on a bed improvised with dry leaves and weeds
with out making it a usual habit. He may keep a wooden arm rest as an aid in
meditation. He should live in the forest, but not in a roofed house. He should
control desire and aversion and avoid drowsiness, sleep, and laziness. He
should treat occasions of honouring, praise, criticism and insult as equal
and should endure hunger thirst, fatigue, strain, cold, heat, wind, rain,
pleasure, and pain. He should not be stimulated by grief, depression, self
conceit, affliction, and arrogance. He should look on ego as the cause of
suffering and view the micro-macro relationship of him to the universe. He
should never hesitate to practice yoga. He should maintain purity of mind;
he should direct all his powers of understanding, fortitude, and recollection
towards final emancipation. He must restrain all sense organs, the mind,
and self. He should constantly resolve that the entities that constitute
different parts of the body are the dhatus, should realize that anything that
has a cause is miserable and ephemeral and all activities tainted with evil.
He should regard complete renunciation as real happiness.”” Eventually, such
a disciplined life enables one to weaken and destroy ignorance, desire, and
aversion underlying physiological urge to do positive acts and promotes one’s
cognitive capacities, fortitude, and memory and thereby free oneself from

the ties of the phenomenal world. The way of life as has been suggested is



nothing but the life of a monk (sanyasin), which asks for complete

renunciation.
Concept of liberation in other philosophical systems

The Buddhists declare that the ultimate freedom is the cessation of all
kinds of knowledge along with impressions, tendencies, and longings.”®
According to the Samkhyas, lack of discriminative knowledge is the cause
of all sufferings. The discriminative knowledge, in the final stage, delivers
one from all kinds of pain. * For them liberation is the disassociation of the
self (purusa) from the psychical states with which it finds itself in
association.'” It is a state of aloofness (kaivalya) . The Yoga school is also
of the same view. They say that avidya is the cause of all sufferings'®' and
the discriminative knowledge is the means to attain freedom.' They also

suggest the yoga path which consists of eight stages.'”

In the Nyaya - VaiSesika system the final end of transmigratory
existence is called niSreyasa or apavarga. Kanada says dharma is what
accomplishes worldly happiness (abhyudaya) and Iliberation
(nisreyasa).'"He also considers that negative actions (nivrtti) lead to
liberation. The elimination of desires, merits, and demerits, and the absolute
negation of pain are the ends of nivrtti and this can be made possible by the
true knowledge of the six categories (reality).'” According to Sridharacarya,
liberation is the total annihilation of all the nine qualities of the self namely,
consciousness, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, volition, merit, demerit, and

impression. Thus, liberation is the existence of the self in its essential
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® In Nyaya-sitra

nature marked by the destruction of all its qualities.'
freedom is defined as the absolute deliverance from suffering (duhkha).'”’
It can be attained through the elimination of pain, birth, activity, faults
(dosa), and false knowledge in the reverse order'® by the acquisition of the
true knowledge of the sixteen categories.'” Vatsyayana has conceived the
concept of apavarga in terms of the Brahman and the bliss and it consists in
the absence of pain. '"° In conformity with the VaiSesikas, Jayantabhatta
says that liberation is the complete extinction of the nine specific qualities
of the self.'"! Udayana defines it as a state of aloofness (kaivalya) to be
attained through discursive knowledge and devotional attitude. The bondage
and the resulting suffering are due to false knowledge. Rebirth and sorrow
disappear when the urges to act dies down.'"? Thus, one attains ultimate
freedom. However, in spite of the slight differences, the Nyaya- VaiSesika
thinkers unanimously hold that liberation is neither pure knowledge nor pure

bliss; it is purely a painless state and the way to liberation is the elimination

of negative states.

In Pirvamimamsa “Jaimini and Savara enjoin the performance of
duties as a means to attain happiness in heaven. They do not attach much
importance to the conception of liberation”.'"* Jaimini says that happiness
is the only goal of life.'"* Kumarila conceives liberation as a negative
character, and hence eternal. It is the negation of all experiences of
cognition, pleasure pain, desire aversion, impression, merit, and demerit.'"
Liberation is because of the absolute irradiation of merits and demerits.

According to the Prabhakaras, freedom is the state of the self remaining in



its own nature consequent to the destruction of the specific qualities of the
self."'® Thus liberation, in Pﬁrvamimﬁmsa, is a state of complete
extermination of pain''’. The peculiarity of freedom in the Piirvamimamsa

discipline is that it emphasizes karma rather than jioana.

