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Qualifier (viSesana) in Navya-nyaya Philosophy

Toshihiro Wada

1, In the analysis of language and philosophical issues in India, ' the
concept of 'viSesana’ plays an important role. Panini uses this term in three
sttras of his Astadhyayi: 1-2-52, 2-1-57, and 2-2-35. But he does not
define it. The Kas$ika on 2-1-57 explains that 'viesana’ stands for bheda-
ka (distinguisher), and that “viSesya’, which prefigures 'viesana’, stands for
bhedya (that which is to be distinguished), For instance, in the expression
‘nilam utpalam’ (a blue lotus), 'nilam’ (blue) is viSesana (qualifier or adjecti-
ve), and ’utpalam’ (lotus) is viSesya (qualificand)., The term ’utpalam’ func-
tions as distinguishing ’blue lotus’ from ’red lotus’, and so forth. This
explanation shows the function of ’vifesana’ from a grammartical point of
view. This type of function is often observed. The views of grammarians
such as Panini, Patafijali, Bhartrhari, and Kaiyata, and a Navya-naiyayika
‘Gadadhara on this concept are examined by S. D. Joshi, compared with the
western concept of adjective’. D. H. H. Ingalls, A. Uno, M. Tachikawa,
and V. N. Jha? briefly elucidate the Navya-nyédya concept of ’visesana’.

According to these four scholars, Navya-nyaya makes use of ’viesana’
in ontological analysis, also. An example of this term appears when Navya-
nyaya deals with the relation between the entity expressed by the term x
and the entity expressed by the term x plus the - possessive suffix ’ma#’,
'vat’ or 'in’. The example is ’ghatabhavavad bhatalam’® (the ground is the
possessor of the absénce of a pot, or the ground possesses the absence of a pot).
Here, Navya-nyaya interprets the absence of a pot as the qualifier of the
ground, and the ground as the qualificand of the absence®. It is a general
rule in Navya-nyaya that if z-vat (the possessor of x) is y, x is the qualifier
(viSesana) of y, and y is the qualificand (visesya) of x.

In the present example of 'viSasana’, the absence of a pot makes it pos-

sible to discriminate its locus (i.e., a particular piece of the ground) from other
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pieces of the ground. This is to say, when one recognizes that the ground is
the possessor of the absence of a pot, his cognition refers to the ground
particularized by the absence of a pot. Thus, one can explain the function
of a qualifier as follows: a qualifier -enables one to discern its qualificand
from others.

In this exapmle, the qualifier (the absence of a pot) is the superstatum (ad-
heya) of its qualificand (the ground), because in Navya-nyaya absence is
an entity which necessarily occurs in some locus®. Generally in ontological
analysis, a qualifier is the superstratum of its qualificand®. But Ingalls’
examples: of a qualifier and its qualificand suggest that a qualifier can be
the substratum (adhara) of its qualificand. - Uno also states that ’qualifier’
and ’'qualificand’ are interchangeable, depending upon the Sanskrit expres-
sion”. In the Navya-nyaya literature, free usage of the two terms, ’quali-
fier’ and ’qualificand’, 'is observed. The present paper tries to analyze how
a qualifier and its qualificand (or an entity qualifiel by it : vifisza) are conne-
cted in Navya-nyaya.

2, The relation between a qualifier and its qualificand can be first classified
into two : (1) direct (saksatsambandha) and (2) indirect (paramparasambandha)®,
Direct relations are contact (samyoga), inherence (samavaya), self-linking
relation (svarapasambandha), and identity (tadatmya)®. The relation of con-
tact is the physical connection between two substances (dravya) which can
exist separately. For instance, when there is a pot on the ground, the pot
exists on the ground through contact. The relation of inherence is the

1 For instance,

relation between two entities which cannot exist separately
when there is a blue pot, blue color exists in the pot through inherence.
A self-linking relation is one which is regarded as identical with one of

its two relate'®.

To give an example, when there is a pot, this pot is
considered to exist in time because the pot exists for a certain period. In
this case, Navya-nyaya regards the relation between the pot and time as
time itself. Indirect relations are ones which comprise direct relations'®,
Case (1) can be further classified into three: (a) a qualifier which is the

superstratum (adheya) of its qualificand, (b) a qualifier which is the sub-
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stratum (adhara) of its qualificand, and (c) a qualifier which is neither the
superstratum nor substratum of its qualificand. Cases (1-a), (1-b), and
(1-¢) will be dealt with in this section and case (2) in section 3.

