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INTRODUCTION

This paper isa comparative study dhe atomic theorie®f Kanada(ca. sixth tosecond
century BCE) and Democritus 460 — 385BCE). ! The study does not include the Nyaya
philosophy which is usually considered as an allied school of Vaisesikainfpthe syncretic
NyayaVaisesika. Most Indologists agree that the two were once separate scltbodsstmnct
sutras, until their consolidation sometime during the tenth century CE. “The Wais®sgira
displays an awareness of Samkhya and Mimamsa ideas but shows no knowledge osNyaya a
system of thought” (King 1999, 58). According @hakrabarty Z003, 30),“The Vaisesika
School changes neh of its character once in contact with the followers of the Nyaya School”
Rather than Vaisesika, Nyaya has been the subject of academic research in Indiheidest
in the past decadeshe study uses the framework developed by Emerita QL@ and 1979)
in her works on comparative philosophy. Without rejecting histedeatriptive approaches to
EastWest comparative studies, Quito argues that philosophy at its roots is one and Liniversa
the soecalled distinction between East and Westsigperficial and arbitrary. “Philosophy is
human before it is Eastern or Western. This means that it is the human being and not the
Chinese or Indian or Greek who philosophizes” (Quito 1991, 121). Although individuals are
affected by historical and lttural circumstances, the unique attribute of the human mind is its
ability to transcend temporal and spatial limits, for “Deeper than our qualiigiofy oriental or
occidental is our quality of being human” (Quito 1990, £15)We are all confronted it

1 Several studies suggest the possibility that the birth of Greek philosophy was dunelio Hi
influences (Woodcock 1996 and Dosh985). Almost all Presoatics, including Demaocritus,
werereported to have traveled to the east. However, a direct link between the two philosophies
cannot beconclusivelyestablished due to the lack of sufficient material evidence. Similar ideas
in India and Greece could have originated and evolved simultaneously and independently. Even
if ancient Greek thinkers came in contact with the Hindu sages, it would be hard to Brplai
communication and translations of philosophical teachings occurddidin all, we must be

sober in our judgments on this exciting possibility of mutual -Bésst influence; repeated
efforts by reputable scholars have found precious little to show any conscious bgtr@atter

1977, 17). See also McEvilley (2002, 536).

2 “To every age belongs a Zeitgeist and in every locale there is an adjustment bf,thatig

after the peripheral coatings of time and space are removed, the pith ofgihal dhought is
manifest. We should not even be speaking of Oriental thought and Occidental thcerghtyréh

only human thoughts and humanistic thinking” (Quito 1990, 447).



similar needs and problems, ask similar questions, and while no uniform answenistigere
is at least a general pattern that can be gleaned from the responsés given.

Many ideasof ancient atomism anticipated the modern atomic thelingt atonmstic
tenetsare found in both orthodox and heterodox schoolsdia beginning in the ninth century
BCE suggeststhe presence of an extensive discussionthia topic during this period?
Notwithstanding theearly and expansive beginningf Indian atonsm, modern scientific
atomic theory traces its origin to DemocrifusThrough crosultural critical engagement of
parallel ideas between Kanada and Democritus, the paper aims to discover thencommo
problems that they dealt with in order to further our understanding afatthehistory of the
atomic theory, to evaluate the relative merits and limitatodriseir proposed solutionggsolve
some difficulties that each account faceg dppealing to the other, andhighlight their
contributions tdhe emergence of atomic worldview.

EARLY PHILOSOPHICAL ATOMISM

Similar to oher thinkers of orthodox schools, Kanaalecepts the Vedic teachings on
karma samsara moksha(Vaisesika Sutrav.2.18), anddharma (V1.2.29), but unlike the
traditionalVedanta, the focus of Vaisesika ke individual and the ptcular and as such, it is
analyticand pluralistic rather than syntheticraonistic.Vaisesikadoes not attempt to unify the
different data of experience which it considers as the most geharalcteriscs of things under
a single principleIn the spirit of scienceiits basic interest is the enumeration of irreducible
elements and world constituents.” (Halbfak892,92). It systematizereality, i.e. anything that
can be recognized or designated with a specific name and be the obmmjndfon and
language under seven categories(Vaisesika Sutral.1.5 — 8); substance, quality, activity,
generality, particularity,inherence and abhava or absencelonexistence. These are not
categories of thought anereterms, the lisis the classification of objectively existing things
independent of our thoughté All categories havéhe properties of factual identifiability
predicability, and intelligibility

The most basic categois sulstance. It exist& itself and serves as the substratum of
action andattribute orquality. Substances may be simple or compound. Unlike compound
substances that are subject to production and destruction, simple substances decanmtima

3 See Quito (1990, 447).

4 Charvaka, Samkya, Jainist and Buddhist schools developed atomistic theories of their own.
There are early forms of atomistdeas in Chandogya Upanishad

>SeeSimonyi (2012, 6863); Myers (2006, 7, 17576); Chown (2001, 5); Schrodinger (1996,
117); Capra (1991, 291xmaldi (1961, 20-24).

® There are only sipadarthasin Vaisesika SutraAbhavawas adapted as th& padartha by
subsequenttcommentators Kanada mentions abhava as a formof prameyaor object of
knowledge and gives considerable attention to it and its subdivision. Followingotradiit
maintain it as one of the categories padartha while limiting its analgis onthe basis of
Kanada’s sutra.

" In as much as the focus of this study is ancient atomism, it does not give a conipeehens
account of the categories of Kanada.



etanal. “The eternal is that which is existent and uncausédisésika SutrdV.1.1). Action is

the dynamic fature of substance while attributeits static feature”The characteristics of an
attributeis that it naturally inheres in substances, does not contain an attribliifamndes not an
independent cause of conjuncti@md disjunction” ¥.S. 1.1.16). There are nine kinds of
substancesearth, fire air, water (the ultimate and partless atomic elements that make up the
gross compound$)yoid (akasg, time, direction(dik), self (or soultmar) and mind (ana3.

The first five are physicaland with the exception adkasawhich has nogualities, they are
distinguishable by their primary qualisiesuch as color, taste, smell, and tou¢ts(11.1.1-5).

