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PREFACE

Kumdrila is one of the brightest luminaries in the sky of
ancient Indian thought. Yet, strangely enough, we do not find
a work devoted exclusively to Kumirila and his school. Dr.
Ganginitha Jhi was the first scholar to produce a systematic
work on Mimansd, but instead of Kumirila he selected Prabhi-
kara, a less known exponent of Miminsd, for his doctoral
thesis. Dr. Jhid's latest work ‘Plrva-MImidnsd in its Sources”
is @ work of wider scope and gives the views of Sabara, Prabha-
kara, Kumdrila and Murdrimi$ra on all the philosophical and
Miminsi topics. However, the major portions of this work and
the earlier work, viz. ‘“The Prabha@kara School of Pdrva-Mima-
nsd’, are devoted to the Miminsd topics proper which have
little philosophical importance. In ‘The Prabhikara School of
Pirva-Miminsd' Prabhiikara's epistemological and philosophical
doctrines have been discussed in about a hundred pages only
and in “Plrva-Mimdnsd in its Sources’ Dr. Jhi summarises the
philosophical and epistemological views of the Miminsi think-
ers in 165 pages. Both the works are of a descriptive nature.
There are two other important works in Englishon the Miminsd
system, viz. Keith's ‘Karma MImdnsi' and Pashupati Nath
Shastri's ‘Introduction to Plirva-MIminsa’. But these are very
brief and merely introductory. Thus a critical, comparative
and elaborate work was still needed and the present work is an
humble attempt to fulfil this need.

The logic of Nyiya, the categories of Vaidesika, the cosmo-
logy of Sankhya, the metaphysics of Advaita Veddnta and the
ethics of G1td are outstanding contributions that India made to
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philosophical thought and the epistemology of Kumirila ranks
with them. But while there are elaborate works on the epist-
emologies of Nydya, Vedinta, Raminuja etc., there is none on
the epistemology of Kumirila. The present work contains a
detailed, critical and comparative account of Kumdrila's episte-
mology. The theoreis of other schools also have been discussed
at length in their proper places. The treatment of the subject
is based on a first-hand study of Sanskrit texts.

This work was approved by the Banaras Hindu University
for the award of the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in 1956.

1 am very much indebted to Dr. B.L. Atreya, M. A, D.
Litt. under whose supervision this work was completed.
Dr. Jadunath Sinha, M. A., Ph. D. has been a constant source
-of inspiration to me. I express my sincere thanks to him. 1am
also thankful to Messrs. Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series who
andertook the publication of the work.

1 am conscious of many shortcomings in this work. However,
HEERTNAE  AgEE:  =mewi |
# fi sxawiar reaw wafeiasded |
G. P. Bhatt
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EPISTEMOLOGY OF THE BHATTA
SCHOOL OF PURVA MIMANSA






CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Kumirila Bhatta, though less spoken of than Sankara in
the modern histories of Indian Philosophy, is no less important
as a system-builder. He deserves the same place in epistemo-
logy as Sankara does in metaphysics. Both flourished in
the same age and had a common foe. Both had the same
interest, viz., the revival of Vedic learning. Their aim was to
save the orthodox tradition from the Buddhist onslaught, and
their victory was the victory of wisdom over ‘erroneous philo-
sophies’ and “perverted morality’. Ina way Kumdrila's work
is more important than that of Sankara. Kumdrila had more
contacts with the Buddhists and more outstanding victories in
debates over such strong rivals as Dharmakirti and others. He
was a greater dialectician as is amply testified by the subtle,
rich, original, and elaborate chain of arguments of the Sloka-
vArtika, He seams to possess a deeper understanding and a
more extensive knowledge of the rival philosophies. Sankara's
work was complementary to Kamirila's. Kumdrila purged the
diseased Indian mind of the “poison’ of Buddhism and Sankara
re-constructed the tissues by giving a saner outlook. Kumirila's
work was foundational. He took up the problem of validity
and tried to establish the validity of Vedic knowledge. Sankara
gave a more consistent and appealing interpretation of the
Scriptures, absorbing the best that was there in Buddhism, and
thus erected a Tofty structure on the firm foundation laid down

by Kumdrila.

The fact that there is no definite chronology and that most
of the ancient Sanskrit works on philosophy and epistemology
are now lost, makes it difficult to appreciate Kumirila's contri-
bution duly. Prior to Kumirila a very high stage had already
been reached in the development of logical doctrines, but both
before and after Kumirila logic was treated mainly as an art
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of debate rather than a science of reasoning. The basic episte-
mological problems of the nature of knowledge, the relation
of knowledge to reality, and the nature and criterion of truth
and error were given a cursory treatment, though the problem
of the sources of knowledge was considered at some length.
The Buddhist thinkers like Difiniga and Dharmakirti could
not do full justice to these problems dueto their biased out-
look. Kumidrila gave a more serious, impartial and detailed
treatment to these problems for the first time, and from his
time onwards till a few centuries back a discussion of these
problems is found to be an essential feature of every important
work on philosophy.

Kumiirila was primarily a Miminsaka and secondarily an
epistemologist, though his work on epistemology is of a more
far-reaching value than his work on Miminsd proper. The
aphorisms of Jaimini are concerned with Vedic ritualism and
they hardly contain any philosophy. Sabara wrote a very
lucid commentary onthese aphorisms, which superseded all
the previous commentaries. Kumirila wrote his Slokavirtika
on the Tarkapada section of Sabara’s commentary and Tant-
raviirtika and Tuptikd on the rest. The Slokavirtika is an
extensive epistemological work in verses and is a fine speci-
men of the erodition, profundity and fertility of its author's
intellect. 1ts criticisms of the rival theories are devastating.
Kumiirila’s theories, particularly those of the inferrability of
the cognitive act and of the seif~validity of knowledge, provide
a strong stimulus to later discussions and his followers have
put forth a vigorous defence of his theories against the oppo-
sition offerred by the other schools of thought. The earliest
extant commentary on the Slokavirtikais the Tatparyapikd by
Umbekal. Next comes the Kadiki commentary by Sucarita-
misra and the last is the Nydyaratnikara by Pirthasirathi. Of
these three commentators Parthasdrathi is the most consistent
and gifted thinker. He has also written an independent comm-
entary named Sastradipiki on Sabara’s Bhisya and an indepe-

L Dr. C. Kunhan Raja has refuted Umbeka's identity with  Mandana
and Bhavabhilti in his Introduction to Tatparyaffk,
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ndent treatise named Nydyaratnamila discussing some import-
ant epistemological and Miminsa topics. He has ably defended
Kumarila's views and has offerred unassailable arguments
particularly against the Prabhdkara school of Plirva MImiinsa,
Two later works on Kumdrila’s school, popularly known as
the Bhitta school, are the Nititattvivirbhiva by Cidinanda
and the Manameyodaya, a joint work by Nariyana Bhatta and
Niriyana Pandita. The latter is a summary of the former in
an easy style, There are other works also on the Bhitta school,
but they concentrate their attention on the Miminsa topics
proper. Ramakrsna's Yuktisnehaprapirant-Siddhinta-Candrikd
isa valuable commentary on the Tarkapida section of the

SastradipikaZ,

Another school of Plirva MIminsd was started by Prabh-
dkara who is now supposed to be earlier than Kumirila by a
majority of scholars. Prabhikara wrote a commentary named
Brhatl on Sabara’s Bhisya. According to some scholars, viz.,
Dr. Jha, Prabhikara's interpretation of the Bhisya is more fai-
thful than that of Kumdrila. But so far asthe Tarkapida section
of the Brhatl is concerned, we cannot subscribe to this opinion.
On many occasions he has given forced interpretations and
has even twisted the Bhisya texts in order to suit his own
views. His styleis very cumbersome snd very difficult to
follow without the commentary. Prabhikara, however, was
a more original thinker than Kumdrila and he will always
be remembered as the author of a peculiar theory of knowledge
known as Tripujipratyaksavida or the theory of triple percep-
tion and a theory of error known as Vivekdkhyativida. Prabh-
dkara's work has been commented upon by Silikandtha.
Salikanitha’s commentary is known as Rjuvimalapaficiki. He
also wrote Prakaranapaficikd which is an independent treatise
on the Prabhikara school. Silikanitha was a first-rate scholar

2. An exhaustive list of MImZnsi thinkers together with a eritical acco-
unt of their dates, works and personal histories is given by V.AR,
Shastri in his Introduction te Tattvabindu and by Dr. Umecsha
Mishra in his MimZnsii-Kusomid jali.
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like Parthasirathi and the reputation that Prabhikara enjoyed
among scholars was mainly due to him.

The Bhita school had a steady growth from Kumirila to
Cidinanda. The commentators did not merely repeat what
had already been said. Each one puts forth a stronger defence
and fights against the rival theorists with sharper weapons.
The toughest enemy that Kumdrila had tofight with was Buddhi-
sm. The two main pillars of Buddhism, the doctrines of
subjectivism and momentariness, crumbled down under the
pressure of his relentless logic. In the days of the commenta-
tors Buddhism had lost all its force; yet there were other rivals,
for example, the Pribhikaras. Parthasdrathi accorded the
same treatment to Prabhdkara as Kumirila accorded to the
Buddhists, In the post-Kumirila period Parthasdrathi has
been the greatest Miminsaka. His genius was recognised by
his rivals also. Philosophers of other schools have frequently
quoted Kumdrila to support their own views : and similarly
Parthasirathi’s Nydyaratnamila has been commented upon by
Riminujacarya, a follower of Prabhikara.

The contributions of Kumirila and his followers are many.
They introduced novel theories and novel criticisms of older
and contemporary theories. In the following chapters we
will discuss them in relation to the other systems of Indian
thought and point out their merits and demerits. Before closing
this introduction we may pass a few general remarks on
Kumirila. Kumirila has a dual attitude. Inthe matters of
Dharma, i, e., matters pertaining to the other world, his atti-
tude is thatof rationalised faith, and in secular matters it is
that of reason. He is a thorough-going empiricist and a defe-
nder of common-sense. He always tries to base his theories
on the evidence of the common man. To him the layman
seems to be nearer the truth than the sophisticated philosopher,
Kumirila's epistemology, therefore, may rightly be termed
as common-sense realism.



e

BOOK 1
KNOWLEDGE, TRUTH AND ERROR

CHAPTER II
THE NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE
1. Knowledge and the Self

Knowledge is the basis of all practical activities, The
function of knowledge is to illuminate things other than itself.
Knowledge inherently refers to an object that is known and it
always belongs to a self that knows. There can be no knowl-
edge existing independently by itself without implying a knower
and a thing known, Knowledgeisa self-transcending property
of the self. It reveals certain objects to the self which has
certain ends in view. It urges the self to act with regard to the
objects thus revealed. The knowing activity helps the self in
fulfilling its practical purposes. The self appropriates or avoids
objects in accordance with the character of the objects that is
revealed to it by the act of cognition. The self is essentially
a spiritual substance. It is the abode of intelligence ( FF=gma
Intelligence or sentience is an essential property of the self,
which differentiates it from the material substances. Desire,
aversion, effort, pleasure, painand cognition are the specific
properties of the self. These can never belong to matter which
is non-intelligent. Intelligence implies consciousness, purpose
and the capacity of adapting means to ends. No intelligent
being acts without someend in view. However dull a man
may be, he always indulges inaction with some conscious
purpose.? Intelligence is the capacity of the self to enjoy®,
which implies desire, cognition and effort. Thus self is esse-
ntially @ purposive entity and sentience is its inseparable
property.* Teleological activity of man is of two kinds : one

1. getf: TETAIETENAT—NE on 5V, NirZlambanavida 44,

2, sArEAEARTT 7 Fsht R —SV, Sambandhfkiepaparibira, 55.
3. Tbid. 100.

4, 5V, Atmavadn, 26,



8 PORVA MIMANSA

aims at one’s own worldly well-being { ®#¥g%@ ) and the other
at one's transcendental good ( fm#lww ), Specific desires, cog-
nition etc., continue so long as the transcendental purpose,
the super-mundane freedom, is not achieved. But as soon as
the self attains its ultimate purpose it is no longer in need of
its specific properties. Thus in the state of release the self dis-
continues its specific properties, but it is never divested of its
intelligence which ever afterwards resides in it in a potential
form,

According to the Nydya system cognition and the other spe-
cific properties are only accidental to the self, which it acquires
during its worldly existence when it comes to be joined to
manas {#99 ) and sense-organs. Cognition, accordingly, is
a quality of the psycho-physical organism : it belongs to the
mind-body complex, while the mind, the body and the self
individually are essentially non-sentient; the body when disjoi-
ned from the self is inert and the self in the state of release,
divested of the body, acquires its natural form of a pure substa-
nce devoid ofcognition, pleasure. pain, desire etc. Thusaccording
to the Nydya and also to Prabhdkara the self is essentially a
pure substance and cognition is one of its adventitious qualities
which come and go without affecting ils essential nature,

According to Kumdrila, on the other hand, sentience is the
very essence of the self-substance, which cannot be taken away
without at the same time taking away its selfhood. Specific
cognitions come and go ( smEEIAE! ) without making any
difference to the spiritual character of the self, but intelligence
ever continues in all its changing states. Consciousness is the
very core of selfhood. Cognition may not be there in the
absence of objects to be cognised, but the capacity to cognise
can mever be taken away from the self. Parthasirathi says :
“Al mo time is there any cessation of that which constitutes
the cognitive potency of the cogniser. That potency is really
indestructible. In the state of release there is no second to
serve as means of cognising, like the eye eic., or any cognisable
object such as colour etc,, which would have rendered cogni-
tion possible. It is, however, a fact that in that state the visible
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world does exist in its own right, but still in that state it loses
its cognisability, so that it does not exist as being fit to be seen.
Hence, because of the privation of the distinct instrument the
Atman does mot perceive in that state and not because of the
privation of potency. As for potency, at no time is it absent”.?
Thus specific cognitions arise occasionally when the sense-
organs are active; and when they are not functioning, as in
deep sleep or in the state of trance, there is no cognition. But
in that state, though the self is devoid of awareness of ob-
ject, itis not devoid of the cognitive potency. Similarly, in
the state of release too there is no object-consciousness because
the self has done away with the apparatus of cognition, still
the cognitive potency is not lost in that state. Summing up
his view of release Parthasdrathi says : “Having abandoned its
adventitious properties, viz., cognition, pleasure, pain, desire,
aversion, effort or volition, merit, demerit and impression, the
self abides in its natural purity in which the cognitive potency,
existence and substance-ness etc. persist”.®  Parthasirathi’s
conception of release is that it isa state of total unconscious-
ness. Not that object-consciousness alone is lost in the state of
release, even self-consciousness is lost, because the manas and
other sense-organs are lost due to the exhaustion of all the kar-
mas and its connection with the world is severed. When Pirtha-
sarathi talks of ‘the persistence of cognitive potency” what he
means is that consciousness remains in the state of potentiality
and it never becomes kinetic, Anticipating the objection ‘why
jfiina does not arise in the state of release if the potency
exists’ Parthasdrathi says : “Even the sell cannot know itself
without the means. It is well-known that in the state of mun-
dane existence the self cognises through the manas, and the
relation with the manas does not exist in the case of one who
is freed. Hence by which means could the sell know itself ?
Hence the absence of self-knowledge is evident in one who is
emancipated and it has been pointed out by the Sruti that only
the potency to cognise does reside in the self. Therefore,
release is accompanied neither by jdina nor by dnanda”™.”

5. SD, p. 128, 6. Thid, p. 130, 7. Thid, p. 128,
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But this does not seem to be what is exactly meant by
Kumirila when he says that ‘the self never loses caitanya'®
and that ‘the self is of the nature of consciousness.”™ Ifin
the transcendental state, which is the realisation of the
highest and the most cherished end of life and which comes
after the most strenuous effort of innumerable births and for
whose sake the common pleasures of mundane life are denied
by the self to itself, even the contentment of realisedness is not
experienced, then any attempt to achieve this state defeats its
own end. Ifsuch a state is achieved at all the selfis aloser
rather than a gainer. The cognitive potency is said to be
indestructible, But if it connot make the self conscious of its
‘own state even, itisas good as non-existent, The self which
loses all forms of consciousness in release and is incapable
of enjoying its contentment of having realised its highest aim
inspite of the cognitive potency which is said to persist, does
not fare better than the Naiydyika's self which becomes as
inert 85 a stone. To say that the cognitive potency remains
while the self has become absolutely incapable to cognise, is
to say that a man retains his power of locomotion while his
limbs have become totally paralysed for ever. A potency
which cannot enable one to act is really ‘impotency’ A
potency has meaning when its possessor, though not always
doing the act of which it is the potency, actually does it
whenever he chooses. So what Kumdrila intends by the
phrase ‘Jfdnasaktisvabhiva' secems to be that the self is
naturally equipped with the power of cognition or conscious-
ness, but during the state of releass, because the summum
bonum of life has been achieved by the self, it no more fesls
the need of cognising objects as there is no more dealing with
the objective world. Otherwise, if the self is supposed to be
essentially an unconscious substance, consciousness accruing
to it as a result of its conjunction with the manas asan
adventitious property, the distinction between self and matter
becomies meaningless.