Advaita Vedanta recognizes that the individual self (jiva) is none other
than the Brahman, but identical in nature (jivo brahmaiva naparah). One is
deluded in the world of maya due to avidya which has no beginning. Right
knowledge at one stroke abolishes the sense of finitude together with the
sense of duality.'"® Ontologically, freedom is the identification of oneself
with the transcendental consciousness or the Brahman which is “pure

BliSS” 119

Among the non-Vedic schools, Jainism recognizes deliverance as the
freedom of the self from karmic matter which covers its inherent

qualities.'?°

If we look at the various view points described above, it can be
understood that Caraka agrees with all the philosophical systems on the basic
issues regarding freedom. He recognizes the phenomenal life as one of
suffering and freedom from suffering as the goal of spiritual endeavour. He
is of the opinion that the vision or insight into the reality of things will
dispel one’s illusion and ignorance and thus one can be liberated eternally
and irrecoverably from all negative aspects of phenomenal existence by

psycho-somatic spiritual endeavour.

Liberation has two aspects: (1) the liberating process and (2) the state

of being liberated. The liberating process is a negative one which involves



the eradication of suffering, and being liberated, by contrast, is a positive
state. Emphasizing the negative phase of eradication, Caraka calls it by the
epithets nirvana and nivrtti which echo the Buddhists, the Samkhya-Yoga
and the Nyaya- VaiSesika . At the same time, with regard to the final state
of freedom he agrees with the Vedantins who hold that freedom is the

attainment of oneness with the Brahman.
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Chapter - IX
CONCLUSION

Carakasamhita is the first and foremost compendium which has laid a
systematic, comprehensive, and consistent theoretical foundation for
Avyurveda. It was mainly on the basis of Caraka’s theoretical propositions
that Ayurveda had its later development. Even though a number of treatises
originated in the later period, Caraka outshines all of them since it is revered
for its meticulous account of the fundamental principles. The unique
characteristics of the fundamental principles lie in the fact that they are
basically dependent on a fabulously interwoven philosophy. If we take away
the philosophical speculations, then the fundamental principles of Ayurveda
will become baseless. The following are some of the important aspects which

add to the excellence of Caraka’s philosophy.
1. Practical orientation of philosophical tenets

The main characteristic of Caraka’s philosophy is the practical
orientation of philosophical tenets. Caraka evolved the philosophy with
the purpose of the conceptualization and practice of Ayurveda in a jubilant
historical context in which the classical philosophical systems were in the
making. He made use of the philosophical systems then existed. Even then

it was neither a replica of any one of the philosophical systems nor an



insulation of fragments of philosophical concepts. It does not also appear
as a fringe to the mainstream of pragmatic theories of medicine. On the
contrary, it serves as the source of deriving theoretical propositions for the
maintenance of heath. In fact, science and philosophy appear as co-ordinate
species in Carakasamhita. The distinction between para vidya and apra

vidya is dissolved.

The six categories enumerated in the beginning presume Kanada’s
categories only for developing the tenets concerning health and cure. He
makes a paradigm shift for this. Based on the concept of universal and
particularity in the VaiSesika-sutra he successfully explains the basic cause
of equipoise. His new conjecture was that universal and particularity are
objective realities which function as the causal determinants of increase
and decrease respectively. This ingenious doctrine became the cardinal
principle of treatment. The important point to be noted in this connection is
that this conceptual transformation does not contradict VaiSesika theory

4

because Caraka takes into account only the ‘“universal particularities”.
Neither the highest universal called “beingness” (satta) nor the ultimate

particularity (visesa) is taken into account.

It is a fact that Caraka defines substance in conformity with Kanada.
But he does not accept the atoms as the substantial cause of the world. On
the other hand, in coherence with the pre-classical Samkhyas, he postulates
a conscious entity called cetanadhatu at the ground level. This foundational