“The void (akasa) is understood through an inference about the nature of 8ahes’1987,
188)° The last four are neoorporeal substances. The mind is 4tonporeal but atomic.
Particularity, generality, and inherence, though no less real, are not directly perceived but
logically inferred.Visesaor particularity refers tospecificities that individuate the immaterial
substances anthe atoms(V.S. 1.2.6). Atoms fparamanu} are thefundamental indivisible
corstituent particles of mattet® Since atoms and the immaterial substances are imperceptible,
particularity orvisesamust be logically inferred\.S.1.2.6). Gross matter is formed by the
conjunction of atoms\.S.1.1.27). Physical bange is due to the comlation and dissolution of
such conjunctionsGenerality pertains to the common characteristics of thingsateagrouped
under one class while inference is the relatigndigtweerthings that are usually regaias
inseparablesuch as cause and effect or the whole and its parts.

The philosophy of Democritus, on the other hand, is the logieatlusion of the
Precratic search for thenifying arche!! By the use of deductive reasoning, Parmenides
demonstratesvhat seems to be a selident truth for his Milesian predecessors: there is no
transition from being to neheing or vice-versa — nothing is absolutely generated or

8 “Whereas all nine substances (or classes of substances) are essentially igeducibl
indestructible constituents of the world, the elemental substances (i.e. earthfikgai@nd air)
occur not only in their eternal, irreducible form as atorasu( paramany but also as
destuctible compounds of such atemas concrete empirical objeat$ our daily practical
acquaintance. ...The noneternal substances are not theoretically irreducibie sussirates,

but things with which we deal in our ordinary linguistic and practical behavior. Gdmayot be
listed or enumerated in the same sens¢haselements. Noneternal substances are transitory
constellations. They come and go. They cannot be codified in a permaneiitHadibfass 1993,

93)

% Akasais the substratum of sound.

10 Although the ternparamanuis never mentioned by Kanada in his text, most Indologists use
this word to refer to the most fundamental particles of matter in VaiseSike
Vaisesikasutrgsthe basic text of this traditiojcodified around the first century of the Common
Era) mertions the atoms quite optionally, incidentally as thoughhave affair with something
obvious and selévident. Onanay have an impression that in Ancient India the atomigtias
were so universally known that there was no neegardwe or explain therh (Lysenko 200W,

15)

11 Someof the fragments attributed to Democritus concehicat matters. Thelave naturalistic
tendencies that give emphasis on cheerfulnedssanplicity that we attaitby regulatingour
desire for pleasure. Since thathenticity & these fragmestis disputabléMckirahan 2010,
337), they are excluded from the scope of this paper.



annihilated? Empedocles modifiethe position of Parmenides in order to maintain tHilia

of senseexperience. He explairike phenomenon of change, which is perceived by our senses,
in termsof combination and disbandirgd four basic elements (water, earth, wind, fire) but the
elements themselves are not createat. his part, Democuts claims that change is not a
creatio exnihilo of something newbhut due to the changes in the configuration of the building
blocks of matterAtoms are the ultimate constitutive particles of matter, infinite in number,
varyingin size and shapéutaremade up of the same stuffheyare scattered in an infinita
boundlessvoid whee they are in perpetual moti@s they strike each other and are “tossed
about”, causing them to move in different directions. In fragment 554 in Kirk anchR&987,

407):

He thinks they are so small as to elude our senses, but they have all sorts of forms and
shapes and differences in size. So he is already enabled from them, as from elements, t
create by aggregation bulks that are perceptible to sight and the other senses

Their shapes, combinations, and their relative positiondistancefrom each other, as “A
differs from N in shape, AN from NA in arrangement, and Z from N in positwa”sufficient
to explain all phenomena in this variegated woHdr instance, wie large and round atoms
causesweetness, atoms that are small and sharp cause sour flavor. Solid things are made up of
atoms that are closely packed; those that are soft are composed of atoanse thigler apart.
Democritus saythat thgg have hooks anthdentations that enabteemto cling to each other.

As they move in an infinite open space, they collide and rebound and in the process, some
atomscome in closecontact with others some atoms are pushed away, while others get
entangled and cling togeer forming a mtual hold— this is how compoun@odies are made

There is no real coalescence or intermingling of atoms since there is awayisl or a
separator etween them no matter how close they are to each other.

Ultimate reality is attribted by Kanada and Democritus tbe atoms which are the
smallest, immutable, indivisible and indestructible entitig&ny atomistic theory can be
interpreted as an attempt to reconcile the thesis of the unity and immutabbiéngf with the
fact that the snses observe multiplicity and change.” (Lysenko 2007b, 21) This is accomplished,
however, not by denying permanence this is the approach taken by early Buddhism and
Heraclitus. More than a courdegaction against monism, ancient atomism is a comgemi
between the extreme positions of the metaphysics of permane¥edarita and Parmenides on
the one hand, and the process metaphysics of the Buddha and Heraclitus on tltegotasra
rational account for both change and permanence by attributemgehto the activities of
atomsparamanuswhich nature is eternal and invariable. Change is not negated for the sake of
permanence or vice versa, but rather the changing aspects of experience are trecedro t
eternal, and permanent aspects to etemeas. (Radhakrishnan 1969, 288)rality and unity are
notseen asnutually exclusive.

12 “*One should both say and think that Being Is; for To Be is possible, and Nothingness is not
possible. This | command to consider; foyrh the latter way of search first of all | debar {ou
(Parmenideso. 6 in Freeman, 1977, 43).



In contrast to his predecessors, Democritus did not posit a unitary princgoieher yet
his atomism still presupposdbe idea ofunity, for his atoms are made upf the same
substanceHe malesno qualitative distinction between atomshey differ from each other only
in terms of size and shape. Qualities which are not in the atoms are produegh tthe
combinations and structure of the latt€onsidering that atoms are responsible for the
production of compound objects that have different qualitibecomeslear why Democritus
gives themgeometrichand not perceptible qualitier this facilitates the explanation as to
why different things are prodad by the same atoms since their differences will be attributed
only to one reasor the structure or arrangements of atoms. Other qualities such as color,
sound, texture artsecondary qualities which arise in virtue of the interaction of certain kinds
of physical objects (such as eyes and ears) vitars (such as table and hairs)” (Allen 1985,
15). On the other sidegtomsfor Kanadaare essentially of four kinds (earth, water, fire, and
air). They areguantitatively and qualitatively differeqpossessing the qualities of taste, smell,
color, and touch thatompound objects hav“The reason why Vaisesika says that atoms
themselves have qualities is that otherwise we would not be able to explain gealitati
differences between objectsfor exanple, between water and earth” (Puligandla 2007, 149).
Although Kanada falls short in articulating the relationship between pueadd unity, he
considers both generality and particularitypaglarthas and accepts certain dependence and
subordinatioramong the latter.