The Bhitta view as represented by Sucaritamisra, Cidinanda
and Niriyana seems to be more satisfactory. According to

B. 5V, AtmavEda, 26. 9. Ibid. 73,
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Sucaritamidral® consciousness is the inherent property of the
self. 1n release too the sélf is not divested of consciousness.
Consciousness or the cognitive power ( Faft-gfs ) is inseparable
from the self and when it is not tinged with object-forms it
has the self as its object, because cognition can Dever be
without an object to be cognised. The manas, which is the
instrument of cognition, is eternal and the self remains con-
joined to it even in the state of release. Nor can it be said
that in that case object-cognition too will persist in the state of
release, because the manas is always dependent on the external
sense-organs for object-cognition and they are destroyed with
the body. Moreover, object-cognitions are the sources of
pleasure and paifi ‘which are the result of karma and karma is
totally destroyed in release, but self-consciousness is never a
source of pleasure or pain. So, just as substance-ness (F=47) and
all-pervasiveness ( fyger ) are not given Up during release, so
self-consciousness too is never given up. Thus according to
Sucaritamisr consciousness, though it is born of the manas-self
conjunction, is eternal and indestructible.

According to Prabhikara self-consciousness is not an
independent form of cognition ; it is involved in every cogni-
tion which apprehends itself, the cognised object and the self;
and in the state of release the self becomes unconscious, because
then there is no awareness of objects due to the absence of
sense-organs which are the cause of cognition; on the cessation
of objectcognition the self ceases to be aware of itsell and
remains in the state of pure existence like the inert ether. A
detailed criticism of this view will be given in a separate
section. Hereit is enough to refer to the remark made by
Sucaritamiéra in this connection : The sense-organs or the body
or cognition are not the knowing subject; it is the sclf that is
the knower and it can in no case and atno time be devoid of

knowership.**
2. The Act-Theory of Knowledge

So far it is plain that cognition, according to the Bhifta
school, is the distinctive feature of the spritual substance called

10. KE on SV, Sanyavida. 70, 11. Thid,



12 PURVA MIMANSE

the soul andis its inseparable possession, eternally abiding
in it s its substrate, Now the question arises as to what the
essential nature of cognition is. Is it a substance or a quality,
a relation or an action, or something different from these ?

According to the Sinkhya system the Purusa or self is
immutable and conscious; it is neither a knower, nor a doer,
DOr an enjoyer; it is the pure light of consciousness ( r=es®q ).
Cognition, pleasure, pain etc. belong to Buddhi which is an
evolute of the material and unconscious principle called the
Prakrti. The Purusaisa pure subject { x2r ) and an absolutely
inactive principle, while Prakrti is unconscious and active.
What we call knowledge or cognition is a mode ( af¥r ) of the
material Buddhi which transforms itself in the shape of the
object that is cognised. The Buddhi being in the proximity
of the Purusa reflects his light in it and thus becomes intelligised
and falsely appears to be the knower of the object. Knowledge
is a substantial transformation of the unconscious Buddhi and
the conscious Purusa by itself is absolutely inactive, but, due
to a beginningless confusion or indiscrimination ( =fi%s)
which results in the intelligising of Buddhi and activising of
Purusa, the phenomenon of cognition arises as a hybrid. In
fact Purusa can never be the knower, though it is conscious,
because knowing implies change and Purusa is absolutely chang-
eless; and Buddhi can never be the knower, though it is mutable,
because it is material and unconscious, Thus the cognitive
phenomenon, according to Sankhya, is rooted in a beginning-
less confusion and the summum bonum of life consists in the
rooting out of this confusion.

According to the Vedinta of Sankara too, all empirical
behaviour is based on an illegitimate superimposition of the
ego on the non-ego and vice-versa, while the ultimate reality
is one, undifferenced being which is existence-knowledge-bliss,
Knowledge or consciousness is the very stuff which constitutes
existence. “Existence is consciousness; consciousness is existe-
nce; there is absolutely no difference between the two™.1* This
seeming world of experience is nothing but an illusory i'ahrm-

12. mﬂrmnwm.ﬂmﬁrm—m 3.2.21.
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tion of Miy3 which, being neither absolutely realnor absolutely
unreal, is indescribable, while the ontological reality is a
characterless, differenceless unity. Consciousness is the very
essence of reality as illumination is that of the sun or heat
that of fire!®, *“The vision of the Absolute Reality is devoid
of the distinction of knowledge, known and knower, "4

Both of these views, the Sinkhya as well as the Veddnta,
are erroneous. They are opposed fto common experience,
The Sinkhya says that the self is a pure subject or seer, But
there can never be a seer without an object thatis seen and
the process of sesing. To say that the self is conscious and,
ot the same time, that it is conscious of nothing is self-contra-
dictory. Consciousness is always seen to be the consciousness
of something which is other than the consciousness. Cogni-
tion is an act whose subject is the self, whose object is the
thing of which the self is aware and whose instrument is the
sense-Organs, The act of awareness presupposes all these
distinet factors. The Vedintic theory that Reality is a subject-
object-less consciousness, tries to abolish the distinction which
is given in experience and is never annulled. The possibility
of cognition presupposes the difference of the cogniser and
the cognised. Kowledge is impossible in a world which isa
homogeneous, differenceless unity. It is self-contradictory to
assert that there is only one self-identical reality and that it is
concious, because the concept of consciousness is based on the
distinction of that which is conscious and that of which there
is consciousness,'®

The Sankhya view that knowledge is a substantive mode of
matter makes knowledge material. But knowledge is nota
material product, It is the activity of a non-material substance
which is the self. Knowledge is an act of the conscious subject
which manifests material and other objects to him. Matter has
a form and is extended in space, but knowledge cannot be

12, a9 waet P awfiTegargoeTe agasr=iis a@emy
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conceived as having a form and extension. Knowledge is form-
less { ferrie ) and  has no size or extension. A material substa-
nce is the abode of qualities and size and is the material cause
of other things, but knowledge is quality-less and sizeless and
can never be the material cause of anything. Therefore, it is
not a substance at all. The Vediintic equation between thought
and reality is contradictory to facts of experience, Reality is
wider than experience. Cognition is a fact among factsandthere
are facts which are never cognised. The Vedintic philosophy
of Sankara reduces everything to Atman and identifies Atman
with knowledge. But this is absolutely unfounded. Knowledge
is not identical with existence; it is the awareness of existence.
Awareness of an object is the manifestation ( »s19 ) of the
object which exists in its own right. Thought simply discovers
things, it does not create them, Sucaritamisra says : “*To exist’
does not mean to exist as an object of consciousness”™® Things
are produced and have existence independently of conscious-
ness, The Veddntin says that Atman is consciousness. But
consciousness is momentary while Atman is a permanent entity.
A permanent and eternal entity can never be identical with
fleeting cognitions. Parthasfirathi says: ““The thing whose
nature is to manifest some other object beyond itself and which
when present does indeed manifest some object - this is
termed ‘vijiina’ in ordinary parlance. But this iz not a rule
that whenever the self is present the manifestation of objects
does necessarily take place, since during deep sleep the self
persists but there is no manifestation of objects. Therefore,
the self is not cognition. 1t may be said by the Vedintin that
the self, though it is of the nature of illumination, does not do
so because of the absence of auxiliaries, True., but then that
auxiliary is no other than what is termed jfiina which invari-
ably reveals a distinct objcot when it is present,)™ Cognition
is that which necessarily manifests on object; the self does not
necessarily manifest objects ; therefore the self is not cogni-

16, 7 fiftwews: g e sWEgT@wEEfi ag3am—KK on SV,
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tion,’® Thus the self is not knowledge but knower and the
reality is not knowledge but the object of knowledge. Knowle-
dge does not constitute reality ; it is the revelation of reality,
If the Vedantin means by knowledge something other than
what is ordinarily understood by the term ‘knowledge', he is
not at all justified, because that which is knowledge and at the
same time is not an apprehension of some object is quite inco-
nceivable.!® Moreover, knowledge cannot be a substantive
thing, because asubstance exists inits own right without referring
to anything beyond itself, while knowledge always refers to
something beyond itself.

We have already referred to the Nyfiya view on the nature
of cognition. According to Nydya cognitionisa quality of
soul. The Vaisesika system, whose classification of categories
is generally accepted by all, includes cognition in the category
of ‘quality’. Cognition is a specific quality of soul. Butitis
not considerd to be an essential quality, as the soul can be
without cognition, In release cognition is supposed to be non-
existent and in empirical life too there are such states as deep
sleep, swoon and trance in which there i no cognition. Thus
cognition is only a temporary quality of soul and is generated
under particular conditions, viz., when soul, manas, sense-
organs and some object have mutual contact at the same time,
The quality of cognition arises out of a fourfold contact and
is related to the soul by way of ‘samaviiya’ or the relation of
inherence. It can be perceived through inner perception ( mas
gms ) just as the blueness of an object is perceived through
vision, Some Naiyiyikas, for example, Jayanta Bhatta, severely
criticise the act-theory of knowledge so vigorously propounded
by the Bhatta.

There is apparently some inconsistency in the views of the

followers of Kumirila about the nature of knowledge. All
commentators and independent writers of the Bhiitta school

18. giéveg G owigT AT AIMETSEASE Qe sETRdROT, A
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are unanimous in holding that cognition is an act of soul, but
at the same time most of them include cognition in the category
of quality instead of including it in the category of action =),
Cidinanda and Niardyana say that cognition is one of the spe-
cific qualities of soul®® Kumirila himself, apparently with
some ambiguity, says that cognition is a dharma or property
of soul.®® Parthasirathi emphatically remarks that cognition
is a transitive act of soul which produces a result in its object
just as the act of cooking produces cookedness in rice®, and
in the same work he enumerates cognition as one of the nine
specific properties ( <3 ) of soul.® It is Sucaritamiéra alone
who has raised the question, as we shall see, about the legiti-
macy of calling cognition an ‘act’ and at the same time inclu-
ding it in the class of qualities. Péirthasdrathi’s statement that
knowledge is a temporary property of soul,appears to be a term-
inological lapse due to the habit of using Mydya terms. Pértha-
sirathi uses the term ‘Atma-dharma’ in common with Kumdrila
and the use of this term may be justified to some extent as we
shall try to do just now. But while Kumirila uses the term
rarely and only in connection with cognition, Pirthasdrathi
applies it equally to cognition, pleasure, pain etz. The influe-
nce of Nyiya on the style and views of the later writers of pra-
ctically all the schools is obvious and Cidinanda and Nardyaga
cannot be an exception to this. But it is strange that Parthasi-
rathi who seems to be the greatest exponent of Kumirila's
theories, should have been so careless in the above respect.
Now Kumirila and Pirthasdrathi use the term ‘dharma’ while
the Nydya-Vaidesika writers use ‘guna’. Guna exactly means
a quality or attribute in the sense in which blueness is when
we say about something that it is ‘blue’. But ‘dharma’ may
denote a quality, a function or an action, that is, anything that
can belong to something. Burning is a dharma of fire, though
it does not belong to it in the same way as redness belongs to
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it. Burning is an action of fire on combustible things, while
redness is its quality. The term ‘property’ is an exact equiva-
lent of the term ‘dharma’., So cognition is an occasional
act of soul which results in the manifestation of objects. Though
cognition is not eXactly like pleasure, pain etc. which too
are mentioned as the ‘properties’ of soul, becauss the former
refers to objects while the latter have no such reference, still
all of them are the properties of soul in the sense that they
belong to it. However, it should be borne in mind that cognition
cannot be given the same status as is given to pleasure, pain
etc., because the former does not characterise soul in the same
way in which the latter do,

Let us here refer to Prabhikara’s view by the way.
Prabhikara in his commentary on the Bhisya of Sabara
emphatically says that jidina is an act of soul and is inferred
as all other actions are inferred.2* But, as we shall show
towards the end of the chapter, by ‘jAdna’ he does not mean
cognition, but the contact of soul with manas, and what
others mean by jfiina, ie. manifestation of objects, he calls
‘samvit' which is held to be an attribute of soul. According
to Salikanditha, a follower of Prabhikara, cognition is one of
the nine ephemeral attributes of soul. Thus he is in agree-
ment with Nydya-Vaisesika except that while the latter hold
all these attributes to be mentally perceptible, the Fformer
holds cognition to be self-manifesting and the rest to be cogni-
sable through mental perception,*®

According to the Bhifta cognition cannot be a quality.
Qualities exist in objects without referring to anything beyond
themselves, A quality is an intransitive property of an object,
while in activity we find a trapsition from one toan other,
Cognition cannot be a quality, because in it there is inhere-
ntly a reference to something beyond., Cognition isa self-
transcending act of soul, because it necessarily implies an
‘other” which is cognised. To cognise an object is to havea
mental approach to it. In cognition there is an ideal acqui-

24, N. B. Action, according to Prabbikara, is {mperceptible.
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sition (4 ) of some object. This ideal acquisition cannot
be explained otherwise than on the basis of some activity on
the part of the cognising soul. The sense-organs or their
activity alone cannot explain it, because during sleep there
are sense-organs but no awareness of objects and in the state
of absent-mindedness the senses are active without giving
knowledge. The contact between soul and manas too is co-
mmon in all forms of knowing and as such it cannot by
itself explpin specific apprehension of objects, Therefore, it
is some specific activity of soul that is directed upon an object
that alone can explain its ideal acquisition and this activity is
nothing but cognition, “There must necessarily be some form
of action inhering in the soul, which is implied in such expre-
ssion as ‘I know’ and is termed ‘knowledge’ or ‘cognition’
in which an object is made the accusative of apprehension”.**
Thus in the act of cognition an object is apprehended or
ideally acquired by the self. It may be objected that in
cognition an object is not acquired but revealed. True, but
to whom is it revealed 7 If to none, then how can the diffe-
rence between the practical activity of two persons with refere-
nce tothe same object be explained 7 It is observed that
one person appropriates an object, eg. acoin on the ground,
while a second does not. Ifthe object is revealed to none,
then what makes the difference between the overt behaviour
of the two persons? Certainly such discrimination is not
observed in the case of a forest-fire which shines in an un-
known place but is revealed to none. Therefore, it must be
the cognitive act by which an object is apprehended that can
explain the said difference. The knowability of an object
cannot be possible unless it is made the accusative of the act
of cognition,®*

Now, if cognition is an act, why, asks Sucaritamiéra, is
it generally included in the list of qualities ? Moreover, an
act is always some form of physical movement (s7==' which
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cannot be possible in the case of soul which is supposed to be
a non-material and all-pervading substance. Sucaritamifra
answers that cognition which naturally occurs in the form
‘1 know" can be nothing but an act.*® The evidence of direct
experience, which is never contradicted, cannot be neglected.
The quality-theory goes against a directly experienced fact.
We directly know cognition to be an act whose subject! #7f )
is the self and whose accusative ( 5 ) is the cognised object.
Knowing is certainly not a physical act involving overt mus-
cular movements, still it does not cease to be an act on that
account. Kumirila says : *“We do not hold motion to be the
only form of action as held by the Vaifesika ; all that is
expressed by a verbal root ( wr=d ) is an action.”®® Again he
says that the self is the agent of an action by virtue of its
power of determination ( s%eygfis )3

We have so far described three theories of knowledge viz.,
the substance-theory, the quality-theory and the act-theory,
and we have also seen the grounds on which the first two
theories are rejected and the third accepted by the Bhitta
school. Now there is a fourth theory too which is known as
the relation-theory and is held by many prominent philosophers
of today. The critical realists say that knowledge is a rela-
tion among three terms viz., 4 mind, an object and a datum.
According to C. D. Broad and G. E. Moore knowledge isa
two-term relation between a knowing mind and a known
object. Alexander says that knowledge is a relation of ‘com-
presence’ between the act of mind and the object. According
to the American neo-realists knowledge is a relation not bet-
ween a knowing subject and a known object but between two
objects. These theories do not explain the nature of know-
ledge. There is no doubt that in the act of knowing a sobject
and an object come to be related together. But this subject-
object relation does not constitute knowledge : it is rather
the result of the cognitive act. When one thing acts upon
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another thing in a particular way, then alone isa relation
generated between them. Kumdrila says that there is nowhere
a relation which is not based on some action on the part of
some agent; the agent-action ralationship is the basis of all
relations.®®  Thus like all relations the subject-object relation
too presupposes some action of the agent of knowing on the
known object, which is called cognition. Pirthasarathi says :
“Without an occasional cause ( in the form or some action )
there cannot arise the subject-object relation between the self
and the object and that occasional cause is known by the term
‘cognition’,”32

The soul is ever engaged in some form of cognitive activity.
At any moment it is either cognising objects which lie in the
field of vision, audition etc., or thinking about objects distant
in place and time, or imagining something. So long asitis
awake cognitive activity goes on constantly like a stream, But
this stream is occasionally interrupted by periods of inacti-
vity. The self lapses into a state of apparent unconsciousness
when it is in deep sleep or under the influence of some drugs,
During these states cognitive activity is arrested but it reappears
when the self returns to normal waking condition, Now, what
becomes of the cognitive activity when the self is not actually
cognising or thinking or imagining ? Of course, it is not
totally destroved then; otherwise its reappearance would be-
come inexplicable, According to Nydya the self loses its con-
nection with manas in these states, But the quality-theory can-
not explain these lapses satisfactorily. According to Kumdrila
jidna is a capacity (<Y=771), potency (uf%;, or faculty and the self
is its abode, Sucaritamiéra holds that potency is an independent
category. According to Nardyanoa it is a special form of qua-
lity and this explains the reason of his assertion that cognition
is a specific quality of soul, Cognition is an act but in the
form of the eterpal potency of soul to cognise it is-a quality.
Sakti is an invisible entity and remains in a dormant state so
long as it does not express itself in action, but when it is
aroused it invariably assumes the form of an action. When
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a particular faculty is dormant the self is inactive in that
respectand when it is functioning the self becomes active, A
quality, on the other hand, either exists in some substance or
does not exist, It does not imply action. A quality charac-
terises an object passively. It is not an active aspect of things,
We cannot conceive how a quality, eg. cognition (according
to Nydya), would characterise the self when it is nonexistent,
as during dreamless sleep, but we can conceive how a potency
would do s0 in that state. That the quality of cognition is
occasionally non-existent in self and at the same time it
differentiates it from the material substances, is unintelligible,
Kumirila’s conception of cognition as a potency is better
than that of Nydya which conceives itas a quailty. Acco-
tding to Kumirila cognition is ultimately neither a substance,
mor a quality, nora relation, nor an action, but a potency
of soul which isexpressed in specific acts of awareness of
objects. Specific object-cognitions are occasional acts of soul
but cognition as a permanent and unique possession of soul is
a potency.