“Self” enveloped by the adjuncts rajas and tamas is called avyakta. It is



conceived as the cosmological substrate. In the case of attributes also, he
has elaborated the list of Kanada by including many more in the list. The
remarkable thing is the addition of the twenty physical qualities. They are
common to the five physical substances and have high therapeutic value.
The categories of time and space are also described in such a way as to suit
the purpose of maintaining of health. Again the idea of inherence refer to

the relation of “identity in difference” in the substratum and super stratum

The postulation of the tridosa theory which is cardinal to Ayurveda is
an original and unique discovery of Caraka. In order to conceptualize this
theory he successfully makes use of the theory of five physical elements
which is derived from the harmonization the VaiSesika’s concepts with the
concepts of pre-classical Samkhya. In brief, the enumeration of the six
categories is mainly intended to formulate the fundamental principles. He
achieves this without contradicting the VaiSesika categories and his own

philosophical vision.
2. Theoretical proposition of man

The excellence of Caraka’s philosophical speculations lies in the
theoretical proposition of man. It is without the subordination or super
ordination of scientific methods of empirical verification and philosophical
consciousness that Caraka constructs his theoretical propositions of man.
Human beings are not conceived as mere constitutions of material elements
or as body-mind complex. They are regarded as combinations of body,

mind, and sense capacities owned by the conscious self. The conscious self



is regarded as responsible for everything. The very existence of the Universe
is explained on the basis of consciousness. Without consciousness there is
no existence. Even the pulses of the heart, which are the dear ones of science,
are determined by consciousness. Without addressing consciousness, the
propositions about man would be incomplete. So he valued consciousness
more since the whole human complex is governed by consciousness. The
relation of the body and mind to the self is also not regarded as extraneous
or accidental. But there is a causal nexus which binds them together. Above
all, he envisages the inner self responsible for the very human existence.
The self is bound to a particular body and the mind in a particular birth due
to causal and moral reasons. It is the inherent karmic impressions of the
self carried from the previous life that decide it and it accounts for the birth,
death, transmigration, and liberation. No science of the world has given us

such an all embracing concept of man as Caraka has given.
3. Philosophical vision

In the discrete task of theoretical construction, Caraka naturally
transcends the limited sphere of objects and their isolated empirical relations
to their innermost unity and the ultimate ground. The entire conceptualization
and practice had been shaped on the vision that the manifold world has a
true, efficient, and absolute continuance in relation to the enfoldment in the

ultimate cause.

Caraka’s philosophy is a representation of extreme realism and

monism. The world is a reality and not an illusion. It is a transformation of



the ultimate reality. Unity in diversity is a plan of “srsti” and it is the one
that becomes the many and explains the many. Ultimate reality is self
existent (sat). Itis without a second at the pralaya state also. That is, pralaya
is not the dissolution but the involution of the multitudinous variety of forms
and names. Similarly, the origin of the universe is also a real occurence. It
is the renewal of the cosmic life and activity, “Being becomes”. The world
is a living process sustained by an infinite series of periodic pause and repose
alternating with activity. Unity and distinction co-exist and are in intimate
relation in his philosophy. There exists no incompatibility of substance,
quality, universal, particularity, and part and whole which are known and
treated as different or opposed at the empirical level. They can be reconciled

in a unity which pervades the diversity.

Caraka’s philosophy can be equated to or called as the philosophy of
“identity in difference” (bhedabheda) or as theory of development
(brahmaparinamavada) according to which the ultimate reality is not static
but is continually changing and yet maintaining its identity throughout. It
has got its own fascination for certain temperament interested in the meeting

of the extremes of pluralism and monism.
4. Methodological excellence

Methodological compactness is another aspect that adds to the
excellence of Caraka. With equal importance to conceptualization and
practice, he describes a well planned methodology that is to be followed for

cognizing and practice. In other words, epistemology, which is the main



concern of philosophy, is discussed with utmost care. He has presented a
well structured account of the means of knowledge, logic, and dialectical
terms capable of generating comprehensive and thorough proficiency in
Ayurveda. Even though there exists a dispute regarding the discovery stage
of the epistemological concepts, what we see in Nyaya-sutra is often
regarded as a refined form of Caraka’s epistemology. The descriptions of
different kinds of source of valid knowledge and dialectical speculations
are more or less similar. Still there are differences. With the exception of
cesta and anupalabdhi, Caraka refers to almost all means of knowledge
without any disregard. At the same time, only verbal cognition, perception,
inference, and heuristic reasoning (yukti) are recognized as investigative

means. The five member syllogism first appears in Carakasambhita.

The introduction of heuristic reasoning as a distinct source of
knowledge is one of the most striking features of Carakasambhita. In no
other systems of knowledge yukti is found to be accepted as a distinct source
of knowledge. It is the method of arriving at the right judgment of things by
an intellectual exercise which involves the right combination of manifold

causes or reasons.