ON CAUSALITY

Ancient philosophical activity in India and Greece arises from speculations ongime or
of the complex and dynamic universe. Nothing is completely the result of pure chance or
accident. Allobservableevents are cause@osmic cycle in Vaisesika is a transition from a
complete state of rest or inactivity to one of movement, rather than the emergerier aubr
of chaos. In both traditions, all processes in the visible world are dependent on thiesaofivi
invisible atoms.“The universe thus consists of d)primary one that subsists always...; and 2)
a derivative one which is dependent on it and which is the world we ordinarily know.”
(Halbfass 1993, 93)wo levels of reality are distinguisheitie macrosopic or phenomenal, i.e.
the world of compound matter, and the microscopic or the world of imperceptiiitiese In
the macroscopic level, everything is e®hined by the movements of atoms throulghir
mutual collisions or rebound so tHaverything happens by oessity — a statement made by
Democritus according to Diogendaertiust® Kirk calls this derived motionn orderto
distinguish it from the original motion in themicroscopic level where there are on
atomsparamanusmoving nontdeterministicallyin all directions The complex, phenomenal
macroscopic world is explainedhrough the simple microscopi¢ and atomic realrff

13 “Everything happens according to necessity for the cause of the ciutiping of all
things in the whirl, which calls necessity. (Diogenes Laertius iX @&)en 1985, 54). See also
Kirk and Raven (1957, 412).

¥ find useful the critically important distinction in phenomenology between phenomanon a
commonsense reality representing fi@tder knowledge, the noumenon as the “essential” or
deeper reality, which represents seconder knowledge. This does not mean, however, that the
two orders ofknowledge are disconnected from each other. In the atomism of Kanada or
Democritus, there is no phenomenon that is set over and above the unknowable noumenon

5



Mutations happen in the phenomenal level but not in the atomic level where nothing comes to
be or passes away. Tfermer is grasped by sensation, the latter is known by reasoning.

Everythingthat comesnto beingmust have a prior cause and while the cause and its
effect arelogically distinct, acertain relationship exists between them. In Inditomism, to
causean effect is to“be its immediate (and unconditioned) anteceédé€htatilal 1975, 42).
Causality is a subject of deep reflection and discussion among the dirshnasand thisleads
to the development of a wider understanding of cause and more complex theories oangausati
in comparison to the Presocratics who do tooarticulate the relatiohgp between cause and
effect nor distinguish the different kinds of cause. It seems that causation for theGzady
thinkers is by “synonyms, he who breedsd&a¢n must himself be fat. The fire warms me only if
it is in itself warni (Barnes 1982, 119). Simply put, the cause cannot produce what it does not
naturally have. For example, if the universe is living or dynamic, the origenatibstance
(arche must bentrinsically dynamic and aliveoo, as most Presocratics argBeing the source
of all things, the originative substance must contain as much as possible whataties qoay
considered as the fundamental characteristic of everything. For such, rélasugh the
knowledge of tharche everything else is known. This implies that the effect is similar to and
pre-existed in the cause. The cause and effect are essentially the same (in IndiaptBhitbso
is called thesatkaryavadaheory) because the cause cannot produce an dffgastnot already
existentin potentiawithin it. (The common example of Samkhya is ‘the pot is the clay’, thus
maintaining tlat the effect is in the caus8)nce the effect is not a new being but is already
present inthe cause in a certain fashion, there is no real effect (i.e. a distinct entity)s th
produced. Instead, there is only a singular original bewwgh changing manifestations or
appearances.

Contrary tothe position of Samkya,Kanadadoes not affirm the prexistence of the
effect in the cause. The effect is numerically and essentially different fsooautse, i.e. the
effect has an essence not imparted to it by the cassgkaryavadn This is proven by the fact
that the norexistence of the efét follows from the norexistence of the cause, but the nion
existence of the cause does not follow from the-exdstence of the effectin the absence of
cause is the absence of effect. But in the absence of &féetis no absence of caus¥’.3.1.2.
1-2).3° The powers oparamanusn the material cause (clay), combined with those of auxiliary
causes (wheel and stick), destroy the cause in the production of the effect. Trusptoittioé
empiricism, the sealled caual relation is a kind of inltence orsamavaydV.S.VII.2.26) —an
imperceptible relation which is the result of intellectual inferdiaceequence of cognition) from
the ‘nonsimultaneous’ and sequential coming into being of the effect in relatide tause.
(VI11.2.8) But even if the pe-existence of the effect in itsause is denied, it does not follow
that the effect is produced from absolute nothingrig$$he prior nonexistence of an effect is
not merely void or unreal, but it is a reality called antecedent negd&tastri 1976, 127 he
prior absence of an effe@te. the produced substangg)a necessary condition of the effect to
come to be, but thefett is not made ‘out ofanything, but ratér in the right sorts of simple
substances (this being explained by the very nature of those substances anachyrhaf the

15The pot is not the clay. If the pot (effect) is the clay (cause), when tifeffeatt) disappears
the clay (cause) must also disappear, but it does not.



efficient and instrumentalauses working on them). Simultaneously with the effect’'s coming to
be, its prior absence is destroyed. Indette coming to be of the effect is in reality itieal

with its prior absence being destroyed, thihg, effect does not come from its prior absence as if
it were made fronvoid or nothimg.

Democritus deniesreatio exnihilo and maintains that any subsiahintermingling or
unity between atoms is possible, otherwise, theywould become one, (or alternatively, the
two atoms will have perished and a new atom will have come to be). Eitheheviyntiamental
principle that atoms neither come to be nor perish is violated” (Mckirahan 323). Since the
different kinds of compound objects are the results of the configuration of atoms and such
configuration does not prexist the atoms, and since the compounds have certain characteristics
that are not in the atoms (e.g. divisibility, contingency, perceipyibiit follows that the effect is
not identical with the causd@ further consideratiom this regards the Democritean treatment
of sense perception, to which contemporary authors appé/ Lockean distinction between
primary and seondary qualities. Secondary qualities §ross bodies with its color, odor, taste,
and — presumably sound is the effect of atoms possessing only primary qualities” (Organ 1975,
211). The secondary qualities tlemmpounds have cannot be found in the atomsgda¢rate
them, for atoms only possess size and shape. From this perspective, one can‘teydffact
is not in the cause. Therefore, this is a -pomexistenteffect theory” (Organ 1975, 211) or
asatkaryavada?®

THE CONCEPT OF VOID, NON-BEING OR ABHAVA

The Eleaticconception of the beinthatexcludesnon-beingresults in affirming reality
as one and unchangingimilar idea is expressed in some passages in the Upanidhtus.
reason why Parmenides underscaoesdity & unmoved is because ital-encompassinghere
is nothing outside of it that could occupy. Since the void a nonbeing (outside of whas), it
does not exist. For this, the responseDEmocritusis that “not-being exists as much as being,
and the two are equally the sas of things comingnto-being’ (frag. 546 Kirk and Raven
1957, 400)This seems to be a contradiction andeparture from Parmenides who says that
non-being “isnot”, but what is being meant by Democritsighat atoms arnot the only thing
that exis$, empty space exists too, and the tave necessary in order to explain the occurrence

16 « Admittedly, the Greek atomists did not work out the theory. They may not even have thought
of it as a theory of cause and effect. The problem of change and permanence, not of cause and
effect, was paramount in their minds. They did not think of the atoms as ceasing tpexithe
formation of the gross bodies, so we must note that properties, not substances, fietheopat

the NyayaVaisesikaasatkaryavada(Organ 1975, 211).