3. Knowledge and Reality,

The relation between knowledge and object is that of the
manifester and the manifested. In an act of cognition there
is an object that is revealed, a self to whom it is revealed and
lastly, the fact of revelation itself. All these three  factors
are distinct from each other, because they are clearly distin-
guishable. The objects exist independently in the external
world. Thought does not constitute their being, Their being
known is anevent that occurs occasionally and it does not
affect their nature and existence. The cogniser too exists in
its own right. The self is not always cognising objects. The
act of cognising is a feature that characterises it at certain
times, But whenever it takes place it always relates the self
10 some object which is known by it. Thus in an actof
knowing some object is the accusative and the self is the nomi-
native, Inan act of apprehension, say ‘this is blue’, what
is apprehended is ‘this' which appears to be “blue’, Cog-
nition mapifests an external object ‘this’ directly to the self,
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It is the ‘blue’ object as it exists in reality that is the con-
tent of knowledge and though it is revealed through a specific
act, theact itself is not its own content.

The Bhétta is an upholder of direct realism. He believes
in the independent existence of external objects. He main-
tains that in knowing external objects directly become the
content of consciousness. In this respect his theory is opposed
to the epistemological dualism of the Sautrdntika Buddhist
who is an upholder of representationism and to the subjective
idealism of the Yogicira Buddhist. The Bhaita theory is
opposed to the Prabhikara and Nyiya realism too, Butitis
mainly the Yogiciira against whom the most of the Bhitta
polemic is directed. Kumirila develops his direct realism in
his controversy with the Yogécfira.

Though the Buddhists differ among themselves regarding
epistemological questions as much as they differ from the
orthodox schools of Hindu philosophy, yet they form a fairly
homogeneous group among themselves due to some common
basic metaphysical tenets which seem revolutionary in the
context of orthodox systems. One such tenet is the Buddhist
conception of reality as a perpetual flux. The criterion of
reality for the Buddhists is causal efficiency ( sdfismsifes ).
The real produces effects and that which produces effects is
real. Reality is change and what does not change is unreal,
Therefore, all that is real is momentary., The doctrine of
momentariness is the logical outcome of the Buddhist crite-
rion of reality. Hence, according to Buddhism all real obje-
cts, that we falsely sec to be stable, are actually in ceaseless
flux. Theself is not an eternal, unchanging entity, but a
continuous series of cognitions or ideas. An apparently stable
object is actoally a series sf object-moments. The basic
conception that there is no permanent, self-identical soul but
a series of ideas, each giving rise to the next and a similar
conception of what we call an enduring object, make a
fundamental difference between the Sautrintika representation-
ism @nd the representationism of old Nyiya, between the
direct realism of Kumirila and that of the Vaibhisika, between



CHAPTER 11 23

the Yogicdra theory of self-luminousness of cognition and
that held by Prabhakara and Sankara. As there is no perma-
nent soul according to Buddhism, itis the momentary cog-
nition that cognises itsellf ( Yogicdra ) or an external object-
moment ( Vaibhiisika ) or the antecedent cognition that gave
rise to it ( some Buddhists according to KK and Vaibhasika
according to NR on SV, Sdnya. 130). All the Buddhists
eliminate the distinction of the cognising soul and cognition;
they identify the cogniser with cognition. But according
to the orthodox systems this distinction is a fact of expe-
rience and cannot, therefore, be eliminated. Thus according to
the Sautrdntika cognition directly knows itself or its prede-
cessor, while according to the old Nydya the soul directly
knows a cognition. According to the Vaibhasika a cognition
directly knows an external object-moment while according to
the Hindu form of presentationism the soul directly knows
an external object. According to the Sautrintika and the
Vaibhasika knowledgeis a twoterm relation; but according
to the Hindu realists it may be a two-term ora threeterm
relation and the soul and the object are necessarily the two of
the relata. According to the Yogicira knowledge does not
imply any relation : Cognition is the only reality which illu-
sorily appears to be differentinted into the cogniser, the
cognised and cognition®® The Yogicira dispenses with the
knowing self and the world of knowable objects, which are the
presuppositions of cognition and he postulates the reality of cog-
nitionalone, The Yogicira doesnot feel the need of a substratum
for his ‘cognition’. This theory runs counter to the deepest con-
victions of mankind and destroys the very root of all practical
activity. So, naturally it received the severest treatment at
the hand of Kumdrila. Unless the independent reality of matter
and mind is established it is futile to talk of knowledge
itself, to say the least of the relation between knowledge and
objects or between knower and known, We can have diver-
gence of opinions about the nature of cognitive relation, the
manner in which cognition originates and the criteria of
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truth and error only when knowledge is established as a fact
which in turn depends on the existence of a knowing mind and
a known object, and it is only then that we can try to think
out the right solution of epistemological questions. A
relation presupposes some form of duality; but when the
Yoghcira reduces everything to cognition the talk of any
relation whatsoever becomes non-sensical. This is why Kumi-
rila has devoted the largest portion of his life and work to the
refutation of the Yogicira. Below we give the arguments of
the Yopacira,

4. The Yogacara Subjective Idealism

The subjectivism of the Yogicdra goes further than its
modern version propounded by Berkeley. Berkeley believes
in a plurality of minds which are enduring, substantial, indep-
endently real, He also allows some objectivism when he
ascribes his ideas of perception to an external source in the
form of a Super-mind or God. But he does not believe in an
independent existence of objects corresponding to ideas. The
Yogicira, on the other hand, is an out-and-out subjectivist,
He does not believe in anything other than the non-substantial
ideas except when he is under the compulsion of his adversary’s
arguments. He argues that ideas or cognitions are powerless
to know anything other than themselves. The apparent refe-
rence to external objects is a mere illusion. The following is
in brief Kumirila's exposition of the Yogicira position :—

Itisa fact of experience that something is cognised as
having a shape. That which is cognised and that which has
a shape are not different, because thereis no consciousness
of their differentiating properties. Thareéfore, they are not
two things but one. Now the guestion arises as to what it is
that is cognised with a shape, Isitan external object or the
cognition itself ? 1fit is an external object, the postulation of
‘cognition becomes necessary for the establishment of its exis-
tence, because cognition is the sole proof of the existence of
anything; otherwise anything, be it real or unreal, will come
to have existence. Thus by the realist the existefice of cognition
has to be postulated for the existence of an external object.
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Now, that cognition exists cannot be proved except through
cognition. So the realist has to admit that cognition cognises
itself, becausethere can be no cogniser in addition to cogni-
tion. But it has already been pointed out that only one thing
with a shape is cognised. Therefore, it must be the cognition
alonethat is apprehended and consequently the postulation of an
external object becomes unnecessary, because there is no proof
of its existence, The notions of externality and internality too
are groundless. Something is said to be external in relation
to some other thing that is internal and vice-versa, But when
it has been proved that there is no duality and that cognition is
the sole reality, all these relative notions become inapplicable, ™

The realist will say that the postulation of external objects
is necessary to explain the diversity of cognitions : We are
conscious of cognitions having different shapes and this is
not possible unless an independent existence of external objects
is granted. But this realist contention is involved in unsurmoun-
table difficulties, We, on the other hand, says the Yogdcara,
offer a simpler solution. In our theory though the real character
of cognition is pure, yetin this beginningless world there is
an accumulation of diverse impressions ( a15+1) produced by
foregoing cognitions and through these impresssions cognition
comesto appear in the various shapes of blue, yellow etc.
tinged with the character of the cogniser and the cognised which
appear as if they were quite apart from the cognition itself. Cog-
nition gives rise to impression and impression again to cognition.
The reciprocal causality of cognition and impression is begin-
ningless like that of seed and sprout and consequently there is
no logical fault in our theory. The assumption of a diversity
of impressions is certainly simpler than that of objects. We
assume only the reality of cognition and explain its diversity
by assuming a diversity of impressions, whereas the realist
has to assume cognition, impression and an external object.
The postulation of cognition having different forms is simpler
than the postulation of external objects having different forms,
For the realist, on the other hand, even after postulating

34 SV, idnya. 6-14.
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externdl objects the postulation of cognition having different
forms and that of impressions to explain memory and dreams
becomes necessary and thus he introduces complexity in his
theory.

Unless such forms of cognition as ‘blue’ etc, are established
the cognition which is naturally pure, is incapable of presen-
ting particular objects. In the absence of difference in cognition
no difference in the cognised can be established and in the
absence of such forms of cognition as ‘blue’ ete. all cognitions
would be identical. Thus for the establishment of the objects
of different shapes it must be granted that cognition too has
different shapes. For a discrimination among objects cogni-
tions whose difference is not cognised are not sufficient and the
difference among cognitions cannot be known except through
their having different shapes. By the mere existence of cogni-
tion an object, eg, ‘blue’, cannot be ascertained, Therefore
*blue’ etc, which are apprehended are forms of cognition and
not of objects. The forms of abjects are neither directly appre-
hended nor is there any other proof of their existence, So
far as the diversity of forms is concerned it is equally well
explained by postulating viisand, Hence, according to the law

of parsimony ( lighava-nydya ) the assumption of external
objects is superfluous.

If the form belongs to an external object and not to cogni-
tion, there willbe a difference betwesn the object and the
cognition and hence the latter will not be able to illuminate
the former. But in our theory illumination is possible because
we hold that the form and the cognition are identical. Cogni-
sability cannot be possible otherwise than on the basis of iden-
tity between the cognition and the cognised. 1If the relation
between the two is supposed to be that of difference there can
be no cognisability. The realist assumes the two to be different.
But how can any relation be possible between two different
things ? And if an object can be cognised inspite of the absence
of a relation, then everything will be cognised by every cogni-
tion and omniscience will be the result. The realist may say
that identity is not the only relation but causality tooisa
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relation and it is this that holds between the cognised object
and the corresponding cognition : the external object is the
cause of generating cognition, But causality cannot constitute
cognisability, for, then the eye which is held to be a cause of
cognition by the realist will be cognisable. The realist may
say that the eye is not cognisable, because, though it is a cause
of visual cognition, it is not capable of imprinting its shape on
cognition and that causality together with the capability to
impart a form to cognition is what constitutes cognisability.
This too is incorrect, because there is no proof that an external
object imparts its form to cognition; and if this is held to
explain the variety of cognitions, it is unnecessary as we have
already offered a simpler explanation. Similarity too cannot
constitute cognisability, because in this case an object which
is not in contact with the eye will also be cognisable. If simi-
larity and causality, both are held to constitute cognisability,
then in a continuous series of cognitions of blue, for example,
the antecedent cognition which is similar to as well as the cause
of the consequent cognition will be cognisable to the latter.
Moreover, is the similarity held to be partial or complete ? If
it is partial, then, everything being partially similar to cognition
in being momentary will be cognised by every cognition. If
the similarity is held to be complete, then, as the cognisable
object is unconscious, the corresponding cognition too will
become unconscious, i.e., it will cease to be a cognition.* There-
fore, there is no cognisable object other than cognition, and -
no second cognition of a cognition; cognition devoid of
apprehender and apprehended object shines forth by itself 3¢
The form that is cognised belongs to cognition, because
cognition is held even by the realist to be the means of revea-
ling the so-called external objects which lack self-luminosity.
Objects are not self-revealing, because they may exist and yet
may remain unknown. The difference between an object
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and a cognition is that while the former depends on something
else to reveal itself the latter is self-revealing. The object to
be known cannot be ascertained anless the corresponding cog-
nition is known, A cognition is like a lamp which manifests
objects and simultancously manifests itself, How can an
external object be apprehended if the apprehension itself is
not apprehended 27 Therefore, a cognition must be appre-
hended as soon as it is born. All are agreed in holding that
cognition must arise prior to the apprehension of object, for
that which is not yet existent cannot be the means of knowing
an object. The existent things are sometimes cognised and
sometimes not. When they are not cognised it is because either
a manifester is absent, as, when it is dark and there is no light,
or there is some obstacle, as, when an object is kept behind a
wall. Butin the case of a cognition which is born there is
neither the absence of a manifester, nor the presence of an
obstacle, becauseitis self-manifesting, Therefore, cognition,
which is accepted to appear prior 1o object, must either be
apprehended then and there or must not be apprehended at
all. 1If it is held that cognition is known subsequently to the
object, what peculiarity does it acquire later which was not in
it previously so that it was not known at the time of its birth?
If it is said that the peculiarity is the birth of a second cogni-
tion having the first as its object, we do not admit this, because
an object which is not luminous may wait for its manifestation
by some light, but a cognition which is naturally luminous
cannot wait.  Therefore, a cognition does not stand in peed
of a second cognition. And if it is insisted that it depends on
a second cognition, then the second’ too, being a cognition,
will depend on a third one and so on ad infinitum, so that the
whole life will be exhausted by a series of cognitions having a
single thing for its object and there will never be a knowledge
of any other thing. It is a matter of common experience that
we recollect an object as having been known by us, and, as
no recollection of an unexperienced thing is possible, we must
have had a direct cxparience of cognition too when the object
was experienced in the past. Moreover, our cugmnuns of

37, e -




CHAPTER I1 29

past and Ffuture objects cannot be explained except on the
ground that what is cognised there is the cognition with a form,
because in these cases the objects are absent and an absent object
cannot impart its form to cognition. It is not only in the case ol
past and future objects that cognition is cognised as having
a form. Even in the case of the cognitions of present objects
we find people saying like ‘this object is blue because 1 have
a cognition of that form’. This isa clear indication of the
fact that it is only after the apprehension of cognition that
objects are apprehended. And when it is established that a
cognition is apprehended, it is also established that the app-
prehended form must belong to it, because the apprehension
of a thing devoid of form is impossible. It has been already
stated that mo two forms, one belonging to cognition and
the other to object, are seen but one only, which must belong to
cognition, Therefore, an external object is not cognised at
all and consequently it is non-eXistent,

5. Yogacara criticism of representationism
and other allied theories.

There are some realists, viz., the Sautriintikas, who hold
that a8 cognition is directly apprehended as having a form
but the form belongs to an external object and appears to be
superimposed upon cognition. They think that the form
of an external object is reflected upon cognition. But this
is wrong. Thata property of an external object leaving its
abode enters cognition is inconceivable, The form which is
directly known to be a property of cognition cannot be
supposed to be the property of an external object without
doing violence to reason. The representationist says that the
form of the external object need not leave its abode, yet just
as the moon is reflected on the surface of water, so the form
of an object is reflected on cognition. But there is no proof
for such an assertion. We ascertain the image shining on
the surface of water as belonging to the moon, because we
have observed the moon in the sky and the imageless water
independently of each other and we can also compare the
moon and the image reflected on water at present. But we
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can never observe a cognition without form, nor can we ever
know the form of an external object independently of cogni-
tion. And even if the reflection-theory be accepted in the
case of visual perception, it can never be applicable to audi-
tory and the other forms of perception. It is quite impossible
to conceive a reflection of sound, taste, touch or smell. It
may be said that the image of objectis not reflected on
cognition but while the form actually belongs to object it is
by mistake attributed to cognition because of its extreme
proximity, But this is wrong, How can it be said thatitis
a mistake when it is universal and even a single person is
not found who is not mistaken ? Moreover, why should it
not be said that the form belongs to cognition but is wrongly
attributed to an external object by foolish persons ?

Some hold that the form is neither a property of cognition
nor of object butis an entirely new phenomenon produced
by the contact of a formless cognition and a formless object,
just as redness is produced by the contact of lime and tur-
meri¢ which are not red. This theory also is untenable because
there can be no contact of cognition and object which are
located in different places. Moreover, a novel form can be
produced only by the contact of two material things while
cognition is nonmaterial. Again, the assertion that form is
a property of contact can be possible only when the existence
of a formless object, a formless cognition and their contact
is known and established on independent grounds. But here
the objectis not known otherwise than through cognition;
it is known neither before nor after cognition and what is
known is never known as devoid of form. Therefore the
contact-theory cannot be supported.

