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1. The reach of Vaisesika realism

Kanada: “I shall enumerate everything in this world that has the character of being” (yad iha

bhavaripam tat sarvam mayad upasamkhyatavyam; cited in Halbfass 1993: 69).

Six/ seven categories:

unobservable as well as observable substantial objects (dravya),

the particular qualities (guna) and motions (karma) of those objects including their spatial
and temporal position,

a hierarchy of generic universals (samanya) under which the particular substances,
qualities and motions fall,

a uniquely identifying ‘distinguisher’ (visesa) for each non-composite particular,

a single real connecting relation to bind the objects to their qualities, motions, universal
features and distinguishers (samavaya; ‘inherence’),

finally, and only after Pradastapada, a domain of real particular and generic absences
(abhava), such as the real absence here and now of a certain particular pan or of any pan at

all.
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2. Between ultra-realism and anti-realism

“padartha”: loosely translated as “category” or “division of reality” = ‘the object for which a word

stands’.

Ultra-realism (Meinong): A commitment to every singular term having a referent.

Dummett (Dummett, Michael, The Logical Basis of Metaphysics (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press 1991):

Integral to any given version of realism are both the principle of bivalence for statements of the
disputed class, and the interpretation of those statements at face value, that is to say, as genuinely
having the semantic form that they appear on their surface to have. Rejection of either one of these
will afford a means of repudiating realism and will constitute a form of anti-realism, however
restrained, for statements of the disputed class. (1991: 325.)

Dummett:

If it is his rejection of the principle of bivalence that marks the reductionist’s divergence from
realism, then the realist may continue to be a realist, despite espousing even a full-blooded
reductionism, as long as he continues to adhere to the principle of bivalence. (1991: 327-8)

= “sophisticated” realism (p. 324). Admits the possibility of reduction without translatability
(weak reductionism) or even the possibility of reduction through an actual translation (strong or
full-blooded reductionism), as long as one continues to treat singular terms in the disputed class

as genuinely referential.

Three places where traditional Vaidesika draws back from a thorough-going metaphysical
realism :

(i) rejection of the existence of the merely possible

(ii) the account of number as a cognition-dependent quality

(iii) the commitment to the principle that whatever has being is knowable. “All six categories
possess reality, nameability and knowability” (sannam api paddarthanam

astitvabhidheyatvajiieyatvani; PBh 11 [1895: 16]).
3. Reactions to Raghunatha

Raghunatha:
A. rejects motion and distinguisher as separate categories.
B. affirms eight new categories:

-.power (Sakti),
.ownedness (svatva),
-moment (ksana),



.causehood (karanatva),

-effecthood (karyatva),

-number (samkhya),

.the qualifying relation pertaining to absence {(vaisistya),
.and contentness (visayatd).

4, Category rejection and entity elimination

Raghunatha’s rejection of the classical category of differentiator (visesa):

And further, differentiator is not another category, because there is no proof. For [the atoms, i.e.]
the eternal substances discriminate by themselves, without a discriminating property, just as do
the differentiators of other thinkers. (30.3)

Raghudeva: “The meaning of the statement that ‘differentiator is not another category’ is that it
is not a [sort of] being different from the five beginning with substance” (na dravyadipaficabhinno

bhava ityarthah; 30, 21-2).

Ramabhadra: “the meaning is that it is not a [sort of] being different from those beginning with

substance” (dravyadibhinno na bhdva ityarthah; 91, 11).

Raghunatha’s affirmation of being-owned (svatva) as another category, (padarthantara):

Being-owned is another category. If you think that it is being-fit-for-use-as-one-wishes, [we
answer] “What is that ‘use'?” If you say eating and such like, [we answer] “no, for it is possible to
eat the food of another,” If you say that this is prohibited by written law, [we answer] “Which
written law is that?”. if you say that it is the scripture beginning “One may not take what belongs to
another”, [we answer] “How does that apply if one does not yet have the notion of being-owned?”
Therefore, being-owned is indeed distinct. And the proof is just the written law beginning “One
may not take what belongs to another”, It is produced by receiving as a gift, by purchasing, and on
inheritance, and it is destroyed by giving away and so on. (62,1-64,2}.

4. Jayarama’s Padarthamala

Jayarama discusses

.causal power (Sakti),

similarity (sadrsya),

-the qualifying relation pertaining to absences (vaisistya),
.causehood (karanata),

Jocushood (adharata),

-absenteehood (pratiyogitva),

.contenthood (visayata).



His aim, as his commentator Laugakst makes clear, is to demonstrate that there are indeed exactly
seven categories and to refute the claim that power and the others are additional (“saktyadinam

atiriktatvanirdsena paddrthah saptaiva iti vyavasthapya...” 181).
5. Madhavadeva’s Nyayasara

Madhava too begins with a reaffirmation of the seven category ontology:

The categories are just seven, and they fall into two types, being and non-being, There, [the types
of] being are six, due to the division into substance, quality, motion, universal, differentiator and
inherence. Non-being is of two types, due to the division into relational absence and non-identity.