17« Before, Ogood looking one, this was a state of befsaf), only one with a second. Others

say before this was ndreing, one alone, without a second; from4h@mg poceeds the state of
being.” He continued ‘O good looking one, by what logic can bewgrily come outof non

being? But surely, O good looking one, in the beginning all this was Existeage®ne only,
without a second Chandogya UpanishafV/l. 2.1-2).“The One is not born nor dies. This One

has not come from anywhere, has not become anyone. Unborn, constant, eternagl’prime
Katha Upanishad(ll.18). “As a unity only is It to be looked upon This indemonstrable,
enduring Being, Spotless, beyond space, the unborn Soul, great endBrihngdharanyaka
Upanishad(lV.4.20), see also (111.8.9) andaitri Upanishad(V1.17).



of change. For atoms to move according to Demogrihese must be a space for them to move
into, i.e., a space that they do muirrently occupyRelatedly, abhavais essentiafor Kanada

“to render intelligible the neaxistence of an originated thing both before it comes into being
and after it ceases to exist, as well as the determinateness of its chaxactehsin excludes
from it thosequalities which wouldnake it ®me otherthing which it is not (Hacket1970,
137). Abhavais used toexplain production (prior neexistence), destructiofposterior non
existence), distinction (mutual naxistence: A does not exist as B and B does not exist as A),
and comntadiction (absolute norexistence which is a pseudttea)® The combination of
antecedehand consequent naxistence explains contingency

Through a qualified notion of nelmeing orabhava,and the acceptance of the existence
of the void or cosmicacuum, Kamada and Democritus argtleat plurality and change are not a
contradictionor a mere illusion. They point out that the conceptionasf-being is dependent
on being oexistence, because nrbringcannot be described or explained except in relation to
something that existdNon-being does not imply an absolute negation but a relative one
(abhavais a negativepadarthg for absolute negation is Umhkable, as Parmenideays The
statement of Democritus which states that “in@ing exists as much as being” finds its
counterpart in one of the aphorisms of Kanada: “Likewise too from the perceptiorstehegi
is nonexistence” Y. S.9.1.7)1° They both share the same idea of sb@ng as a gap or
separator. Thus, the atgmafamanusdoes not have void init, and as such it is partless or
unsplitable.Non-being /void is the explanation for plurality (“something” must separate one
atom from another), and atomic motion. Kanada wd#savato explain the nomdentity
(distinction) between the cause and its effect since he followaddtkaryavadaheory. “In the
absence of the interaction kifiya andgunas before coming into being (an effect is said to be)
non-existent (V.S.IX.1.1). In a senseabhavaseparateshe causdrom its effect. Additionally,
the void is used by the Greek atomist to give an account of the difference betaegoniheard
objects versus light or soft ones (the former having less empty spaoetvieen their atomic
parts compared to the latter).

But while Democritusidentifies void with norbeing, there are expliciistinctiors
among Kanada’abhavaor nonbeing, spatial coordinates dik, and void oakasa Dik is the
substance necessary to understand spatial notion in terms of distance or direti®n(is“T
remote, etc.) from this. Such is the marldd’ (V.S.11.2.10). The akasaof Kanada is not nen
being, but a noperceptible form of subtle matter. But mudke the void of Democritusgkasa
is “nothing other than the cosmic vacuum which contains all objects, and gives aodtimeif
activities” (Sinha 1923, 4). It has no other qualities except spatial extéfidionontrast to the
primary realities, the neatomic void orakasais singular, empty, penetrable, immobile and all
pervadng, an “undifferentiated reservoir, a kind of absolute space comparable to Newtonian
space” (Lysenko 2007a, 43onnection between thearamanusof Kanadais temporaryor
accidentalrather tharsubstanal, and this runs parallel with the view of Democritus. Similarly,
atomsdo not combine substantially to form a continuum and that which contains and separates

18 SeeV.S.(VII.2.4-6).

19 For Kanada, the wordhavastands foexistencewhereasattarepresents realityHalbfass
1992, 141)

20“These gunasnamely colour, taste, odour, and touch) are not presekasd (V.S.I1.1.5).



them at the samante is the void The akasaof Kanada sepatas paramanustoo without
creating abolute distance between them that could make any form of contact impossible.
“Unlike the void in Democritus’ physics, which serves as an interval betweeaims, the role

of akasawith regard to the atoms is quite obscure. There is no indication avé#iable sources

that akasa like the void assists the motion of the atoms and their combinations as a common
milieu or free space.” (Lysenko 208 7433). But by making a distinction between vaattgsg

and spatial coordinates or directiahk), Kanadagpoints out one important characteristic of the
void which is lacking in the fragments of Democrituthat it is isotropicThus, the movements

of particles in it are invariant to directions.

THE SOURCE OF MOTION —ADRSTA

Prior to Democritus, the Migars argue that the originative stui$ intrinsically dynamic
because it is divine. By admitting the existence ef ¥bid, the Greek atomist findsnatural
explanatory cause of motiofhe criticism of Aristotle against atomism is that it disregatios
guestion ofthe efficient cause of motion. The ideha prime moverowever,is totally out of
consideration irearly Greek atomism because there is no point in time when the atoms are static.
Since atomsand the void are not created, the forrhave always existed and have alway
interacted with each other in an infinite space. Bagpite the fact thakanadaarrives at the
same conclusion as Democritus regarding the nature ofdli#non-beingdbhavaand the
atoms, he still sees the necessity ofcaking external motion to the atoms from the unseen
force/power omdrsta?! His aphorisms also cite extraordinary samplesiotionthat are caused
by adrstasuch as the movemeaf the needle to the magneagravitational pull, assimilation of
food, upward movement of flames air, conjunction between body and saud the initial
motion of themanasin the process of forming new organigmh S.V.1.15; V.2.213). Adrsta
initiates the first motion of the atoms after which the latter combines in geometrical
progression, forming dyads which in turn combine into triads and so on, until the compound
object is produced. But with the exception of the first motion and a few isolated inciaénts
other processes in the universe depend on the interaction among the atoms themselvats. It
clear how the unseen force continues to influence the the succeeding behaviorprimhding
units. Like the nous of Anaxagoraagdrsta functions like adeus ex machina— an arhirary
construct in order to handle minor difficulties in the sysgrmh as findingan explanation for
what appears to henexplainable movements, e.gravitational and magnetic moti or the first
motion of the atoms.