According to the Buddhist realist, if the contact of cogni-
tion and object is not admitted the variety of cognition cannot
be explained. Cognition is a caused phenomenon. It depends
on four conditions, viz. the dominant condition ( sfysfagery )
e. g. theeye, the auxiliary condition e, g. light ( sg=ifisesg ),
the immediately antecedent cognition ( ss=+atn=97 ) and the
basic condition i. . the object ( wwstagesa ), A sense-organ
cannot be the cause of the diversity of cognition, because it
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is a common condition of many cognitions, as, when we have
many visual cognitions whose dominant condition is the same
eye. Similarly, a mere auxiliary condition, e g. light, can-
not be the cause of such diversity. An antecedent cognition
too cannot explain the diversity of cognitions, because different
cognitions are seen to follow the same antecedent cognition at
different times, for instance, sometimes there is an awareness
of a cow and sometimes of a horse immediately after the
cognition of an elephant. If there were no other cause than a
preceding cogoition there would be a series of cognitions of
‘elephant’ following it. Thus the present ‘elephant'-form
of cognition pointsto some uncommon condition which can
be no other than the contact with an external object. But,
the Yogiicdra says, there is no direct experience of this
variety of cognitions being caused by contact with objects so
that there can be no surity thatthe said contact is the only
explanation. Moreover, those who say that the cognised form
is the property of contact while cognition and object are
formless, cannot account for the origination of the form and
thus to account for the diversity of forms becomes difficult
for them. A new coloure. g. red, isseen to originate from
the contact of two coloured objects eg. the white lime and
the yellow turmeric. But when cognition and objects are
held to be colourless, how can a variety of colours Originate
from their contact? Andif it be accepted thata different
thing can originate from a different cause, then a variety of
forms also can originate from a single antecedent cognition.
Hence there is no need to stick to the objectcontact theory,
Moreover, this theory fails in the case of memory, inference,
dream and illusion. In these cases forms are seen but there
is no contact with objects. The realist also accepts visana
( impression ) to be the cause of the variety of forms in such
cases. Then, why should he give it up while explaining the
variety of perceptions 7

The representationist Sautrfintika explains the multiform
character of cognition by presuming the existence of external
objects which, according to him, are multiform and not form-
less, and he defines cognisability as causality of an object
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together with its capability to impart its form to cognition.
But how will the Sautriintika explain the appearance of an
object as belonging to the present when actually, according to
the above definition of cognisability, the object which is held
to be the cause of its cognition is past? The explanation
offered by the Sautrantika is that what is manifested as present
is the form of the cognition while the object as the source
of this form is known through inference. Butif this be the
case then all object-cognitions become of one kind only viz.,
inferential and thus the difference between perception and
inference becomes npon-existent. The Sautrintika says that
though the external objects are pot perceived in the strict
sense of the term, still the traditional distinction of perception
and inference may be justified thus : In the so-called perception
of objects the object directly transfers its shape to cognoition
while in inference it does so indirectly. When ‘fire’ directly
gives its shape to cognition it is said to be perceived, but
when ‘smoke’ gives its shape directly to cognition and subse-
quently the idea of ‘fire’ arises due to its invariable association
with the idea of ‘smoke’ then ‘*fire’ is said to be inferred.
When, however, an object does not transfer its shape to
cognition either directly or indirectly, then it is said to be
uncognisable. Thus, the term perception in the sense of
direct apprehension really applies to the self-cognition of a
cognition alone while an external objectis always inferred
from the shape of cognition; but in a secondary sensean
object is ‘perceived” when it is the direct cause of the shape
of cognition and it is inferred when it is the indirect cause,
The Yogicira says that if this is so then at the present moment
the object is not apprehended but the cognition only. Hence
there is no evidence for the existence of external objects.?s

If the form that is cognised isa property of an external
object, as the realist says, then the different contrary and
contradictory forms that are revealed to many observers at
the same time or to one observer at different times as belong-
ing to the same object cannot be explained, because the object
which is one cannol have more than one form., The body
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of the same woman app=ars as a corpse to an ascetic while
at the samstime itappears as an object of sexual pleasure
to an amorous person and ‘as a lump of flesh to a carnivorous
animal. Now, if the cognised form belongs to an extermal
objest, why doss nota single form appear to all these three
obszrvers or if all the three forms really belong to the woman
why does each observer not seeall of them together ? There-
fore, these forms do not really belong to the woman, but
they are mere creations of psychical dispositions ( argar ) and
thas we can safely generalise that external objects do not
really exist but they are mere thought-forms. Thé same con-
clusion is reached by a consideration ofthe properties of
length, shortness etc, which are simultaneously attributed to
the same thing by different persons. Similarly when a jar is
called *a substance’, “a thing’ and *made of clay’ at the same
time it is evident that the object is really non-existent, because
different properties contradict the oneness of the object.
According to the subjectivist’s theory, on the other hand, as
the cognitions of different individuals are different there can
be no contradiction, Therefore, the realist has to accept
that cognition assumes different forms under the influence of
visand. And when this is once admitted the realist may pos-
tulate external objects as imitating the forms of cognition,
which will be superfluous as has been shown, but the assu-
mption of cognition imitating the forms of objects can never
be justified.
6. Criticism of ‘epistemological parallelism’
Cidananda®® refers toa theory which may be termed as
‘epistemological parallelism’, and ascribes it to the Vaibhi-
sika. According to this theory there is no causal or any other
type of relation between cognition and the corresponding
object though both are equally real and belong to the same
moment of time, Cognisability is defined as consisting in
the object being produced by the same antecedent conditions
which produce the. corresponding cognition. Probably
Cidinanda has in mind the view of Vasubandhu, the author

30, NTV, pp. 117-18,
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of Abhidharmakosa, who was a Vaibhiisika in the beginning,
then became a Sautrintika and finally became a Vijinavadin *®
According to Vasubandhu “the cosmic mind ( sr=y fyzm )
transforms itself, on the one hand, into different subjects,
and into different objects, on the other”.#! Thus the Vaibha-
gika view is that the object is not the cause of its cognition, as
the Sautrintika holds, because on the Sautrintika view the
presented character of the object cannot be explained and if
the Sautrintika tries to explain it by maintaining that the
object being the cause of its cognition endures till the app-
earance of the cognition, he violates the basic principle
of Buddhism viz, the momentariness of all existence,
while the Vaibhasika position is perfectly consistent with this
principle. The cognition and the object are two contemporane-
ous moments of two parallel series born of the same causes,
This view, according to the idealist, is no improvement
upon the Sautrintika view. It is certainly true to the doctrine
of momentariness but the other difficulties remain the same.
When the Vaibhasika says that the object, eg. a ‘red apple’, is
produced by the same antecedent conditions that give rise to
the corresponding visual cognition, then the cognisability of
its sweet taste is a product of the same conditions which
produce the visual cognition and the colour of the apple.
Moreover, the eye is one of the conditions of the visual
cognition of the ‘apple’, but no sane person can say that itis
also a condition of the ‘apple’ as is assumed by this theory,
Again, this theory cannot explain the cognisability of past
and future objects which, we definitely know, are not brought
to existence when we cognise them.

7. Kumarila’s Refutation of Subjective Idealism

lcﬂgﬂiﬂmﬂmﬂhhnﬂlm“pﬁlﬂlﬂﬂﬁew

When the idealist says that one single cognition is the
<ogniser as well as the cognised, is it the identity of action
and accusative or of instrumental and accusative or of nomi-
native and accusative that is intended 7 Whatever his intention

40. Cp. Sinha : A History of Indian Philesophy, Vol 11, p, 244,
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may be there is no instance of any of these identities. We
alway find the nominative, the accusative, the instrumental
and the action to be distinct from one another. For example,
the action of cooking does not cook itself or cutting does not
cut itself; the finger-tip does not touch itself or the point of
a needle does not penetrate itself; nor can anyone touch his
fingertip by the same finger-tip. Thus, since there is no
instance of the above-mentioned identities anywhere, the case
of cognition cognising itself cannot be proved. If the idea-
list says that by the identity of the cogniser and the cognised
he means the self-revelatory character of cognition which
accordingly does not stand in need of an illuminator, then,
too, it may be asked, to whom is it revealed? The idealist
does not recognise a self other than the momentary cognition,
Thus, then, if the momentary cognition reveals itself to
itself, it must take such form as ‘I am blue' instead of ‘this
is blue’, But we find that a cognition always appears as
pointing to ‘this’ which is other than itself. The functioning
of cognition is directed outwards ( s7reafyr ) and not inwards
( m=r#5f4 ) as the idealist theory implies. Therefore the iden-
tity of the cogniser and the cognised is impossible.42

The idealist may point to ‘fire’ as an instance in support
of his theory. We do recognise the self-illuminating character
of fire because it is of the nature of light and does not require
a second light to illuminate it and so far there is no disagree-
ment between us, But illumination is not equivalent to cogni-
tion. The light that illuminates itself does not cognise itself,
because it is always cognised by a conscious individual through
his sense-organs e, g. the eyes which serve as the illuminator
of the light. The eye too is not cognised through itself as it
is not its own illuminator; it is cognised by a distinct cognition
which is of the nature of arthapatti or presumption. A man
does not directly know his sense-organs. They are rather
presumed to exist and operate upon the objects of perception
because of the otherwise inexplicable nature of specific cogni-
tions, Similarly, cognition alsois not directly revealed but

42 NR on 5V, Stinyn., 64,
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is known through a second cognition as will be shown later
on. Thus fire being a means of revealing objects at night,
may be called the cogniser (in the sense of the instrumental )
with reference to them, but with reference toit the eye is
the cogniser; with reference to the eye a cognitipn is the
cogniser and with reference to the cognition a subsequent
cognition is the cogniser, so that there is no instance of the
identity of the cogniser and the cognised. Therefore the
means and the object of cognition are always different and
the nominative of cognition viz., the self is distinct from
these,

In the case of the self too there is no identity of the
nominative with the accusative. Though the self isits own
cogniser and there is no second cogniser of it, still this case
is not parallel to that of the cognition which, according to
the idealist, is indivisible and differenceless, because we admit
some difference in the self in the form of a property viz., cogni-
tion and in that of a substance. The sell has a duality of forms
while keeping its unitary character intact, but the idealist does
not recognise any real difference in cognition. When the self is
in contact with manas which is in contact with a sense-organ
which in turn isin contact with an object, there arises in it
the property of cognition which is somchow different from
the self. In the form of this property the self is the cogniser
and in the form of a substance which it has in common with
other substances eg. the earth etc. it is the cognised, But
the Buddhist does not admit any duality such as that of
substance and property in cognition. It may be said that we
too do not admit any absolute difference between the cogniser
and the cognised in the case of the self. Certainly so, but
total difference is not observed anywhere. Even between a
jar and a fire which are the manifested and the manifester,
we do not admit an absolute difference as they too are some-
how. identical in the form of substances, Some difference
between the manifester and the manpifested is desirable accor-
ding to our theory and itis not wanting in the case of the
self. But, then, the Buddhist says, how do you explain ego-
consciousness in the form of ‘I' while maintaining that the
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functioning of cognition is always directed outwards 7 Sabara
has truly said that in ‘1’ consciousness the cognition is directéd
inwards. But the property of cognition by itself is not the
cogniser, Itis theself qualified by this property that is the
cogniser and the notion of *I' refers not to cognition alone
but to the self qualified by cognition. Thus, though the
cognising property of the self and the cognised substance of
it are somehow different, yet the two are fundamentally one
and be:ause the I-notion refers to this fundamental unity of
the nominative and the accusative of ‘l'know' the inward
functioning in ego-cognition does not conflict with our view.
In self-consciousness the °‘I' refers to the nominative of
cognition and it is explicitly different from object-conscious-
ness in which the reference is to the object ‘this’ which the
idealist cannot cxplain. The agent of cognition is  directly
revedled in ego-consciousness, but cognition is never revealed
directly, 1In ‘this is blue’ only the accusative of cognition is
revealed, neither the nominative nor the instrumental nor
the act itself, Therefore, the self-revelatory character of
cognition cannot be established at all.

Ignoring the direct evidence of experience the idealist
sticks to his baseless theory that cognition cognises itself and
not an external object. But why should he 'be so much pre-
judiced against the existence of external objects ? The idealist
contention is that in ‘this is blue’ the consciousness is of
cognition alone and the notion of ‘this-ness’ or externality is
illusorily caused by vsand just as according to the Miminsaka
the notion of egohood with regard to the body is caused by
ignorance. But this is wrong, Our consciousness alone is the
basis of making distinction between things and consciousness
by its appearance reveals objects as external. IFf the idealist
can maintain that consciousness has cognition for its object
inspite of the empirical fact thatit has an external thing for
its object, why should we not make the contrary assertion
that consciousness has an external thing for its object even if
the fact be just the opposite 7 1t is wrong to reject the appea-
rance of ‘otherness’ in cognition as illusory in the absence of
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a contradicting experience. Moreover, the visani to which
the agency of causing the illusion of externality is ascribed
by the idealist can be nothing but an impression left on the
soul by previous cognitions. These impressions are deposited
in the soul which is not recognised by the Buddhist. Cognition
which is momentary cannot be the substratum of impression.
Thus when the viisand itself is not established, how can it have
- the power of causing any illusion,**

The idealist holds that the cognition and the cognised are
identical, butin that case the consciousness of any one of
these would bring about the consciousness of two forms which
is never seen. When the form of the cognised object is
apprehended the form of cognition is never apprehended, and
conversely when sometimes the form of cognition is appre-
hended the form of the object is not apprehended, Some-
times, it is seen that a previous cognition is remembered but
the object that was cognised is forgotten. Therefore, from
the non-concomitance of cognition and object it must be con-
cluded that they are distinct from each other and not identical
as the idealist says ¢4

The idealist says that the self-luminous nature of ' cognition
is inferred from recollection. After the cognition of an object,
for example, a jar, we have its recollection in the form ‘I know
the jar’. 1f the primary cognition of the jar did not reveal
itself while revealing its object viz., the jar, this recollection
becomes inexplicable. We can have no recollection of anything
which was never experienced. If a cognition is not self-mani-
festing the recollections that we have subsequently of the
object will be of the form ‘thereis a jar' and not of such
form as ‘I know the jar’; and thus however much we may
recollect there will be absolutely no difference among the succ-
essive recollections of the same object. But actually we do
find a difference in the successive recollections, for example,
among ‘I know the jar’, ‘I know thatl know the jar' and so
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on. The difference among these is quite plain. In ‘I know
the jar' the form of the jar and the form of its primary cog-
nition is recollected. In ‘I know that I know the jar' the form
of the jar, the form ofits primary cognition and the form of
the first recollective cognition is remembered. Thus the first
recollective cognition proves that the primary cognition of the
jar revealed itself simultaneously with the jar and the second
recollective cognition proves that while recollecting the jar
and the primary cognition the first recollective cognition
revealed itself oo 48

This is criticised as follows: We do not find a gradual
accumulation of forms in successive recollections as the
idealist says. Thereis only one form that is revealed in all
these so-called recollections and itis of the object viz., the
jar. What have been called by the idealist *recollections’ are
not really recollections. They are as primary as the cognition
of the jar in the form‘this is a jar." They differ from the latter
in being appropriated by the self. And such reflective cogni-
tions do not as a rule follow an object-cognition invariably.
A reflective cognition takes place only when there is a curiosity
about the cause of object-consciousness, When after we have
had the cognition of an object we sometimes try to explain the
cognisedness of the object, we become aware of the correspond-
ing cognition through ‘arthipatti’ and thus we have such
consciousness as ‘1 know the jar', This awareness is guite
apart from the awareness of the object and has no form. In
this is included the recalled form of the jar as well as the
primary consciousness of the formless cognition of the jar
which belonged toa past moment. Again, when we have a
fresh curiosity about the cause of this second awareness it is
independently known through arthiipatti resulting in the form
of a fresh cognition ‘1 know that 1 know the jar’. It will be
said that if a cognition is cognised as formless, then such
common assertions as ‘the object is blue because I have a cog-
nition of that form’ become inexplicable. But, though thers
are such assertions yet they do not prove that cognition has
some form. ‘Blue’, ‘yellow” etc. are forms of objects while

45, lbid. 110-14.
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the cognition itself is neither blue nor yellow but formless. 1If
a cognition had a form it would never be described in terms
of the forms. of objects,*® Therefore, though cognitions by
themselves are formless, yet their  difference is established by
the difference of cognised objects  and there is no need of pos-
tulating a form for cognition for that purpese.*’ Moreover, a
cognition may or may not have a form but it can never be
self-revealing i in nature., The idealist has said that the self-
revealing nature of cognition is: inferred from recoliection, but
as he resolves a cognition into a perception of itself he cannot
Jdegitimately have a recourse to inference. The division of
cognitions - into: perception and inference is based upon the
independent existence of external objects. Some objects are
known. directly and some indirectly and consequently some
cognitions are perceptual and some inferentinl.  But ‘'when the
yery existence of external objects has been denied their direct
or indirect knowledge becomes impossible. | Hence the idealist
.cannot talk of inference at all.*3

11 A cognition cannot apprehend either a part of itself
or another cognition antecedent to or simultascous
with it :—

It has been demonstrated that ‘one indivisible cognition
cannot be the apprehender as well as the apprehended. Now
the idealist may say that cognition is.one but it is divided into
two parts, one apprehending the other, so that there is no
need of an external object in the form of thatwhich is appre-
hended. Butif the idealist recognises in this way the difference
of the apprehender from the apprehended he gives up his own
theory and embraces our own. If the idealist says that the
apprehending and apprehended parts, though different, are yet
jdentical in the form of the cognition whichthus divides itself
into them, while according to the realist the apprehending
cognition and the apprehended object are not the parts of one

46. KK. on Idid,, 115-18,
47, 1Ibid. 116.
48. Tbid, 12,



CHAFTER 11 41

-and the same thing, then we reply thathe thus embraces the
Sankhya theory of difference and non-difference ( fumifiems )
renouncing his' own theory of absolute identity. In criti-
cising the definitions of cognisability offered by others who
allow a difference between  the cognition and the cognised
object the idealist has proved himself to be the upholder of
absolute identity and now by allowing some difference between
the apprehending and apprehended parts of cognition he con-
tradicts his own theory.*?