An example of case (1-a) is as follows : when one perceives a pot on a
particular place, the Navya-naiyayikas regard the potness in the pot as the
qualifier and the entity called 'pot’ as the qualificand'®. Here potness (the
qualifier) is superstratum of the entity (the qualificand), The relation between
them is inherence, because generic properties (jatzi) one of which is potness
reside in substances through inherence!®. X

Apart from inherence, one can find exapmles in which contact and a self-
linking relation are the relations between a qualifier and its qualificand
(or the qualified). Let us see first an example in which contact is the
relation between them. When one perceives a man holding a stick, he has
the cognition of the man with the stick (danditi jiianam). Here the stick is
considered as the qualifier, and the man as the qualified”®. The stick is
considered to exist in the hand of the man, and the reverse is not true.
Hence, the stick is the superstratum of the man, and the man is the subs-
tratum of the stick. The relation between them is contact.

The following is an example in which a self-linking relation connects a
qualifier to its qualificand. When one does not perceive a pot on the ground,
he recognizes the absence of a pot there. As mentioned in section 1, the
absence can be treated as the qualifier of the ground. The absence of a pot
is the superstratum of the ground. The relation between them is a self-
linking relation in Navya-nyaya'®.

An example of case (1-b) in which a qualifier is the substratum of its
qualificand is as follows: When one perceives the absence of a pot on a
particular piece of the ground, the absence of a pot can be treated as the
qualificand, and the ground as the qualifier!”. This is because the ground
serves to distinguish the absence of a pot from the other absence of a pot
on other loci. Thus the qualifier and its qualificand here are just the re-
verse of those in the last example. The relation between them in the

present example is a self-linking relation as well.

— 504 —



{10) Qualifier (visesana) in Navya-nyaya Philosophy

The following is an example of case (1-¢) in which a qualifier is neither
the superstratum nor substratum of its qualificand. When one recognizes
that there is a blue lotus, the object of this cognition is analyzed in the
Nyayasiddhantamuktavali as follows : the entity (@) denoted by the word
"blue’ is the epistemic qualifier (prakara) of the entity (b) denoted by the
word ’lotus’ because of the relation' of identity (tadatmya) or non-difference
(abheda)'®. Epistemic qualifier is one kind of qualifier’®. Here the word
"blue’ refers to an entity which has blue color and not to blue color itself.
The entity a (the qualifier) is neither the superstratum nor substratum of
the entity & (the qualificand). This is because any entity is not said to
exist in itself through the relation of identity®®. ‘

3

ween a qualifier and its qualificand will be illustrated here. When Nava-

. An example of case (2) in which there exists an indirect relation bet-

nyaya refers to the highest universal qualified by the difference from a
quality and [the difference from] action (gunakarmanyatvavisistasatta), the two
differences are regarded as the qualifiers of the highest universal?”’. This
universal is simply called the qualified highest universal (visistasatzta) in
Navya-nyaya’®. The Sanskrit text which refers to the qualified highest
universal purports that 'this universal resides only in a substance’.. In
order to make this purport possible, let us examine what kind of relation
should be assumed ' between the highest universal (the qualified) and those
differences (the qualifiers).

The highest universal (sazza), which is a generic property, resides only
in a substance, a quality, and action. The difference from a quality resides
in a substance, action, a generic property, a particular (vifesa), inherence,
and absence?”. The difference from action resides in a substance, a quality,
a generic property, a particular, inherence, and absence. Hence, both
the differences can: exist in the highest universal which is a generic
property. If 'the highest universal qualified by the two differences’ means
the highest universal wherein the two differences exist, then it can also
exist in a substance, a quality, and action. This is because the highest

universal exists in those three. This outcome does not agree with the
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purport of the text, because according to the text, the qualified highest
universal must reside in a substance only.

There is another possible way .to interpret the connection among the
highest universal and the two differences. Those three entities can altoge-
ther reside in a substance alone. In this case, the highest universal qualified
by the two differences is nothing but a combination of the highest universal
and the two differences. This interpretation of 'the qualified highest uni-
versal’ accords with the purport of the Sanskrit text which refers to the
qualified highest universal. Those three entities can have a substance for
a common locus, so the relation among them is coexistence (samanadhika-
ranya). The relation of coexistence is indirect, because it includes two direct
relations : (1) the relation between the highest universal and a substance
(inherence) and (2) the relation between the substance and the difference
(a self-linking relation).

4, The examination carried out above has demonstrated that the terms
'qualiffer’ and ’qualificand’ are used freely in ontological analysis. When a
direct relation exists between a qualifier and its qualificand, a qualifier can
be the superstratum or substratum of its qualificand. Otherwise, a qualifier
may be neither the superstratum nor substratum of its qualificand. An in-
direct relation may connect a qualifer with its qualificand as well. There-
fore, it will be concluded that when one recognizes any type of relation
between two entities, he can freely choose one of the two entities as the
qualifier and the other as the qualificand. But in a particular context, one
entity which enables one to discern another entity from others must be the

qualifier. That another entity to be discerned must be the qualificand.
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