21 Adrstais related to the pr¥edic notion ofrta: auniversal rule thaho ane can alter, not even

the gods It works spontaneously within each thing to guide the orderly movement of nature.
Further work has to be done to historicize and fully excavate across w@ikbirs in Indian
Philosophy the concept afdrsta It plays an important role, not just in Indian atomism, but in
several other traditiorss well.See Halbfas§€1991).



THE NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE

The egistemc gap between how reality appeaasd reality as it actually is constitutes
the central thread of philosophical speculation in the ancient world. Such gap or disparity i
expressed by the Hindu concepayathatentails that the entire empiricaality circumscribed
by space and time is not reality itself but only an appeardegg, which is oftentranslated as
illusion, has nothing to do with the maphysical status of the worl. It is concerned with the
way reality is perceid, i.e. itis a way of looking gta perspectiveor an epistemic limit
Vaisesika is one of the several Hindarsanasor “points of view” which express truths to “a
particular set of people possessing different degrees of mental and spthtaiatement. They
reveal and explain the truths embodied in the Vedas to them from their point of view and
according to their competence” (Basu 1974, iv). Fildralesto Parmenides, the Presocratics are
looking for an explanation for the oneness of things, a reality that lies beyond tharyrdi
appearances. Democritus says, “In reality we know nothing, for truth is in the depths”
(Democritus, DK 68B117 in Mckirahan 2010, 335). What is perceived by the sefsststise
temporaryand superficial conjunctions ttie elementarparticles. Th a sense the actual facts of
human experience do not really exist, any more than they did for Parmenideghsiatems
themselves do not inherently possess sense qualities” (McEvilley 2002, 315). Althougla Kana
attributes sense qualities hisparamanusthe latter in se are imperceptible just like the atoms of
Democritus. Both thinkers affirm plurality against the unifying tendenofethe Upanishadic
and the Eleatic philosophies respectively, but they somewhat maintain the phdnstatesaof
the world of sense experience, for what is tnelgl as opposed to thgurelyphenomenal cannot
pass away odegenerate.

While the sensible material world is maintained as phenonétia, boundary between
reality/appearance or truth /phenomenon is argued by the two atomists on the kagnaf
reflection, rather than in a mystical or theistic way. In the first place,tbath are silent on the
existence of god. The source of atomic motiomadnstaof Kanada is notdivine power but an
impersonal and unintelligent force. Thus, the boundaigvolved here is not between
humaridivine truths or knowable/unknowabldyut beéween sense data and intellectual
cognition.“From out of these sensiata we build our view of experience as consisbitpings
and their qualities and relations, but the atoms assumed are not integral dattersvorld of
experience” (Radhakrislan 1969, 239).Democritus on the other hand, distinguishes genuine
or right knowledge fronthe obscure or imperfect. Genuine knowledge is knowledge of atoms
andthe void that are apprehended only through the inference of reason. Imperfect knowledge
refers to our sense experience. It is called obscure because sensatidnpeacgige the
ultimate realities.The two kinds ofknowledge are distinct but inseparable. Genuine
knowledge is based on the microscopic level of reality wthikeobscure isbasedon the

22 Villaba (1996, 17; 1988, 514), following Rhadhakrishnan, challenges the interpretation of
mayaas mere illusionarguing thaimayahas two functions: concealment and projection. There

is no doubt that the concept has many meanings in various schools of Indian Philosophy, but the
view that it implies illusion cannot be simply dismissed.

23 “Whereas the Vaisesika considers the nonetauiastances to be effects of, and derived from,

the eternal substances, it does not regard them as less real. they, too, alestedés of real
qualities and other attributes. They have their irreducible identityrealdy as long as they

last.” (Halbfass 1993, 94)
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macroscopicThe role of sense expence in knowledge is never aughtly rejected One of the
fragments attributed to Democritus contains an imaginary dialogue betweaatetleet and the
external senses, where the latter addressed the intellect who claimed that gleysiaabns

are mere conventions, saying that “ Wretched mind, from us are you takingdbkacevby
which you would overthrow us? Our overthrow is your downfall” (in Cartledge 1999, 10).
Thought is dependent on the body and sensation for the imtthe starting poinand the
medium of knowledge,ral this is also accepted by Kanada. “Peroeptf the macroscopic
phenomena constitutes the first step in acquiring knowledge of the microseafity”
(Mckirahan 2010, 335). Divisibility, whicls an observablgroperty of matter is used by both
thinkers to establish the existence of indivisidnhel imperceptiblatoms.

Since Kanada’'s system relies heavily on the validity of sense experiehageyer is
experienced exists objectively as such), several aptierisms deal witthe merits and limits
of sensation- what can and cannot be pere by the sensesV.S.4.1.612; 4.2.813).
Colorless substances, for example are not vigiiexternal perception happens with resgect
objects possessing magnitu@artingfrom sense experience, Kanada develbgscategories
of substances. The whole enterprise is an attempt to make meality comprehensiblby
systematizing the different objects of cognitiofhis demonsates that cognition starts from
sense perception but because the latter is imperfecseladtive in nature, cognition at first
hand is unsystematic. Kanada’s inclusion of spatial coordiratdstime in his categories
implies that sense experience is limited. Hence, whatever is perceivable byethalesénses is
non-eternal or contingenfor sense perception occurs in a sp@oe-dimension.