Some Buddhists ( the Vaibhasikas according to NR ) accept
that there is a difference between the apprehender and the
apprehended but they deny thelexistence of an object external
to cognition because, according to them, a cognition always
apprehends another cognition antecedent to it and ‘this’
in “this is blue' refers not to an external object but to this
antecedent cognition. This is wrong. There is no proof that
the apprehended and the apprehender are both cognitions as
there is no character common to both and the Buddhist does
not recognise a universal like ‘cognition-ness’ common to and
apart from many individual cognitions. According to the
Buddhist a universal is nothing but the negation of opposites
{ =4lg ). But as cognition is the only reality, its opposite viz.,
non-cogaition cannot be real, so that its negation cannot be
conceived and consequently the universal ‘cognition-ness’ too
becomes inconceivable. Therefore, the character of cognition
cannot belong equally to the apprehender and the apprehen-
ded, It can bzlong to only one of them. Arnd thus when the
difference between the apprehender and the apprehended has
been established, nothing more is desired. As for the relation
of apprehender and apprehended between a subsequent and an
antecedent cognition, we say that it is not 'possible because
cognitions are momentary and when the subsequent cognition
appears the antecedent one has vanished totally, so thatit
cannot be the object of the former, Hence, when a past cog-
nition cannot be the object of a present one it must be an
external entity which is the object of the latter. If it is said

49, Ibid, 122-24.
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that the two cognitions, viz. the apprehending ons and the
apprehended one, are simultaneous, then too their relation
-cannot be explained, because the cognised object is supposed
to be the cause of the cognition and causality implies sequence
and dependence, while the said cognitions are simultaneous and
independent.>®

Mow, the Miminsaka too may be asked as to how he can
explain the causal relation between the cognitive act and the
cognised object. To this Pirthasfrathi answers: “For us
the effect is not the apprehending cognition nor is the cause
the apprehended object; on the contrary, we recognise the
apprehending cognition as the cause and the apprehended object
as the effect. To explain : The cognitive act produces a result
called manifestation or cognisedness and as this result inheres
in the object this latter becomes the accusative of the act and this
accusative character of the object constitutes its cognisability.
Thos as the result inhering in the object is not simultaneous
with the act of cognition, there is no difficulty in their being
the effect and the cause respectively”.® This sort of causal
relation is not possible in the case of two simultaneous cogni-
tions, nor in the case of two successive cognitions in which
the consequent one is held to be the apprehender of the ante-
cedent one.

If the Buddhist says that an antecedent cognition will be
the object of a consequent one through imparting its potency
or visand to the latter which will thus become its effect, then
too it cannot be acceptable, because an antecedent cognition
having been destroyed as soon as it was born without leaving
any trace behind ( fv=sa-fi=1a ) cannot be conceived as leaving
anything to its successor, Moreover, in that case the cognised
object will be past just asin memory the object remembered
is a past one and thus the presented character of the object of
perception will be inexplicable. ' In memory the impression of
a past experience is revived and the object is always cognised
as belonging to the past, while in perception the object is
always cognised as belonging to the present without being

BO. Ibid, 130-50.
61. NR on 5V, Sanya., 161-564.
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contradicted by any subsequent experience. As for vasand, it
is not possible for the Buddhist who holds cognition to be the

only reality and it has already been said that the vdsand can
have no substratum in the form of cognition as the past and
the future cognitions are totally non-existent now and the
present one is no sooner born than destroyed and the Buddhist
does not recognise any enduring entity in the form of a soul
except a continuous series of discrete and momentary cogni-
tions which could have served as the required substratum.
The Buddhist may say that in dreams the objects which appear
as present are really past, and similarly in perception too the
object though apparently present may actoally be a past one,
so that the realist's contention that memory is always tinged
with the character of pastness becomes untenable. The reply
is that in dreams past objects do appear as present but it is
due to some peculiar abnormal factors operating during sleep
and the dream objects are always rejected as illusory on
waking, while objects perceived during waking state are never
rejected as illusory. Hence a past thing cannot be the object
of a present perception. And even if the past be accepted as the
basis of the present perception, there is no proof thatit isa
past cognition and not a past object.®®

III The law of parsimony and the law of simultaneous
apprehension do not favour idealism :

The idealist claims truth for his theory on the ground of
simplicity. He says that his theory is simpler than the realist’s
theory because it eliminates the external object which is un-
necessarily presumed by realists. But this is wrong. The
external object is not presumed, it is directly experienced.
The external object whose reality is vouched for by direct
experience cannot be eliminated to suit an illconceived
theory. The Buddhist rejects the external object as unnece-
ssary on the basis of his theory that cognition and object are
apprehended simultaneously which again he bases on his
groundless belief that cognition which i5 a means must be
apprehended prior to or simultaneously with the object of

52 1hid. 166—63.
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which it is the means. But cognition and object are not appre-
hended simultancously ; the object is apprehended directly
while cognition is not apprehended at all, though its existence
is presumed subsequently through arthapatti. A cognition does
appear first but it is not the first to be apprehended. Hence the
law of simultaneous apprehension is not applicable in this case.
1t is not necessary that the means must be apprehended first in
order that the object may be apprehended, 'because the means
‘may not be apprehended due to the absence of a suitable
pramdna just as we see in the case of the eye which isthe
means of knowing objest but itself remains unknown at the
time. That cognition cannot apprehend 'itsell has already
‘been proved and although it is true that when it originates
there is no obstacle in the way of apprehending it yet, because
a suitable cognition that would serve as a means of apprehen-
ding it does not arise at the time, it remains unapprehended
till later on a second cognition of the natore of arthipatti
appears to explain the cognisedness of the object. Cognition
has the function of revealing an external object butis power-
less to reveal itself. Just as the eye has the power of manifes-
ting external objects but this power is restricted to the manifes-
tation of colour alone, so the power of cognition is restricted
to the manifestation of objects alone and thus it cannot
manifest itsetf,%

The Buddhist says that recollection which immediately
follows a cagnition in such forms as ‘I know the jar' cannot
be explained if cognition was not cognised with the object.
But this is wrong, What is remembered is the object and not
the cognition; the cognition is known indirectly through artha-
patti as the means of object-consciousness. People do say
‘the object is  blue because my cognition appears in that form;’
but this doas not show that cognition is known prior to the
object. Actually what happens is that when after cognising
an object as blue one comes to have some doubt about it or is
questioned by someone else he confidently asserts that the

63. [Ibid, 179-835,
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object is blue and in the attempt of seeking its proof. he becomes
conscious of his cognition.™

IV The variety of forms is quite consistent with the
unity of an object :

The Buddhist idealist says that, because many different
and contradictory forms cannot belong to asingle object,
the cognised form must be the form of cognition. But this is
wrong. The woman cited by the idealist in Favour of his
view possesses all the three said forms viz. that of a corpse, of
a beautiful maid and of a lump of flesh. But the ascetic
recognises only the first form on account of his aversion of all
objects that tend to tempt him towards worldly enjoyment.
The amorous man recognises the second form alone because of
the predominance of  sex jnstinct in him. And the carnivorous
animal accustomed to flash-eating recognises her only as a
palatable lump of flesh. Thus, though an object may possess
various forms and properties, still their mere existence in the
object does not assure that all of them will be recognised by
everyone at once. The dominant disposition of an individual,
his habitual modes of thought and action and his permanent
and temporary interests determine what form or property of
an object he will discover at a particular moment. The
cognition of a form depends on the object as well as the sub-
jective state of the observer. His predispositions and interests
of the moment help him in attending to that aspect of a thing
which harmonises with them, But subjective conditions alone
are not responsible for the cognition of a particular form.
However lustful a man may be he never sees a jar as a beauti-
ful woman. However hungry a dog may be he cpnoot
perceive a stone as a lump of flesh. Therefore, the existence
of multiple forms is not at all incompatible with the unity of
an object. The apparently contradictory forms of an object
eg., length, shortness etc, can be easily reconciled. When
an object is cognised as longer than a second one it is not at
the same time cognised as shorter than the same object but.is
cognised so in comparison with a third object. So the existence

G4, Ibid. 199, 226-27.
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of length and shortness in the same object at the same time in
comparison with different objects is quite conceivable, ~There
would have been a real contradiction if the same object could
be conceived long as well as short whithout any relation to
other objects. On the basis of experience we attribute one or
more forms to a single object and there is no rule that one object
must be of one form alone. A jar at once owns the properties
of being a substance and of being made of clay, but an obser-
ver conceives it in one form or the other according to the
name that he is reminded of at the moment, Thus subjective
factors determine the observation of a particular form or
property, though the object may possess many forms, just as
the colour alone of a thing is seen when the eye is in contact
with it, though the object also possesses a taste, an odour, a
touch etc. at the same time® Hence the cognised form
belongs to an external object and not to cognition.
Pirthasarathi adds the following remarks against the
idealist. In non-cognition ( ajfiina ) absence of cognition is
apprehended, The absence of cognition cannot be a form
of cognition because they are mutually exclusive. Similarly,
in the cognition ‘this i5 the same thing" some durable
entity is apprehended while cognition is momentary, Durabi-
lity cannot be the form of that which is momentary. Likewise,
in the perception of wvarious co-existing things various forms
are collectively apprehended while cognition cannot have
more than one form. Therefore, these are not the forms of
cognition but of something else which is different from cogni-
tion. The object of inference is something mediate but
cognition is always known to be immediate. How can mediacy
and immediacy co-exist as identical with cognition ! Therefore
whether durabitily of objects or their having many forms etc.
is tenable or not, this much is proved that cognition appre-
hends things external to it and not itself. The idealist denies
external objects on the ground of the identity of the cogniser
and the cognised and says that the notion of externality is
illusory. But when some one asserts that there are no external
objects it is certain that he has somehow heen cognising

B5. Ibid, 215-24, -
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external things., Negation of only that is possible which has
been previously occupying one’s mind. This clearly shows that
the notion of externality is primary in our experience and its
negation is only an after-thought, But what is primary in
our experience cannot be denied by inference,®® :

V There is no means to prove the unreality of external
objects :

There is no means of valid knowledge which can prove the
unreality of external objects. Perception which reveals exter-
nal objects directly contradicts the idealist theory instead of
supporting it. Inference depends on perception. The universal
premise of an inference is derived as an empirical generalisa-
tion from a direct experience of external objects and as such
it cannot prove the non-existence of external objects. The
idealist arguing in support of his theory brings forward the
following argument : “All waking cognitions are devoid of
external objects, because they are cognitions like the cognitions
in a dream.” Kumirila points out several logical fallacies in
this argument in the Nirilambanavida section of the Virtika

and puts forward a counter-argument as follows: “The
cognition of external objects in the waking state is valid,
because it is not contradicted by subsequent experience, like
the cognition of the falsehood of dreams”.” If the idealist
denies the truth of this argument he will have to admit the
validity of dream-cognition and thus he will contradict his own
premise that all cognitions are false. Hence inference cannot
prove the non-existence of external objects. Moreover, an
argument is employed when there is a discourser ( 437 ) who
employs the argument and an opponent i sfi4r47) against
whom it is employed. Thus in the very attempt to prove his
thesis by inference the idealist presupposes the independent
existence of the realist whom he cognises as external to him,
which contradicts his theory that all cognitions apprehend
themselves and not any external object.> Scriptural authority

56. SD, pp. 556-56.
57. SV, Nirk. 76-80,
68, Ibid. 70-71.
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( s ) too presupposes  the reality of the external world.
Religious instruction is impossible unless there is a preceptor
and a pupil, both independently real. The Buddha himself
has instructed people to follow  his way of salvation. Moral
and religious considerations demand a belief in the reality
of external objects, 1f everything were unreal there would
be no meaning in striving to attain heaven or release. Waking
cognitions cannot have the same status as dream-cognitions.
[t cannot be for the pleasures of a dream that people engage
in the performance of duty. Dream coming to @ man sponta-
neously during sleep, the learned would only lie down -quietly
instead of performing sacrifices when desirous of obtaining
real results.”®® Upamina too cannot provethe idealist’s theory.
1t has already been pointed out that there is no instance which
can illustate the identity of an. action, its nominative and
its accusative, Arthdpatti reconciles an apparent inconsistency
between two pramapas. It proves the independent existence
of external objects, otherwise the variety of cognitions can-
not be explained. Negation ( srg7=fsw proves the reality of the
external world by negating subjective idealism. The idealist’s
assertion that even if there be an external object it cannot be
perceived becauseit is an aggregate of atoms which are invisi-
ble, is false. When it has been proved that cognition cannot
cognise itself the idealist is forced on logical ground to
accept that cognition cognises an_external object. As regards
the constitution of an object we do not necessarity follow the
Vaisesika theory of atomism which is merely an hypothesis and
as such may be given upif it conflicts with the reality of
external objects®®
8. The Relation of Cognition to its Object : The theory
of cognisedness.
Kumdrila says that identity cannot be the relation between
cognition and the cognised object ; it is the relation of visay-
atd that subsists between them.®! According to KK and NR

E9. Thid, 12.
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visayavisayibhiva is the relation of cognition to its object.
According to the latter visayati or objectivity consists in the
object bearing the result of the cognitive act. From SV,
Sinyavida, vv. 151 and 200 it is clear that visayatd or objecti-
vity is a unique type of causal relation. Sucaritamisra®® says
that this subject-object relation is neither conjunction (#4914 ),
nor inherence [ 9417 ), but a unique relation. According to
NKu, a work on Nyiiya, too this relation is visayatd, bat itis
held to be sui generis or a unigue type of relation ( w&F=~ ).
But the Bhitta view of visayatd is that itis a unique type of
causal relation. There is some reciprocity between cognition
and object. Cognition isa caused phenomenon and in this
respect is not different from other occasional phenomena. That
which occurs at times must have some cause for its birth.
Cognition too has a cause in the form of sense-object contact
( thgmdafasd ). The object, when it is in contact with a sense-
organ, becomes the cause of cognition and again the cognition
becomes the cause of the manifestedness ( #raw ) of the object.
This reciprocal causality is different from the reciprocal caus-
ality observed between seed and sprout. The former is not an
infinite process while the latter is. In the cognitive situation
an object produces a cognition and the same cognition in turn
produces cognisedness in the same object, while in the case of
seed-sprout relation a seed produces a sprout which in turn
produces a seed which though different from the first belongs
to the same species and this second seed produces a sprout
different from the first but belonging to the same species and
so on. Therefore, the causality between cognition and object
is held to be of a unique type.

It is easy to see what led the Bhitta to this conclusion, The
Vijtiinavidt Buddhist criticised the Sautrintika vehemently for
his causal theory of cognitive relation on the ground that
it could not explain the presented character of the object of
perception, because causality implies antecedence of the cause
to the effect while a perceived object is revealed as belonging

62. KK on Ibid, 64.
4P M.
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to the same time in which the cognition appears. Sabara too
in his Bhiisya recognises a causal relation between an external
object, eg. a cloth, and the corresponding cognition. Naturally
the Vijadnavadl's objection to the Sautrantika theory applies
to Sabara’s theory also. Thus to save Sabara from this Buddhist
attack and at the same time to explain the presented character
of the object of perception the Bhitta was led to hold the view
of a unique relation of reciprocal causality between cognition
and object. The object appears to belong to the present time
because cognisedness which is produced by cognition in it
belongs to the present time. Cognition is produced by an ex-
ternal object. The object is certainly the cause of cognition, but
in the process of cognising this relationship is inverted and
the cognition becomes the cause of generating the property of
cognisedness in the object.