There exists a difference in the basic issues concerning the transaction
of the instruments of knowledge and the effects of cognizing process on the
knower. The conception of the self, mind, and consciousness as spiritual
substances and of sense capacities as physical are something peculiar to

Caraka. It 1s Caraka who puts forth the innovative idea that the sense



capacities are different from the end organs which serve as the sites
(adhistanas). He locates the centre of the sense organs as the head. Caraka’s
epistemology is not limited to the mere description of the different sources
of knowledge and defining them. On the contrary, it is one of the deepest
thoughts which extends to the association of consciousness. Beyond that,
he analyses the basic issues of the relation of awareness and consciousness
to the self. He also discusses in detail the transaction of the instruments of
apprehension, namely consciousness, ‘“I-consciousness’”, mind, sense
faculties, the role of the inner self as the co-ordinator, the way in which
knowledge affects the knower with respect to ordinary experience causing

pain, and also the final knowledge that culminates in ultimate freedom.

Caraka always relies on discursive reason in formulating his thesis.
But he avoids vada seen in the form of hair-splitting jugglery which often
leads us ultimately to nothing creative. The symposia found preserved in
Carakasamhita exemplify the healthy application of dialectics that
contributes to the clarity of understanding and dispelling doubts. Observation

and intuition were also given equal importance.
5. Vision of life and ethics

Caraka puts forth a unique perspective of life. He gives due importance
to material persuits and places spiritual goal at their apex. The spirituality
envisaged is not in any way opposed to material life. It is counted as an
inevitable continuity of the material life. He gives emphasis to the fact that

the attitudes and behavoiur of man to his fellow beings, to nature and to



himself, must be such that it will not disturb the cohesion of the universe
while trying to satisfy the material needs. Otherwise it will cause
impediments even in maintaining the positive health of man which is

essential for him to contemplate the ultimate goal of life.

Caraka envisages a noble ethical code based on a non-prejudicial holistic
outlook. His moral thoughts hinge on the basic idea of micro-macro
relationship of man and as such they are enshrined in compassion and non-
injury to all living beings. The compassion advocated by Caraka is not to
be understood in the limited sense of consideration for human beings and
their “well-being”, but the concern for everything, both animate and
inanimate, that has evolved from the non-dualistic vision of man and
universe. It is the compassion which is the result of the eradication of

egoism, the root cause of dual thought leading to love and hate tendencies.

Caraka’s unbiased approach and compassion is reflected even in his
explanation of the nature of ultimate freedom. Caraka declares that the
attainment of ultimate freedom is possible only through the realization of
the micro-macro relationship of man and nature. Caraka has used almost all
the terms which connote specific ideas of freedom used in different
philosophical systems without prejudice and affirms that the nature of final
state of freedom is inexplicable. The philosophy of Caraka is a representation
of true intellectual freedom unfettered by the dogmas and doctrines of

sectarianism.

Caraka philosophised not for the sake of philosophy nor for personal

liberation, but for the well-being of humanity and the world in total. Usually,



the concerns sparked by philosophical systems are general in nature. But
Caraka has obviously and successfully employed them for the specific and
complicated empirical issue of maintenance of human health without

ignoring the ultimate goal of life. It has got its own brilliance.

In brief, Carakasamhita is a complete book which contains
deliberations and insightful knowledge of the complex man and his
environment in its totality. Caraka construes man as a somatic being and
spiritual being. It is a compendium in which Philosophical abstractions and
scientific observations are found interlocked. It is a synthesis of the

subjective and the objective, the two cornerstones of epistemology.

In concluding the thesis, it would not be improper to point out that at
least some among the Ayurvedic community too frequently take the attitude
of comparing the therapeutic principles with those in the Western medical
science which is purely experimental and objective oriented. Consequently,
they often forget to give due attention to the philosophical concepts in which
the fundamental principles of treatment are rooted. It is unfortunate. If the
reason is the risk factor of probability and precision, plausibility and
demonstrability in the practice of Ayurvada, it is the same for Western
medicine also. So it is not the actual reason. The actual reason is that we
are prone to think whatever that is contributed by Western science is
faultless. What is needed is that the physicians who are willing to push the
limit of the theoretical constructs of Ayurveda have to work along original

lines either to show the flaws or to justify them. At any rate, it is essential



to address the philosophical abstractions. It would at least help us to bridge
the gulf between ethical reasoning and scientific reasoning. Correct
philosophical pursuit creates the way for entering the domain of
consciousness. A fuller grasp of the philosophy of Caraka could possibly
provide improved interpretative perspectives for the understanding of the
underlying complex systems of knowledge, archaic notions and values. It

offers insights in understanding Ayurveda as a whole.
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