Although Democritus emphasizes the subjective component of sensation andcas criti
of the evidence presented by tlsenses since apart from the intellect, they cannot reveal the
microscopic aspect of reality, he never stha sense experience is per se a mistakbéen
the bastard can do no moreneither see more minutely, nor hear, nor smell, nor taste, nor
perceive by touch—- and a finer investigation is needed, then the genuine comes in”
(Democritusno. 11 in Freeman 1977, 93). Intellection begins where physical sensation ends.
The latteris relative to the observebut it is not purely subjective because it lzasobjective
basis: the aggregateatter produced by the structure of atoms. Sense perception for Kanada and
Democritus is a sourcepamang of valid knowledge and not of belieddxa, despite being
limited and inferior to the intellect. Like Democritus, Kanada consigenssampressionsas
the result of physical contact between the sensegans and their proper objects, and that
“perception is possible only of aggregateg’3.1V.1.6). Intelligenceor consciousness is not
an inherent quality of the sofdr Kanada, becaughe soul needs the body in the process of
cognition. The soul is not the minmanag which is merely an inner sense that serves as the
organ of internal perception. Neither is the soul identifiable with the stream a@i@osisess for
the latteris only a quaty thatinheres in the soul (the soul beiitg substratum)The reality of
the soul is proven by inference. “Cognition sgénse and theirobjecs is the mark of the
existence of something other than senses and their objgc&Tl[.1.2). Cognition takeglace

24*In general, color is supposed to be among the conditions of the visibility of a substasce. Thi
seems to imply that an object is visible insofar as it is colored, and that thereommdor the
perception of a substance apart frdscolor. On the other hand, there is the unquestioned
premise that the substance itself appears in and through the colored phenorttéalbfass
1993, 99)
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by the use of the senses, being mere instruments, it follows thhey mustbe employed by

a subject. That in whichniversal cognition resides analhichemployssense organs is the soul

or atman Manas— the central processor of sensory datamisiaterial but atomicLike other
dualists Kanada has difficulty explaining the relatsbip between the immaterial soakrpar)

and themanas? For Democritus who is a consistent materialist and who conceives the soul as
both atomic and material, mediation between the soul and sense objects is unné&Bssiary
philosophers agree, nonetheless, that the human person is capable of knowing the truth.

Unfortunately, the limited Democretean fragments that we have contain little
information to formulate a coherent theory of cogniibBasing on the reports of Theophrastus,
Democritus presents two types of explanation regarding the nature of sensaqrerCeya is on
the basisof geometrical properties thdéhe atoms have that generate different flavors, and
another which considers the effect of the contact between our sense organs and thé physic
aggregates. Both explanations cover the subjective and the objective components of sense
knowledge. The two cannot be separated, but Democritus is not clear on how the two are exactl
related. It appears that Democritus does not only highlight the subjective compbgente of
our sense perceptions, but also rejects the reductive account of the latter ooutids ghat
flavor, color, or heat are affectations of our sense organs. Fragment 589“stateality we
apprehend nothing exactly, but only as it changes according to the condition of ounbarfy a
the things that impige on or offer resistance to it” (Kirk and Raven 1957, 4E®y. instance,
honey may taste sweet to a healthy person or may be bitter to a sick one, but haeeyspe
neither sweet nor bitter for “in truth, only atoms and tloid exist.” Sense qualities are not
objective realities, not in the microscopic level because atoms do not have guaditien the
macroscopic level because they are the products of the interaction betweeargans and the
compoundBut does ths imply that sense qualities are mere mental states?

Kanada cannot hold that sense experiences are mere subjective impressions or
physiological conditions. His substangeality framework  establishes sense qualities as
objective features of the extetnaorld. Each substance is endowed witisesagunaand
connected to a specific sense organ. There exists as well a correlation betweeis thatbasl
elements and the qualities perceived by the senses for each senss orgda up of the type of
atomwhich has the quality that serves as the proper object of the particular d.@ahv(2.8-

13). Themanasmediates between the soul and the object of knowledgydigmatizing sense
data and focusing the attention of the knower to one or several egsldf the objectbut
intellectual kowledge is ultimately the act of the soul. Even if sensation is conceived by
Kanada as a process thiawolves specific physiological mechanisms of some sort, he does not
regard sense qualities as belonging exclugitelthe purely phenomenal sphere withoahy

25 There appears to be a threefold distinction in Kanada betateean, manasand the material
body, hence he is sometimes characterized as a ‘trialist’ as opposed to.’ddalist a dualist
however,n so far as distinguishes immaterial from material substances.

26 “The Greek word we used to translaseul’ or ‘mind psukhewas often conceivkas having
importantly material component, if not basis, and was indeed taken by Demaxhgustitirely
material (Cartledge 1999, 11).

27 Curd's (2011) article‘New Work on the Presocraticdoes not contain any new information
or discovery regardinthe Democretean fragments.
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objective basis. By comparison, Democritus’ opposition to gkl approach is inadequate. It
does not illuminate his position regarding the nature of sense perception. Whilelq@igal
differences may behé explantory cause ofvariations with regard to our sense observaton
disagreemestbetween two or more people conceghaparticular sense experiersteh as the
taste of honey, they cannot be the causal explanation for the existencgen$e qualities
themselves.Disagreements regarding sense observation could be resgiveggpeahg to some
objective standards. Thus, these phenonoamamot disprove the claim of Kanatleat sense
gualities exist in reality

THE INDIVISIBILITY OF A TOMS

The early atomic views of India and Greece are constructed on the same lagisal b
matter which is extended and divisible cannot be divided infinitély anything that is finite
and composite must be limited. According to Demaocritus, if waldian objectepeatedlywe
will reach a point when the remainingrfiele cannot be divided. This is similar to the position
of Kanada who claims that dompound objects can be infinitely divided, there would be no
difference in size between a sewing needle arkktile bothof which would becomposed of
infinite parts Atoms are imperceptible since they have the minima of magnitude and yet, they
have real existence independent of human experidinage are varying scholarly opinions on
whether the ®@ms of Democritusind Kanadareindivisible theoretially or physically This is
because in both traditions, atoms are describegpasal entitiehaving size and shap¥.(S.
VI1.1.20 describegparamanusas round or spherical), which imphgathematical otheoretical
divisibility. ?® Some authors claim that thearamanusof Kanada and the atoms of Democritus
are not physical particles but mere abstractions, analogous to extensiordtesmatical
points?® Referring to DemocritysGodfrey (1990, 212) writes:

It seems unlikely that such a man would cheerfully hold thattbresacould have shape
without having parts and without having magnitude. The different shapes of atoena we
major part of his physical theory, which makes it difficult te kew he couldhave held
that they were partless and thus mathematically indivisible.

But if atomsparamanuslack extension, we will have to “admit the paradoxical position that
magnitudes are built up of what has no magnitude, bodies otltedfodyless” (Radhakristam
1969, 195). In the specific case of Vaisesika, if atoms are theoretical cibagawithout
gualities, the sensible qualities of compound objects cannot be reduced to their comstitiie
atomic level, which is essential for Kanada in order tontaam the proposition that the
observable qualities are the causes of our sense experience and are real fedterestemial
world.