There is one more factor responsible for this peculiar
Bhatta view. The general tendency of the Indian philosophers
has been to maintain that in perception the senses or their fun-
ctions (%) actively go out to the object and establish contact
with it. Naturally there must be some result of this contact
accruing to the object, because it is the object that is acted
upon. An active force is always seen producing some result
in the object which remains passive at the time ; but the object
which is acted upon is never seen producing a result in the
active force. Consequently the Bhifta thinks that the result in-
hering in the object must be one which distinguishes that parti-
cular object from others which are not cognised and thus it can
be nothing but cognisedness which is just like cookedness pro-
duced in rice by the act of cooking.

Now, if cognisedness is produced in the object by the act
of cognition just as cookedness is produced in rice by the act
of cooking, then it must be visible to other persons in the same
manner as cookedness is visible, To this Sucaritamiéra answers
that the cognisedness is known only to that person in whom
the cognition is produced and not to others, just as only that
person reaches a distant place who moves and not others who
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do not move® Againa second objection may be urged:
1t may be conceived how cognisedness is produced in an object
which is present, but how can it be produced in a past or future
ohject by the present act of cognition ? To this Parthasirathi’s
answeris: “Just as we comprehend the numerical quality
“tenness’ relating to the days that have elapsed, we do admit
that manifestedness arises in objects that either existed in the
past or will exist in the future though not existing at present
and this admission is based on the evidence of common expe-
rience”. % The same explanation is offered by Cidinanda.®®

9, The Knowledge of Cognition.

Kumdrila says that though cognition appears prior to the
consciousness of object, yet it is not known at the time ofits
appearance because of the absence of a suitable means of
knowing it; and that cognition is not self-revealing because just
as the function of sense-organs is restricted to the manifestation
of those objects only which are in contact with them, so
the function of cognition is restricted to the manifestation of
its object only, so that it is powerless to reveal itself. Cogni-
tion cannot turn back upon itself and make itself its own object.
Parthasirathi says that at the time of object-cognition there is
no consciousness of cognition at all so that its immediate
knowledge is impossible.?® Itisa psychological fact that
we cannot attend to two different things simultaneously. The
scope of attention is too narrow to cognise two things at a
“time. Thus while cognition is busy in manifesting its object it
cannot manifest itself; and itcannot be made the object of a
second cognition directly, because it, being momentary, is
destroyed before the appearance of a second cognition.*” But
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how can a cognition reveal its object without revealing itself ?
Sucaritamiéra says that all existent things do their business by
their existence alone, to which their being known is irrelevant
and hence cognition by its mere existence fulfills its function
of manifesting objects without standing in the need of being
known.® Thus cognition neither reveals itself nor is revealed
directly by a succeeding cognition. 1s then there no knowledge
of cognition? Kumdrila says that thereis no apprehension
of cognition but its existence is presumed to explain the cogni-
sedness of the object.® Piirthasarathi gives the following

account of how cognition is presumed in his commentary on
SV, Stinya, 183 :

Arthpatti or presumption is the means of the knowledge
of cognition. The presumption takes place from the otherwise
inexplicable nature of the cognisedness of an object, Pre-
sumption does not arise at the time of the appearance of a
cognition. Cognition is the cause of the property of cognised-
ness produced in the object. Hence, as cause and effect do
not belong to the same time but to a preceding and a succeed-
ing moment respectively, so some time, however minute, must
elapse after which cognisedness is produced. Thus presump-
tion is posterior to cognition, Therefore, it is but reasonable

to say that cognition is not cognised first but only after the
knowledge of an object.

Here one difficulty arises : Cognisedness of an object is its
being the accusative of cognition; it can be known only after
cognition is known, and because an unknown cognisedness
cannot lead to the presumption of cognition, there will be a
sort of mutual dependence—knowledge of cognition depending
on the knowledge of cognisedness and again the knowledge of
cognisedness depending on the knowledge of cognition, Some
people offer the following explanation : The existence of cog-
nition cannot be denied. When an object, eg. a jar, exists,
it is only on certain occasions made the objective of practical
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activity by some one and not by all. Then it is presumed
that there must have arisen some peculiarity in the indivi-
dual favouring his practical activity and this peculiarity is
nothing but cognition. But, though cognition may be presumed
in this way, practical activity does not always follow the
cognition of an object. Even in the absence of any practical
activity everyone remembers his having cognised an object.
Without a konowledge of cognition how can one have such
remembrance as ‘the object was known by me'? The appea-
rance of the knowledge of cognisedness prior to the appearance
of practical activity cannot be explained unless the perceptibi-
lity of cognition be admitted, The right explanation is this :
There is certainly some peculiarity in the object produced by
the cognitive act known as cognisedness just as cookedness is
produced in rice by the actof cooking, and this peculiarity
can be known independently of cognition through perception.
Cidananda™ and Niryana™ say that it is known through the
contact ‘identity with what is in conjunction’ ( sgwmares ),
that is, through the operation of senses which is commonly seen
in connection with the perception of qualities. Thus cognition
is presumed to have taken place through cognisedness which
otherwise remains inexplicable.

Now, granted that when an object is present its cognisedness
is known through perception and subsequently cognition is
presumed, but what about inferential cognition ? In inference
the objectis not perceived and hence its cognisedness too is
not perceived and thus, as an unknown cognisedness cannot
lead to the presumption of cognition, it will not be known.

Umbeka says that there are two kinds of results produced
by cognition in its object, viz., immediacy (sis{sa) and mediacy
{ 9155 ), the former in the objects of perception and the latter
in the objects of inference,”? Parthasirathi makes the same
assertion in SD, p, 56. But in NR he seems to have realised
the absurdity of conceiving that cognition can produce a result
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in an absent object. He, ‘according to  his revised view, main-
tains thatin such cases the cognitive act producesa relation
between the knower and the known and this relation known
through mental perception leads to the presumption of cogni-
tion whenever there arises a curiosity about the cause of this
relation : Even in those cases when someone remembers a
previously known object at some later time without having ever
presumed the cognition first the knower-known relationship is
produced between the self and the object through recollective:
cognition, then the relationship is mentally perceived and the
cognition is presumed on its basis, and lastly, after realising
the impossibility of sense-organs being the cause of this cogni-
tion, it is ascertained to be of the nature of recollection, which
in turn being impossible unless there was a primary experience,
leads to the presumption of the primary cognition.

It may be objected that if cognition is presumed through the
inexplicability of cognisedness, then cognition of the cognition
too will have to be presumed through the inexplicability of
the cognisedness of the cognition and so on without an end,
and hence, to ayoid this infinite regress, it is proper to main-
tain that cognition is apprehended simultaneously with the
object. This is true, but there is never felt any need of pre-
suming cognitions one after the other in an infinite series.
After the knowledge of -an object the corresponding cognition
is presumed  to explain the cognisedness of the object if there
is any curiosity at all. 1f there is no curiosity and consequently
the cognition is not presumed, it does not make any difference
in our practical activity, for which merely a knowledge of
objects is enough. Butif afterwards any theoretical neces-
sity or curiosity is felt, we may know the cognition through
presumption and this is all. And if there is any further
curiosity the cognition of this cognition too may be presumed
in a like manner. This process of presumption may go on to
any length without causing any logical difficulty. But in
actual practice there is none who can go on with this infinite
process, because very soon cither one becomes tired of it or
one’s attention is diverted to other more interesting objects
of the environment or to other more fruitful activities, an
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thus the process of |presumption is cut short.™ Thus cognition
is not known directly.

In SV, Stnya. 233, Kumdrila refers toa theory according
to which cognition is apprehended simultaneously with the
object. TT and NR attribute this theory to the Nyaya-Vaise-
sika. According to later Nyliya a cognition is known directly
through a secondary act of mental perception ( sH=a9=13 ) at
the time of its appearance. But if cognition is directly per-
ceived, it must be perceived as having a form, because a
formless thing cannot be perceived, and thus the postulation
of an external object having a form in addition to the cognition
becomes logically superfluous. Hence this view and similarly
all forms of epistemological dualism logically lead to subje-
ctivism. Therefore, it must be accepted that cognition is not
apprehended directly, though its existence is proved afterwards

by presumption.

Prabhakara and Sankara hold that cognition is self-revea-
ling™. The idealist Buddhist too holds that cognition is self-
luminous, but according to his view cognition makes itself
its object, while according to Prabhikara and Sankara cogni-
tion is never cognised as an object of any cognition. The
Bhatta criticism of the doctrine of self-luminosity of cognition
has already been given. The Nydya-Vaisesika holds that
cognition is not self-luminous in the Buddhist sense or in any
other sense, but is known directly through a secondary act
of cognition of which it is the object. The Maiydyikas argue
that cognition is perceptible because it is a temporary specific
quality of the soul, like pleasure etc. All are agreed that
pleasure, pain etc,, which are the temporary qualities of the
soul, are cognised directly through inner perception and cogni-
tion *no is such a quality. Why, then, should it not be perceived
in the like manner ? Nirdyana says that this argument is not
sound. To be a temporary quality of soul is not a sufficient
ground for the inference that cognition is perceptible, because
volition, which too isa temporary quality of soul and is the

73. 5V, danya. 187-95.
74, wfg: APl gEEsTEEaE |—MM, p, 248.
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cause of activities like breathing in deep sleep, is not perceived
during that state. Therefore, cognition cannot be an object
of perception under any logical pressure™,

10. The Bhatta Criticism of Prabhakara’s Theory of
Triple Perception.

There is apparently some inconsistency in Prabhikara’s
theory as propounded in his Brhat1 and Silikanitha’s Rjuvi-
mald, Prabhikara asserts that ‘samvit’, which is ordinarily
supposed to be equivalent to ‘jiidna’, both meaning cognition,
is self-ravealing, while at the same time he supports Sabara’s
theory that jfdna or buddhi is konown through inference.
Salikanatha says : “There is no another apprehension of
‘samwvit’......0 ‘Samvit’ is nothing but the apprehension of an
object and it does not stand in need of a second apprehension,
because it is of the nature of apprehension......The ‘samvit" of
an object, which is different from, the object, being by nature
self-<illuminating, does not require another illuminator.”™®
Again it is said : “Samvit itself is manifestation; thereis no
manifestation of an object in the absence of samvit and there
can be no manifestation again of this manifestation.”™ Thus
*samvit’ is identified with manifestation of an object and is
held to be self-revealing. Therefore, 'samvit’ must be different
from jifina which is held to be an object of inference. In
many passages there are explicit references to their difference,
for example, in “ag wi% weafy &fmfa™™, ‘g Igde o @
=, 731 fromer ey e | asTeased Sl oF afr geadie
ek | Gl Jrama Mt wogy ot stamdes 07 Now if
jidna is different from samvit, what is its nature? It is said -
“How, then is jidna proved ? Because samvit which is the resufp
is an effect; and an effect cannot take place unless there Fe
some cause; and, because the self cannot be the desired cause,

76. 1Ibid. p, 251,
76. RV, p. 79.
77, Thid. p, 80,
78, Ibid. p. 76.
79, TIbid, p, 78.
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for, it being eternal,  its effect too will be eternal, while samvit
is an occasional effect; hence an occasional cause is inferred
and this is jidna".*® Further jfiina is held to be not perceptible
on the ground that its specific form is not apprehended,®
because it is momentary and atthe time of the appearance
of asecond jhdinaitis absent, while the object of perception
is always present.52 Itis said that inference apprehends the
mere existence of an object, while perception apprehends the
specific form of an object.®® In a subsequent passage it is
stated that the instrumental character of the means of know-
ledge and the accusative character of the object of knowledge
are depsandent on the origination of a result, and that while
the knowledge of the object is indepéndent of the result, the
knowledge of the means, being inferential in character, depends
on the result.®* It is plain from this that samvit, according
to Prabhikara, is the result of a pramina while jAfina is the
pramiina or the means of samvit. Thus jfidina is an uncons-
cious inner process intervening between an object and its
direct consciousness which is termed ‘samvit’, and hence
it can be known only indirectly through inference, while
consciousness is self-revealing, ‘*Samvit' is not revealed in the
sense in which an external objectis revealed. The objectis
jnvariably made the accusative of an act of knowing, but
‘samvit’ is never known to be such an accusative. ‘Samvit' is
always known as samvit and never as an object.®

Here, let us examine Dr. Jha's interpretation of Prabha-
kara’s view given in his works, ‘The Prabhikara School of

80, 1bid, p. 80.
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Parva-Miminsd’, and ‘*Pirva-MImiinsd in its Sources’. Dr.
Jha seems to be quite unmindful of the distinction drawn by
Prabhikara between ‘samvit’ and ‘jiina’, He translates both
these terms indiscriminately as ‘cognition’. Dr. Randle too
neglects the difference, He says : “Prabhikara replies that we
are aware of our cognitions as subjective processes but not as
objects.”*® “Samvit' of which we are directly aware, accord-
ing to Prabhiikara, is not a ‘subjective process’, but the result of
a subjective process and this subjective process is called
‘jiifina’ which results in the consciousness of an object and
is inferred instead of being directly apprehended. Keith
rightly uses the word ‘consciousness’ for ‘samvit’ but later
he too becomes unmindful of the distinction between *conscious-
ness’ and ‘cognition.'®?

Now, if, according to Dr. Jha's interpretation, *samvit’and
‘jidna’ are synonyms, it becomes difficult to reconcile the
assertions that ‘samvit is self-revealing' and ‘jddna is
inferred’. Dr. Jha says : “The right conclusion, thus, is that
the cognition is self-apprehended and its presence is known by
inference™. "8 But it is strange how the same thing, be it samvit
or jiidina, can be self-apprehended and inferred at the same
time. When cognition is known because of its self-luminosity,
it must be known as present, so that the so-callad inference of
its presence becomes useless. When the sun is directly appre-
hended by me, why should 1 take the unnecessary trouble of
inferring its presence ? Dr. Jha seems to have misunderstood
Prabhikara's remark, viz,, % awvmafasa ! oy ft gamfafy
gamfEdt 7" Dr. Jha seems to have taken the second
sentence as Prabhikara’s answer to the question in the first
sentence, in which case Prabhiikara’s view would be that the
result, viz., ‘samvit’, which is self-revealing, is inferred, But
Dr. Jha has not taken note of Silikanitha's comment on this
sentence, Silikandtha says : “aftr dfierarg) fersnghangta =

86. Indian Logic in Early Schools, p, 104,
87. Karma-MImEnsf, p. 20.

88. Pirva-Mimfnss in its Sources, p. 81,
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arsTT—REA G0V, 7T ST FAE FEaTRTa RaTaPy; wel fy geam
qarfafr qaefid wesd 720 In this passage the idealist Budd-
hist, apparently under the impression that jiifina and samvit
are synonyms, raises the objection that when the Miméansaka
admits the self-luminous character of ‘cognition’, why it should
at the same time be held to be inferred, and he further points-
out that because pramips and phala i. &. the means and the
result of knowledge are identical, itis wrong to hold that
pramina is inferred and phala is self-revealed. It should be
remembered in this connection that it is the Buddhist alone
who holds that pramina and phala are identical, and this view
has been criticised by Kumdrila in SV, Pratyaksa, and by Jaya-
nta too in his Nydyamafjarl. Salikanitha himself is in dis-
agreement with the Buddhist and asserts in the most unambi-
guous terms that samvit and jidna are two different things,
and that the former is self-revealed while the latter is inferred.

Now, having exposed a serious misinterpretation of Prabha-
kara’s theory, we may give a summary of Prabhikara's theory
of knowlegde according to KK on SV, Sinya, 31, which we
find quite reliable. We may preface the summary with some
remarks on the term ‘jiiina” used by Prabhikara, By Prabhikara
the term jfidina has been usedin the sense of the means of
which object-consciousness is the result, and thus jitina be-
comes identical with the dtma-manas contact. Silikandtha
emphatically says : “When the word ‘pramina’ is used in the
sense of the means or instrument of knowledge; jfidna, which
is identical with the soul-mind contact, is the ‘pramina’ and’
its result is ‘samvit’, which is helpful in our practical dealings
with the external objects”.?" Sucaritamiéra says that the words
‘cetand’, ‘buddhi’, ‘jdna’ and ‘samvit’ are used as synonyms in
common parlance.®* From this it is evident that Prabhikara’s
use of ‘jidna’ in the sense of soul-mind contact is quite un-
pspal. But why did Prabhikara use this term in such an

g0. RV,p. B2,

91. PP, p. 64,
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uncommon sense ? It scems that by his personal conviction
Prabhikara could not support the theory of the inferability of
cognition, which was held by Sabara, and hence instead of
criticising him he forced his view on the Bhisya passage by
using the term “samvit’ in one sense and the terms ‘jiidna’ and
‘buddhi’ in a different sense. In the following account we
will use these words in their common sense viz., that of cogni-
tion and will adopt the words *soul-mind contact’ as equivalent
to ‘jiiiina" in Prabhikara’s sense.