(3)

The book concludes:

Since the [Nyayasiitra list] beginning with the ways of knowing, the things known and so on are
indeed included {antarbhdva) here, and since the distinctness (atiriktatva) of [the “new” categories]
causal power, similarity and so on has been refuted, the categories are just seven. (246).

This summarises the key ambition of seventeenth metaphysics in Varanasi.

Madhava:

However [says the opponent], it is not the case that there are just seven categories, since causal
power is in truth a distinct category. How, otherwise, is it that burning with fire does not
[automatically] arise when there is a gem and when the instigating factor does arise? So there is a
causal power disposed to burning, which [burning] does not arise from the gem but from the
instigating factor. This causal power is not a substance, since it does not possess qualities. Nor is it a
quality, since it exists even without the cause of any prescribed quality. Nor is it another quality,
distinct from [any of the prescribed ones], for to imagine such a quality is ontologically redundant
{gaurava}. Nor does it belong to the category of motion, for it would then wrongly follow that
motions like the capacity fire has will be perceptible, since that is the law governing perceptibility.
Nor does it belong to the categories of inherence and 5o on, since it will be destroyed when it arises.
Therefore, it is a distinct category. If this is claimed, [we reply], no. Thinking about the causes [of
fire] before it has arisen or after it has ceased to be in terms of a permanent causal power is
redundant, for one can imagine the causality to be either with respect to the fire as qualified by the
absence of the gem as qualified by the absence of the instigating factor, or with respect to the fire
together with the absence of the gem as qualified by the absence of the instigating factor. (1903_4:
3,12-4, 11},

6. Subsuming Nyaya into Vaisesika

Annambhatta: reduction of the sixteen categories of the Nydyasitra to the seven categories of

classical vaidesika:

[Tarkasamgraha:] As all things are included under one or the other of the above-mentioned
categories as the case may be, it is established that the categories are seven precisely (sarvesam
padarthanam yathdayatham uktesu antarbhavat saptaiva padartha iti siddham). [Dipika:] “Well, in view of
sixteen categories mentioned in the Nyayasastra statement NS1,1.1, how is it that the categories are



seven precisely?” It is to be said in reply: ‘As all things..." In other words, all the sixteen categories
are included under the seven. (396-7; trans. Bhattacharya 1983: 403-4).

For example,
.siddhanta is “a thing accepted by epistemologists”, = a substance etc
-nimaya is “a decision, the result of a way of knowing” = a quality

.vada is “a discussion among those who desire to know the truth” = a quality

Reductive accounts of causal power and ownership:

If if be objected, “Well, even when there is contact of fire with the palm of the hand, if there be
some counter-active factor, there does not ensue any burning, Causal power therefore is an
additional category”, the reply is to say no. As the absence of a counteractive (pratibandhakabhava)
is a condition for every effectuation and as it is only causehood (karanatva) or the fact of being a
condition that is meant by the term “power”, there is no necessity for the postulation of power as a
distinct category. If it be objected, “Well, as it is admitted that there is purification of bell-metal etc
(kamsadi) by ash etc, an induced power (adheya-sakti) has got to be postulated,” the reply is no. The
term “purification” stands for the destruction of the contact of ash etc along with every kind of
absence of the touch of a polluting agent, simultaneous with the contact of ash etc.

Ownership is not an additional category, for it is of the nature of the fitness of disposing of
something at one’s pleasure. Acquisition resulting from acceptance of gifts etc. is what determines
such fitness. (409-413; trans. Bhattacharya 1983: 405-7).

7. Conclusion

The seventeenth century reaffirmation of the traditional seven category ontology is
underwritten by an aspousal of a new conception of what is involved in the endorsement of
realism; specifically that there is an advocacy of what Dummett has described as sophisticated
realism, in place of either the metaphyiscal realism of Raghunatha or the ameliorated realism of

traditional Vai$esika.

Raghunatha ends the Padarthatattvanirapana with a call to philosophers to think for themselves

about the arguments:

The demonstration of these matters (which I have) carefully explained is contrary to the
conclusions reached by all the other systems. These matters spoken of should not be cast aside
without reflection just because they are contrary to accepted opinion; scholars should consider
them carefully. Bowing to those who know the truth concerning matters of all the sciences, bowing
to men like you (the reader), I pray you consider my sayings with sympathy. This method, though
less honoured, has been employed by wise men of the past, namely that one ask other men of
learning to consider one’s own words (PTN 79,1-80,3; trans. Potter 1957: 89-90),