28 Thatparamanusare infinitesimal substances, see Chakrabarty (2003, 23) and Villaba (1996,
42-43).

29« According to Chatterji, thparamanusare not atoms in the Vaisesika system; they should not
be translated into English &atoms. The reason he adduces for this rare viewpoint is that the
paramanushave no magnitude, wherea#/estern atonisdo”. D.H.H. Ingalls, on the other
hand, has pointed out that thmaramanusdo have qualities of the visible substances.”
(Puligandla 2007, 161).
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The early Greek atomistoes not explicitly distinguish different kinds of divisibilit3?
Atomsareindivisible, not mly because of their minuteness, but because they contain no empty
space or void, i.e. they are compact and have no pantseptthat Leucippus and Democritus
told that the cause of the primary bodigslivisibility is not only their inability to be &kcted
but also thei minuteness and lack of pat®K 67A13 in Mckirahan 2010, 309Chapter VIl of
Vaisesika Sutrespeaks of immaterial and natomic substances likakasa,time, soul, and
spatial coordinatesdi(k) as having magnitude, and distinguisheternal and noweternal
extensions! Extreme largeness and minuteness amgessensible and eternal. Even if the
atoms are mathematically divisible on account of their magnitude, it does not fadibtlely are
so in a physical sense, for they may be physically indivisible for some otlsenresuch as
having no empty space in them, and as such they are partless and solid wholes. @pnversel
compounds are divisible in fact and in theory not only because they are extended, but also
because they contagmpty spaces between their constituent parts. Hence, it is not extension per
se that makes something physically divisibteboth doctrines, lpysical divisibility is possible
only in the macroscopic realmhere gross matter is observed, not in the miogiscrealm of
atoms. The ultimate constituents ohihgs, as they are, independent of our perceptiare
partless and indivisible. The questiormdfether atoms are physically divisible is misplaced, for
divisibility is not a property of whasireal pesse, it is observed onlyn compoundnatter by a
perceiving subject. The impossibility of infinite divisibility is used only to infeg trery
existence of the atom but the indivisibility of the latter is based on its own naituce. V& do
not have a direct perception of atoms, we can only speak of their indivisibility in r@tibab
senseMoreover, he reason why the two atomists claim that a physical object is not infinitely
divisible is that sincéhey separate entitidsy the void or akasa to ague otherwise is to admit
the existence of void in the atoms. “Now, if the atoms could themselves, by the tecpres
introduction of void, be or become pluralities, then there would be no firm unit to be found
which could not be or become plurality by division” (Stokes 1971, 229). The void would then be
the ultimate constitution of matter and this would turn the sensuous macroscopic woid int
mere “shadow” or manifestation of the void, rather than an effect.

30 “Democritus held, and was prepared to argue, that his atoms, being not only too small to be
divided physically but also logically indivisible. To suppose otherwise would adenfirinciple

of infinite divisibility, which to Democritus was incoaivablé (Guthrie 1965, 396).

31 sankara Misra commentary othe chapter explains the different kinds of extensiditris
Measure or Extension is of four kinds, namely, Largeness, Smallness, Length, andsSh@f
these, extreme largeness and extreangth exist in the four universals (i. e., Space, Time, Ether,
and Soul) extreme smallnesand extreme shortness exist in the ultimate atoms ; the next
(higher) degree of smallness and shortness exists in binary atomic aggjrégageness and
length exst in substances from tertiary atomic aggregates upwards to compdbsiteswor
compound bodies as they exist in nature). In this manner, all substances whatevertpasses
Measures or Extensioh€Sinha 1923, 203).

382 «Another characteristic doctrine of the Vaisesika is its Arambhavada: thendoctamely,

that the world as an effect, is not a mere appearance (vivarta) of the cause, nou@onevol
(parinama) of the cause, but is produced by aggregation of the cagbesvhe ultimate atoms.
And this leads to the doctrine of Adadryavada, that is; that an effect has only a temporary
existence, and that, before its production, and, after its destruction, it-existent (Sinha
1923, 6).
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ETERNAL CYCLE

Because atoms are etalnthere will never be a time when all things are completely
annihilated. Fom the integration, disintegratipand reintegration of these ultimate particles,
the universe evolhgeand innumerable worlds are producedtoms are in a state of constant
motion according to Democritus and in their motion, sotoena formed conglomeration that
gave rise to a spatially and temgity limited world-systemor kosmos*® Democritus posits
the possibility of innumerable world¢hat come to be and perish atfeient timesFragment
562 in Kirk and Raven (1957, 410) states:

Hence arises innumerable worlds, and are resolved again into these elementxldhe w
come into being as follows: many bodies of all sorts nitwe abscission from the
infinite” into a geat void, they come together there and produce a single whivhiah
colliding with one another and revolving in all manner of ways, they begin toasepar
apart, like to like.

In a similar manner,hie cosmic processes of producti@md dissoluton/rest and
movement follow an endless cycle for KanaNaither ¢eation fromabsolutenothingness nor
ultimate annihilation is possible. Whereas the Greek atomism affiengd#fity of innumerable
kosmoi that exist simultaneously arade randomly scattered in the voidfaisesikaclaimsthat
the world as the collective totality of atoms undergoes a cycle of caimstraad destruction. In
other words, there are also innumerable worlds for Kanada, but they existsvely>* One
can olserve that the notion of eternal cydea logical consequence of the atomic cosmology
itself. The production of a new entity is the result of the recombination of previexishng
basic realitiesAs there is no theoretical limit to the number ofrbinations they can produce,
the present world is just one of the many possible world systems that couldtexiatso an
implication of the Parmenidean principle thhas its counterpain ChandogyaUpanishad
(V1.1-13) — being (saf) cannotcome fom nonbeing @sa). Every beginning involvean
antecedent neexistence and every end, a consequentaxistence. But what does not exist in
the beginning and in the end does not necessarilyiaxis¢ middle. This impliethat presently
existing hings that come into being (i.e. contingent) will not have a sufficient reaseridt.
Atomism solves this difficulty by arguingthat the world undergoes a cycle of creation and
anrihilation, it has no beginning or end. One cannot speak of an ultinegianingexnihilo
since every beginning would have a precedent. There is no questiowly tioings started to
exist becausm the final analysis, the worldas always been existing xasvisthe omnipresence
of physical change.