Prabhikara’s theory is as follows : It is a matter of common
experience that in every cognition thres factors are revealed
viz., the cogniser ( pramitd ), the object ( prameya ) and the
cognition itself ( pramiti ). 1In the cognition ‘I know the jar'
there is a triple consciousness (tripuft-samvit). Here ‘I’ refers
to the cognising soul, ‘jar’ to the object of cognition and ‘know"
to the fact of cognition. All these three factors are apprehendad
together, but while the object is apprehended as having a form,
the other two are apprehended without a form. The object is
always apprehended as the accusative (karma), the soul is app-
rehended as the nominative ( kartd ), and the cognition or
awareness as cognition (kriyd*, The proof for the existence of
these three is nothing but direct experience. The self, the object
and the cognition are directly revealed in every object-zogni-
tion, and, though the first two always stand in peed of a
revealer, the third is self-revealed. The self and the object
are always dependent on cognition for their manifestation.
They are not self-luminous, because ‘we see that during sleep
they exist yet they are not manifested in consciousness. It can-
notbe said that they are non-existent when they do not appear
in consciousness, because on waking they are recognised as
the same as they were before. Then, why do they not mani-
fest themselves when they do exist during sleep? This is because
they are not self-luminous, Cognition, on the contrary, is
self-luminous. There is no time when cognition can exist
without manifesting itself. For the manifestation of the self
and the object cognition is required, but for its own mani-
festation there is no need of a second cognition. Cognition is
its own manifester, and, though it manifests the self and the
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object both, yet, unlike the object, the self is never made its
accusative, Just as in the act of ‘going’ the accusative chara-
cter belongs to “village' only and not to the ‘goer’ though the
result of “going’, viz., conjunction and disjunction (gdr-fimr,
is related to both, so in the act of cognising the accusative cha-
racter belongs to the ‘jar’ only and not to the cogniser, though
the result of the cognitive act, viz., manifestation, is. related to
both, This is because the accusative character consists in
assuming the result of an action inhering in a different thing
(srasdafmmimeaiia). In ‘going’ the action inheres in the body,
and, similarly, in ‘cognising’ it inheres in the soul, the results
being assumed by ‘the village’ and ‘the jar’ respectively, which
are different from the agents. Thus cognition which is form-
less, revealing itself by its very nature, reveals the soul and the
object also. From cognition its cause viz,, the soul-mind con-
tact is inferred and cognition itself is directly apprehended as
cognition. It is not apprehended as its own object as the
Buddhist idealist holds. Cognition is self-luminous and illy-
minates its subject and object just as the light of a lamp being
self-luminous illuminates the lamp as well as objects. Just as
a second light is not needed to manifest a light, so a second
cognition is not required to manifest a cognition. The proof
of the existence of all entities depends on their being manifested
by cognition, but if cognition itself is not manifested, how can
there be the proof 7%

Prabhikara criticises the Bhitta view that the self is known
in self<consciousness alone which is different from object-
consciousness, He says that self-consciousness is not differen
from objectconsciousness. All objectcognitions are at the
same time ego-cognitions. The Bhifta says that in object-
cognition objects are the accusative and in self-cognition the
self is the accusative. But Prabhikara maintains that the
sell is not the accusative of an independent cognition. It can-
not be the accusative of any cognition. It is revealed in every
cognition as the subject and not as the cognised object. In
the so-called self-consciousness ‘this 1 am’ ( srgafis ) we are

93. Cp. PP, pp. 66-57.



62 PORVA MIMANSA

not aware of the sellf ‘1I' as different from the aggregate of
material organs of action called the body. It is the self-
luminous cognition which establishes itself as well as the non-
luminous self and object. Unless the self be recognised in
every object-cognition, no difference between one’s own cogni-
tion and that belonging to another person, can be ascertained,
Therefore, neither the object is manifested without the mani-
festation of the self, nor the self is manifested without the
manifestation of the object. This is why on the cessation of
object-cognition the self rests in the state of total unconscious-
ness like the inert matter. This occurs every day when one
passes into deep slumber. In that state there is absolutely no
consciousness of the self and objects, Hence the sell is reve-
aled in object-cognition.™,

Criticising Prabhikara’s view Parthasirathi says that “this
is a jar’ and ‘I know the jar’ are two quite different types of
judgments. In the former only the object, ‘jar’, is manifested,
neither the self nor the cognition. In the latter the ‘jar’ is
recollected and the primary cognition of the jar is inferred.
Thus the former isa judgment of perception, while the latter
is that of inference, and the two do not always go together.
The reflective judgment does not always accompany the cogni-
tion of an object. It is only when sometimes our curiosity is
aroused about the cause of the cognisedness of an object
that the reflective judgment follows the primary perceptual
judgment. Thus Prabhikara unnecessarily confounds the
two when he says that there is a triple consciousness in every
cognition,*

" Sucaritamiéra directs his polemic against the identification
by Prabhikara of jiina with self-mind conjunction, Jfdna is
consciousness ( cetanii ) but the conjunction of soul and mind
is not consciousness, because conjunction is an insentient
property as colour etc. are. If conjunction be consciousness,
then, the manas, being as distinct a term of the relation as the
soul is, becomes conscious like the latter, while Prabhiikara

94. KK on RV, Sdnya, 70; Cp, PP, pp. 162-53,
95. NR on SV, Sinya, 72,
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himself is not prepared to hold such an extraordinary view.
Therefore, ijf@na or buddhi can be nothing other than the
samvit which Prabhikara holds to be self-aware, and thus he
contradicts Sabara’s view which he pretends to support in his
commentary,®®

Again, when Prabhikara says that the self, the object and
the cognition are apprehended simultaneously in every cognition
though the form that is manifested is only one, then, asin
that case there can be no consciousness of their mutual differ-
ence, the three become non-distinct from each other, and thus
he only contributes to the Buddhist subjectivism. Prabhikara
may say that simultaneous apprehension of two things does
not necessarily imply their identity : colour and light are appre-
hended simultaneously, but they are not identical. But this
‘parallel cited by Prabhikara does not help his theory, Colour
is sometimes seen in the absence of light as by nocturnal
animals whose sight is obstructed by light, and light too is
sometimes seen alone, This is why colour and light are held
to be distinct, though thery are usually apprehended together.
‘But the self, the object and the cognition, according to Prabhi-
kara, are never cognised independently. Hence they cannot
but be identical.®”

Prabhikara says that the self is revealed in every object-
cognition. But what is his reply to the question : *“Is I-<consci-
ousness different from object-consciousness or not 2" 1If he
says that it is not different, then he denies a fact of experience,
because experience bears witness to their difference. 1f he says
that there is a difference between the two, then, it may be
asked, what is the basis of this difference ? In object-cogni-
tion an object is apprehended, but what is apprehended in
self-consciousness 7 It is not the body that is apprehended,
because the object of selfconsciousness is explicitly the cogni-
ser, whereas the body which is an aggregate of the insentient
material elements is not the cogniser. The sense-organs cannot
be the cogniser, because they too are material and unconscious.

g5, KK on 5V, Sinya. 31
97, Ibid.
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The cognition itself cannot be the cogniser, because the ‘I,
in self-consciousness refers to a persistent entity and is recogni-
sed as the same through the passing moments of time, while
cognition is momentary. Therefore, the object of l-conscious-
ness cannot be anything but the non-material permanent self
which is directly established to have a dual form as being a
substance qualified by the property of consciousness, Prabhd-
kara's assertion that we do not recognise the self in self-
consciousness as distinct from the body, the senses etc. does
not prove that the self is not apprehended at all. If water and
milk are mixed together and are not seen separately, itis not
proved thereby that they are not seen. Ina like manner,
though the self is indistinctly manifested as mixed with the
body in the self-consciousness of ordinary individuals, yet it
is distinctly manifested on the practice of abstraction, concen-
tration and the other forms of Yoga, and the more so when
all the past karmas are exhausted through enjoyment and there
is no fresh accymulation of them. Even Prabhikara, who
says that the self is cognised only when objects are cognised,
cannot say that it is cognised distinctly, Hence, as he too
cannot point out the difference of the sell from the body,
his theory is not an improvement on our theory. Asa matter
of fact, in object-<cognition there is no manifestatation of the
self atall. In objectcognition nothing except the object is
manifested. Even the cognition is not cognised at that time,
which is the only basis of all our discriminations among
objects. The socalled difficulty pointed out by Prabhikara
that if the self is not apprehended in objectcognition there
would be no discrimination between one’s own cognition and
that belonging to another person, is only imaginary. 1 reco-
gnise my cognition as my own, not because my self is revealed
in it, but because it is produced in me alone and not in you.
How can 1know the object whose cognition arises in other
selves 7 In objectcognitions only objects are manifested and
not the self. A cognition manpifesting ‘X' which is its
object cannot at the same time manifest"Y" which is not its
object. The assertion that in the absence of object-cognition
the self too is not apprehended, is absolutely wrong. If by
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this Prabhakara’s intention be that in the state of release there is
no selfFconsciousness, then such a releass is no better than death
as it is conceived by the layman.®® '

Again, what is the basis of the differentiation between the
nominative character of self and the accusative character of
object, which are held by Prabhikara as revealed simultdane-
ously in the same cognition ? If both the self and the object
are manifested together, then there must be two accusatives
and not one as commonly happens. The view that accusative-
ness ( &#far ) is the assumption by one thing of the result of
an action inhering in a different thing, is mistaken, That
which is apprehended on the production of cognition is the
accusative of the cognitive act, and as the self too is appre-
hended, according to Prabhikara, it must also be the accusative
like the object. Therefore, Prabhikara’s assertion that the
self is always manifested asthe nominative of the cognitive
act is self-contradictory.??

Prabhikara defines accusativensss or objectivity in the
above way to avoid the incompatibility involved in making the
same self the nominative as well as the accusative of the
same cognitive act ( #reafy Fraifydre: ), Parthasarathi asks as
to what this incompatibility is. Prabhikara says that when one
is the agent of a particular act that act cannot produce its
result in the aigent himself, But what is the result of the act
of cognition ? It is certainly revelation, But does this result
not relate to the agent ? 1If Prabhikara says that it does not,
then he must point out the manner in which the agent i, e. the
self is revealed in every cognition, When there is no revelation
of the selfit is not possible to say that it is revealed in every
cognition. Hence when Prabhikara admits that the self js,
revealed in every object-cognition the objection that the agent
cannot bear the result of its own action becomes equally
applicable to his theory,10¢

—
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Moreover, what is this action which inheres in the self
and imparts its result to the object ? 1fit is the conjunction of
the soul and the manas, then it inheres in the manas too, and
consequently the manas also becomes the agent like the self,
and thus the same act of cognition will have two nominatives,
which is absurd, Therefore, Prabhikara’s view that thereis a
triple consciousness involved in every act of cognition, is
absolutely unfounded 1™

11. A Critical Review of Kumarila’s Theory.

‘We have seen that according to Kumirila cognition in its
specific form is essentially an activity of the subjectin rela-
tion to some object. We have also seen that the act-theory of
knowledge has certain advantages over the quality-theory and
the relation-theory. A quality characterises an object without
implying its relation to or action upon other objects. Itisa
static property of a thing. But knowledge necessarily implies
an activity of the subject in relation to objects. Knowledge is
always knowledge of something. It is a ‘self-transcending
process’ as Reid says. This active reference to an ‘other” which
is implied in knowledge, is missed by the quality-theory. The
relation-theory takes note of this essential mark of knowledge,
but is does not explain knowledge. There is certainly some
relation between the subject and the object, but this relation
does not constitute knowledge, All relations presuppase some
kind of action, and this fact has been emphasized by Kumdrila
himself. Therefore, knowledge must presuppose some kind of
activity belonging to the subject, which consists in attending
and actively responding to the influences produced onthe subject
by the objects in the environment. But an activity is generally
conceived as producing some perceptible and tangible results
on objects, while in the case of cognition no such results are
observed. The mistake of the Bhaftas consists in placing cog-
nition on the same footing as other voluntary activities. They
thought that cognition produced cognisedness in objects exactly
as cooking produced cookedness in rice. But, while cookedness
is a visible and tangible result, cognisedness is not. And there

101, KK, Part II, p. 130,
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is no ground to suppose that cognisedness is a very subtle and
invisible result, because in that case the cogniser himself could
not perceive it. Of course, when a man has already kmown
an object, he happens to experience a feeling of familiarity
when he is face to face withit on a second occasion. But
this feeling does not reside in the ohject; it resides in the
knowing subject.

The Bhattas were misled by the word ‘“activity’ which in
common usage is predicated of ‘knowing’ as well as of such
physical activities as ‘cooking’ etc. The Nydya, on the other
hand, was led to the qualitytheory, because it could not
conceive “activity” otherwise than in terms of gross physical
movements. In knowing there is a very subtle physiological
and neural activity of the sense<organs and the brain, and it
cannot be completely detected even by the most complicated
scientific device. But this does not mean that there is no acti-
vity at all; nor does it mean that this activity produces some
result on the object which is ‘out’ there at a distance. The
brain does not go out to the object and{transform it. It was a
common mistake of Indian philosophers to conceive the mind
as going out and reaching the object, and the Bhitta, working
out the logical implications of this common conception, exhi-
bits it in a very gross form. The fact is that none of the above
theories can explain knowledge. Knowledge is preceded by a
subtle and uncomscious physiological process, but knowledge
itself is not this process; nor it is unconscious. Knowledge is
the revelation of objects and is the result of a process, but it
cannot be identified with the process. Jayanta is right when,
criticising the Bhifta theory, he says that cognition is not itself
an activity but the result of an activity.1%2 A psychologist or a
physiologist may discover the details of this unconscious process
and this is good so}far, but knowledge cannot be identified with
this process. It is a fact that we open our eyes, our retina caiches
the physical energy emitted by an external object and transmits
it to the brain which responds in a particular way, but this is
not identical with the manifestation of a green tree before us.

102, 7 f§ Prarswm armitg woaEiT i—NM, p. 16,
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The differentiation of knowing activity from other physical
activities by such phrases as ‘an ideal activity’ does not throw
any light on its essential nature, becausethe term ‘ideal’ is
unintelligible apart from ‘knowledge.' Knowledge is not a
‘quality’ in the ordinary sense of the term, though it belongs
to a knowing subject. Cognisedness, which is said to bea
property produced in the object by the cognitive act, cannot
explain knowing, because the object has already been known,
while cognisedness, as the result of knowing, is produced in
the succeeding moment. Hence knowledge or consciousness
of objects is preceded by a process, but it is not that process;
it belongs to a subject, but is not a quality; it implies a rela-
tion, but is not itself a relation. Knowledge is a unique phe-
nomenon and cannot be brought under any of the usual cate-
gories of substance, quality, relation and action, Knowledge
may be knowledge of a substance, of a quality, of a relation,
or of an action: but it is neither a substance, nor a quality,
nor a relation, nor an action, It may, in this respect, be com-
pared to an image reflected in a mirror. The image is nota
substance: it is nota quality of the mirror; itis nota mere
relation of the mirror to the object of which it is the image;
nor is it an action of the mirror on the object. It is a unique
phenomenon caused by certain forces. Itisa spatio-temporal
event, but neither it occupies space, nor undergoes temporal
changes, though the object, whom it represents, Occupies a
position in space and undergoes temporal changes. Knowledge
implies causation, as it is caused by objects, but it cannot be
brought under the category of cause and effect. Objects are
the stimuli of cognition, but at the same time they areits
accusative too. The representative theory of knowledge seems
to be nearer the truth. But representationism does not nece-
ssarily mean that we are not directly aware of objects. Itouch
an object by my hand, butis does not mean that I touch it

indirectly. Similarly, 1know an object througha datum, yet
1 know it directly.