33 Democritus uses thaipciple of synonymy to explain the origin dfosmosor world-system.
The account given by Diogenes Laertus regarding Democritean cosnsikigg that in the
beginning the world system is formed as atoms moved and interacted in digagssesame of
them were segregated form the the rest, like to like, forming a kind of vOMéxen they are no
longer able to rotate in equilibrium, the fine ones depart into the void outsideifesdif the
rest remain together, become entangled, move together sonyrand form a first spherical
complex (Mckirahan 2010, 324).

34 The early lonian philosophers posit a pluralitko$moi succeeding one anothertime,
which is consistent with théew of Kanada.
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CONCLUSION

The fundamental questions raised Kgnada and Democrituggarding the nature of
void and cosmic evolution, the behavi@and characteristicef infinitesimal units,and the
possibility of innumerable and parallebsmoicontinue to inhabit the minds obitemporary
physicists.Centuriesbefore Newton proposed the concept of absolute space, the Indian and the
Greek atomists had already arrived at the notion of a cosmic vacuum shgukar (in its own
nature), homogenous, immobile, and uncreated. Becsa of their pluralistic tendencies,
emphasis on causality, their materialistic accounserise knowledge and the attertgpdxplain
the physical system by means of reduction eodbnfiguration of its constitutive elemenit®th
philosophers prent anepistemological base that could accommodate scientific inquilig
emergence of early philosophical atomism in India and Griseaesignificant manifestation of
proto-scientific thinking and probably the greatest attempt of the early pioneers ohahtio
thought to solve the problem of the one andntiaay.

Like most philosophicatheories, those of Kanada and Democritus are besetawith
number ofdifficulties, but our comparative analysisows that the explanatory gaps in each of
them couldbe filled in by appealing to the tenaif the other. The Indian views omkasa
abhava and causalitysupplementthe meager discussion of these concepts in the existing
Democretan fragmentsThey can be integratednto the atomism of Democritus without
contradicting the latter'dasic premises. The differenfarsanasin Indian Philosophy have
distinct views on the nature akasa and causality depending on their own ontologies. It must
be the lively debates and exchange of ideas among theselsthat led Kanada to articulate a
more sophisticated notion @kasa abhava and causality, compared to Demte who is
nonethelesghe first Presocratic to admit the existence of the void and to suggestidentity
(asatkaryavadpview of causation which is akin to the empiricist notion of causality adapted by
modern science. Both philosophers wotk a materialistic theory of knowledge, but with his
substanceyuality paradigm and a more detailed treatmef the topic, Kanada develops
epistemological realism that complements theomplete views on knowledge by Democritus
The pluraism of the formegoes furthethan that of Democritus througdtis exhaustive analysis
and enumeration ofpadarthas Since the Democretean atoms active ad eternal units that
constitute all things but are not constituted, Kanada’'s naticubstancésans sense qualities
except shapes and sizesgn be attributed tinem.

A weak point in Vaisesika’s atomism isowto explain the conjunction @toms This
is because compared to Democritus who conceives the void both as a separatopemadn
space fothe movemenbof all atoms Kanada is unclear concerning the relationship between the
akasaand the atoms. Perhaps, the latter does not see the need to give an account on how contact
between atoms happgrfor such is always possible since they are all contained in singular
space. With its consistent materialistic worldview, Greek atomisw drelemarcation line
between spirit and matter, and its understanding of matter as that which is eéxtsgad=l, and
mechanical, continued to influence the thinking of physicists until the early 20tircéGapra
1991, 21). The Greek atomist departed from any supernatural or hylozoist iatevpretf
motion, abandoned a teleological worldview, and found no reason to posit the exadtence
prime mover. If all events in the physical world are determined by the moteofeatoms, then
the whole universe is governed by the law of causality. Contrary to Democritus, Kanasla pos

16



the existence of necompound imperceptible substances in addition to atoms. His inclusion of
non-material substances and his acceptance of immaterial entities sgemsara moksha
dharma/adharmaandadrstamade his philosophy distinct from the materialistic pluralism of
Democritus and prevented him from conceiving the universe in a purely mechanigtic wa
Reliance on amnseen(supernaturalforce as the cause of unexpkd phenomena discourages
further effort to rationally discover a natural cause.

POSTSCRIPT

Interest in atomism by the ancient Greeks gradually diminished on account of
Aristotle’s unrelenting critique of the theory and the influence of his own hylencodplairine.
But the “legacy of Greek atomic theory was received and transformed bydshankers in the
middle ages, who in turn bequeathed knowledge of the doctrine to the west, and influenced the
revival of atomism in the renaissance” (Konsi&82, 60).

According to Puligandla (2007, 157),“Vaisesika originated as an unorthodox hon
Vedic) system but eventually turned orthodox by accepting the autbbtity Vedas on certain
matters.” While this contention has been challenged by recent scholarship on the subject, a
salient feature of moshdiandarsanass that they became more theistic as they evolVédére
is some eviderethat Kanada was not a theist. But whilere is no explicit mention of god in
his sutra, it begins and endwith the affirmation of the authority of the Veddsforts were
madeby the later adherents of Vaisesika to assimiBtaivismand the worship ofsvarain the
system Upon its merger with thé&lyayaschool, the epistemology of Kanada was expanded to
include verbal testimony as a means to obtain valid knowledge, and the emphasis of the syste
shifted to the logical defens# its main tenets without abandoning its original cosmological
and physicalistic orientatiorFollowers of the syncretiblyayaVaisesika propoundedlogical
proofs for theses that were not taught by Kanada, such as proofs for the eternhétyeflas
and the existence of God, the latter being based on the argument that as an unirtetiigent
adrstaneeds an intelligent being as a controller and supervisor in order to give actwlhtof
the orderly and rhythmic movements of natural evefitsEventually, moral prirciples were
integrated to its atomi@ccount of material composition and decompositibhe theistic
orienttion of the succeedingdian atomistsresulted in a eschatological and leological view
of cosmic evolutionThese internal and exterrahitations, relativeto Greek atomism, arihe

35 After the completion of each cosmic cyclsyara, in his merciful desire to give rest to all
struggling souls who cannot be released by the chain of karma, suspends the furastistaof

After the release of all boundatinans Isvarawill set the cosmos in motion once again through

the unseen powefpr the sake of the experience to be gained by all sentient béirgs.
Vaisesikasutradoes not state that the unseen power behind such phenomena as the upward
flaming of fire and the retributive power of past deeds stored in the soul areatienti des it

state that they are different. We do not know when the identity, which is taken faedyant
Prasastapada and later Vaisesika, was first established in an explicit antk deéinner.”
(Halbfass 1991, 312-313)
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principal reasos why Vaisesikafailed to establish a coherentdaconsistent naturalist tradition
in Indian thought.
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