Iknow an object directly when I perceive it, and 1can
also be aware of my knowing. The Naiydyikais right when
he says that we are awarc of an object and this awareness
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can be directly known through introspection. Kumdrila says
that we are aware of objects, but never of the awareness, This
can be only partly true. Itis a fact that we generally attend
to the objects of knowledge and neglect the knowing itself.
‘We usnally behave extrovertedly. We are generally interested
in the objects of our environment and not in the awareness of
them. Itis also true that consciousness does not necessarily
smply self-consciousness. We cannot suppose that the lower
animals are self-conscious. Self-consciousness is a higher stage
of intellectual development. But it does not mean that we
can never be conscious of our consciousness of objects,. We
jntimately know that we know external objects. We are not
generally attending to our consciousness, but we can do so in
a secondary act of introspection. Montague rightly observes :
*The brain state of a given moment is never conscious of itself
as object, butit can be conscious not only of extra-organic

objects, but also of the brain-state just preceding it.”1%

Kumidrila says that consciousness is a momentary thing,
which does not stay till the appearance of a second act of cons-
ciousness. But this is wrong, and Kumdrila’s commentators,
Sucaritamiféra and Pirthasirathi, too admit that cognition
endures for two or three moments, Kumirila seems to have
been influenced by the Buddhist doctrine of momentariness.
But a moment is not a mathematical point. Consciousness has
some duration, however small it may be. Therefore, it is
quite reasonable to hold with the Nydya that a primary aware-
ness is made the object of a secondary awareness, And
though we never have an objectless awareness, yet in thoughst
we can distinguish the awareness from the object,

Kumiirila is right in asserting that awareness is not possibl.
without 2 form and form cannot belong to awareness itself
But this does not imply that we are not directly aware of our
awareness. We are conscious of objects; and when we become
conscious of our consciousness, we areé again conscious of

the object; but by a higher intellectual act we can discriminate
‘between consciousness which is formless and the object which

103. The New Realism, p. 200,
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has the form. The Buddhist idealist and the Bhafta realist
both are mistaken in ignoring the higher cognitive faculty of
the mind, which analyses and synthesises the data presented
by perceptual activity. Kumarila says that we have sometimes
the awareness of cognition immediately after its appearance,
but that itis inferential and not direct. But this is wrong.
Inference generally presupposes a direct knowledge somewhere
and at some time., In those cases in which something is in-
ferred, which has never been perceived, a feeling of unfami-
liarity or strangeness accompanies the inference; but in the
knowledge of cognition there is no such feeling. We are
conscious of consciousness and have a feeling of its intimate
and immediate presence, We seem to be directly acquainted
with cognition, Hence it cannot be said to be inferred.
Kumirila wanted to establish the independent existence of
external objects against the idealist Buddhist who maintained
the identity of objects with cognition or thought on the ground
of their simultaneous apprehension, and in his over-zeal to
strike at the very foundation of the Buddhists’ argument he
preferred to deny the direct knowledge of cognition. Hence,
to explain the knowledge of cognition he could have recourse
to inference only, and, because inference!®* is not possible
without a mark, he supposed the mark to consist in the cogni-
sedpess of the object of cognition. Thus, he became successful
in saving the independent reality of external objects from the
Buddhist who was his main adversary, and his immediate aim
having been fulfilled, he did not care to examine the absurdity
of his newly invented concept of cognisedness. But the
idealist’s arguments cannot shake our belief in the reality of
external objects. We instinctively believe in the independence
and reality of theexternal world and of our own consciousness,
but none of these beliefs has been acquired by inference. Neither
objects are inferred as the Sautrintika holds, nor cognitions are
inferred as Kumdrila holds, The primary knowledge of objects
and cognition is direct. Cognisedness cannot help if weare nevel

104, N.B, The term ‘inference’ has been used here in a wider
sense incloding cases of arthipatti.
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directly aware of the fact of cognition. Sridhara rightly says
that we have no experience of the property of cognisedness in
an object as we have of cookedness in rice, and the so-called
immediacy ( siitss ) of the object of perception is not a
supernatural property generated in it, but is merely its relation
to perception. Cognisedness is said to be directly cognised
while cognition is said to be inferred. Butin that case a new
cognisedness will be generated in the first cognisedness and
so on leading to infinite regress, Kumdrila says that cognition
is presumed as the occasional cause of the effect in the form
of cognisedness, But Sridhara says that the conjunction of
the soul with the manas and that of the manas with the object,
which is commonly accepted by all, may as well be presumed
to be the desired cause, so that the presumption of cognition
as an intermediary becomes superfluous,

Again, we do not see how the concept of cognisedness can
help in explaining the presented character of the object of
perception. Kumirila criticises the Sautriintika causal theory
of knowledge and points out that according to this theory we
must always perceive an object as past while actually we
perceive it as present, and then he offers his own theory of
cognisedness. But this latter theory is equally unable to
explain the said character. According to the Sautrintika an
object imparts its own form to cognition, and thus the object
being the cause of the form of cognition, must belong to the
preceding moment. According to Kumdrila cognition produces
cognisedness in the object, and thus cognisedness, being the
effect of cognition, must belong to the succeeding moment.
Hence, if the Sautrdintika cognises a past object as present,
then Kumdrila too cognises a future object as present; and
if the Sautrdntika cannot compel the past object which origi-
nated the form of the cognition to stay till the appearance of
the cognition, then Kumdrila too cannot compel cognition to

105. NK, pp. 96-98; Cp. alio “a nifafscfy TSR
gaafy, rAnEwIsTIRaEaEl | qEAmeET—NM,

page 21,
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stay till the future moment when cognisedness is supposed to
be produced. Again, if the object does persist from the past
moment till the future one or even beyond, credit does not go
1o the sautrdintika, nor does it goto Kumirila if cognition
stays fora few more moments. The fact is that cognition
arises in the present moment and whether the corresponding
object or fact exists in the present moment or not, whether it
will existin the future moment or not, it must have existed
in the previous moment. We are told by astronomers that
every might we observe several stars in the sky which existed
‘millions of years ago, but which may be non-existent at the
time they are seen. We observe a flash of lightning and hear
its thundering sound a' few seconds later, while both the phe-
nomena, occurred together. Hence to say that an object or
fact must be present at the time of its cognition and thata
theory of cognition can be true only if it accepts this, other-
wise not, is wrong. Actually when we say that'it is thundering
now’ we pronounce a judgment based on certain data of
knowledge; it is not in itself perception. Sometimes such
judgments are found correct on verification and sometimes
not. A judgment based on certain data of perception neep
not always be correct. It is a matter of learning through
experience that we acquire the capacity to make correct judg-
ments. Our capacity to judge correctly is as much subject
to growth and decay as our other capacities are. Our cogni-
tive faculty too is affected by learning and habit like others.
Soa judgment of perception is different from the data of
perception; and this distinction has been neglected not by
Kumirila alone, but by the majority of the Indian philosophers.
Despite all this Kumirila has made an original approach to
epistemological questions and his failure is shared even by the
advanced theorists of to-day.



CHAPTER III

VALID AND INVALID ENOWLEDGE

Knowledge is the revelation of the objective world toa
subjest. It is a subjective phenomenon representing the world
of reality. It is the basis of all our practical activities in rela-
tion to objects. Our activities are not blind reactions to objects,
A successful activity presupposes a correct knowledge of
objects, We proceed to actin a particular way with reference
to an object on the belief that our knowledge correctly reveals
its nature. But at times we do not find a thing where and how
we expected it to be, and thus we are shocked to learn that
knowledge is not always a correct representation of reality,
and that it frequently misguides us and leads to painful results,
Thus we come to distinguish between truth and falsehood.

1. The Bhatta Definition of Validity.

Knowledge may be true or false, valid or invalid. Now
the question arises : What constitutes the validity of knowledge
lacking which it becomes invalid ? In the Nyiya system valid
knowledge is called *pramd’ and validity is called ‘pramatva.’
The later Mimiinsd writers adopt these terms. But Kumirila
and his commentators are not known to have used them. They
have used the terms ‘pramina’ and “primdnya’ for valid know-
ledge and validity respectively and ‘apramina’ and ‘apriminya’
to express the opposite notions. The latter two terms have
been invariable taken in the same sense while the former two
have been used rather indiscriminately. The term ‘pramina’
sometimes stands for a means of right knowledge whose result
is termed “pramiti’ or ‘miti’, and ‘primdnya’ then means the
capacity of a means to generate a correct knowledge.

Parthasirathi distinguishes between the terms ‘satyatva’ and
‘primfnya.’ Suppose there are two persons, one asserting
“there is Indra” and the other asserting “‘there is'no Indra.”
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These two propositions “are contradictory to each other, so
that, according to the law of excluded middle, only one of them
must be true. Parthasdrathi says that one of them must be
‘satya,” but, as there is no certitude ( Ffass= ) as to which of
them is true, there can be no ‘priminya.’’ Thus ‘satyatva’ is
not identical with ‘priminya.” The latter term implies the
former, but the former does not imply the latter. We take the
term “truth® asa substitute for “satyatva’ and ‘validity’ for
‘priminya.” But validity does not here stand for formal cons-
sistency in which sense it is used in Logic.

Kumirila defines valid knowledge in the following verse : —

wrarace Frers o s Seftaarg 1 S, 2. 80,

“Valid knowledge is a firm or assured cognition of objects,
which does not stand in need of confirmation by other cogni-
tions.” Umbeka says that the word ‘g3’ excludes doubt from
valid knowledge and ' fagams=afa’ ( which is not contradicted
by other cognitions ), which he reads in the place of “wify
#arza=aly’, excludes error or illusion. Sucaritamiéra comments
that valid knowledge is not contradicted by a subsequent
knowledge in the form “this is not so” and that it contains some
new information ( = = sfiwfawaw= ) about its subject. Valid
knowledge, therefore, is a certain, true and informative cog-
nition of something.

Pirthasirathi extracts from Sitra L 1. 5 of Pirva MIminsi
the definition of valid knowledge as an apprehension of a
previously unapprehended object, which is devoid of defects
in its source and is not contradicted by subsequent experience.2
Later on he defines valid knowledge as ‘a true cognition which
relates to something previously uncognised.® This definition
is practically the same as the former except that in the former
one the source from which discrepancy may creep in know-
ledge, viz., the defects of the sense-organs etc., is mentioned

1. NR om 5V, 2. 178.

2. FETEMANSIFRAAIEETRYS SAMT—SsD, p. 46.
3. Inid,
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and the possibility of the faisification of a valid knowledge
in future is precluded. Parthasrathi* mentions three distinctive
features of valid knowledge, viz., (1 ) its object is not remem-
bered as having been previously known, ( 2) it conforms to
the real nature of its object, and (3)there is a feeling of
conviction regarding its conformity or agreement with the real
object. Thus novelty, freedom from doubt and truth are the
three essential marks of valid knowledge and if any oneof
these is absent in a knowledge, it ceases to be valid.

A knowledge which does not add something to our present
stock of information, cannot be valid, Validity consists in
discovering new objects or new features of known objects for
thought. Valid knowledge is an advance on what we already
know. The Bhatta considers knowledge in its relation to our
practical needs. There is no use in knowing what we already
know. Knowledge cannot be separated from the practical
yalue it has for us. The objects of our environment are always
changing and the social conditions never continue in the same
form. We have to make fresh adjustment to the changing
circumstances, and for this purpose knowledge must reveal the
changing aspects of things. The practical side of knowledge
cannot be neglected when we consider its epistemological worth.
Thus, according to the Bhijta a valid knowledge is essentially
useful and hence it must reveal something new.

Here a theoretical difficulty arises: Should a continuous
perception (wrafes ¥@ ) of something be treated as valid
ornot? We have such perceptions very frequently, and what
the perception revealsin the subsequent moments does not
appear to be different from what it revealed in the first moment.
For instance, I have a flower on my tableand look at it con-
tinuously for some seconds; but 1 donot find it different in
later seconds from what 1 find it inthe first second. The
cognitions other than that of the first second do not reveal
anything new. Should they then be invalid? The Bhitta
answer is that nmewness marks everyone of these cognitions,
because, though the object of all such cognitions is identically

4, NEM, p. 36.
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the same, yet it is cognised as existing in a different moment
of time in each. The existence of the flower in a subsequent
moment cannot be apprehended by its cognition in the pre-
ceding moment. If time-moments are symbolised by t;, tu,
I, ete. and the perceived object by O, then the object of the
first-moment cognition is Oty, that of the second-moment
cognition is Ot and so on. Thus, because each of the cogni-
tions reveals a new thing, all are valid.

It may be objected that though there is u difference among
the successive moments of time, yet it cannot be cognised
because it is too subtle, The answer is that such statements
as ‘I have been seeing this thing since morning till now,” I
saw the thing just in the preceding moment’ and the like
become unintelligible if the difference of time is not perceived,
In these we have a direct consciousness of time. Time is not
imperceptible as the Vaifesikas hold. It is true that time has
no shape, but perceptibility has nothing to do with shape,
That of which we havea direct consciousness is perceptible,
Therefore, continuous perception is not excluded when valid
knowledge is defined as the cognition of a previously unknown
real object.®

The Sankhya and Vedfnta systems also define valid know-
ledge along the Bhifta line, They recognise novelty as a
mark of valid knowledge and try to justify the novelty of
suecessive cognitions in a continuous perception similarly,
But unlike the Bhagta they offer an alternative solution of the
difficulty. They assert that the continuous perception of an
object, for instance, a jar, is one cognition and nota series
of successive cognitions, because the mental mode ( w70
%% ) that assumes the shape of the jar is one and lasts till
another mode arises. Thus, the cognition is one and has one
object throughout its duration. The numerical difference
among cognitions should be based on that of their objects and
not on the moments of time. 1f I perceive a jar continuously
for five seconds, 1do not have five cognitions but one, If |
perceive a jar continuously for the first three seconds and then

5. SD, pp. 46-46; KK on 5V, 5, 11.
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a flower for the next two seconds, 1have two different cogni-
tions and not five.

This seems to be a better solution and it must be accepted
by the objector. If the number of cognitions is supposed to
depend on the number of time-units merely there is a serious
difficulty. A moment ora second is merely a conventional
time unit. However small a time-unit may be it can further
be divided into still smaller units and thus a perception of
one moment’s duration may theoretically be resolved into an
infinite number of cognitions !

MNow, suppose a mental mode is in the shape of a jar for
five seconds, then in the shape of a flower and again in the
shape of the same jar. Does the later cognition of the jar
reveal something different from the first one ? In this case
the Sinkhya and the Veddnta cannot say anything except
what the Bhitta has said. Let us examine the case closely.
When 1 perceive the same jar for a second time, I may judge it
merely as ‘a jar' or as ‘the previously known jar existing now.’
The two contents of consciousness differ slightly, In the former
consciousness time element is not a part of the content, while
in the latter it is a part of the content. It is obvious that the
latter cognition reveals a new feature in the already known jar
and thus the definition of valid knowledge applies here. But
what about the wvalidity of the cognition of the known jar
simply as a jar 7 The Bhiffa is notat all hesitant to call it
valid, because its object, the jar, is new in that it is the known
jar belonging to a new mement of time.

Now, leaving newness as a mark of valid knowledge aside
for the time being a more general question may be asked : Is it
proper to go beyond the content of consciousness when we
examine the epistemological worth of a cognition ? We canp
estimate the worth of the judgment ‘thisisa jar’ in a variety
of ways. We can say that it is informative or that it is useful
or that it is useless and many more things, But all these are
different fram the purely epistemological judgment of value ‘it
is true’ in that they have no reference to the correspondence
of the content to reality, which is inherent in all cognition.
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A cognition claims to reveal things as they are. Weecalla
cognition valid or invalid according as we find this claim to be
right or wrong., A cognition can claim the truth of only so
much as it contains. Therefore, it is not proper to go beyond
its content., Epistemologically it is enough if we find the truth-
claim of a cognition to be legitimate, Hence the consideration
of newness or usefulness is extraneous to the epistemological
value of a cognition. ‘This is a jar’ and ‘this jar hasa new
feature’ are independent cognitive judgments and they are
separately true if ‘a jar' and ‘a jar having a new feature’ are
facts. The latter fact does not affect the truth of the first
judgment.

2. The Sankhya View.

The Sankhya defines valid knowledge as the mode of
“buddhi’ which apprehends an object, undoubted, real and not
known before.® The definition, like the Bhafta one, recognises
novelty, absence of doubt and truth as the essential marks of
valid knowledge, Both the Sinkh:{n and the Bhiﬂn are realists.
But there is one important difference between the two. Accor-
ding to the Sankhya ‘buddhi’ or cognition assumes the form of
the object, Thus the truth of a cognition consists in its being
a faithful copy of the object. Valid knowledge has cOTTespon-
dence to its object in the sense in which a true copy has it to
its original. But the Bhilta is opposed to the copy-theory of
knowledge. According to him cognition is formless.-Knowledge
reveals objects, but it does not assume any form. Knowledge
is judgmental. 1t arises in the form of such judgments as
“this is a jar,” ‘this is blue’ etc., bat not in the form of pictures.
When 1 see a rose, 1 judge it to bea rose, and my seeing is
troe because the rose is actually there, not because I have a
picture in my mind which faithfully copies the rose.

3. The Vedanta View.

The Vedantic definition of validity has more points of dis-
agreement. Dharmardjidhvarindra gives two alternative defi-

6. 5K, 4.
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nitions, viz., “valid knowledge is that knowledge which appre-
hends an object that is not already known and which is not
contradicted” and “valid knowledge is an uncontradicted
knowledge.”” The first definition excludes memory from valid
knowledge, while the second includes it. Thus the Veddntin
is not necessarily opposed to memory and he does not mention
certitude as an essential mark of valid knowledge. However,
both the Vedintin and the Bhita mention ‘abadhitatva’ or non-
contradiction as a mark of validity. There is a more out-standing
difference between the two in that the Vedintin distinguishes
between relative and absolute truth, while for the Bhilta all
truth is absolute and all that is not absolutely trueis false.
Dharmarajidhvarindra says : “the term ‘not contradicted’
( abadhita ) means ‘not contradicted during the transmigratory
state.”® All empirical cognitions according to the Vedantin,
are true only so long as the ultimate truth, the identity of all
existence, is not realised. Even the illusory cognition and
dream cognition are true so long as they last. But the Bhiitta
is definitely opposed to the truth of illusions and dreams and
1o the falsehood of empirical cognitions.®

4. The Buddhist View.

The Buddhist view of valid knowledge is apparently the
same as that of Kumirila. Dharmottara defines valid know-
ledge as the knowledge of a previously unknown thing" ( =#=f5-
sataes waorg ).1°  The knowledge of an already known thing
is not valid because the function of knowledge is to prompt
activity in relation to a thing that is presented by it and thus
to help in securing it, while if a thing has already been secured
there is no use in further knowledge of it. Hence memory is
not valid knowledge. Similarly, doubt and error too are exclu-
ded from valid knowledge. Doubt presents objects indefinitely
as existing and not existing at the same time, But there is no
object in the world which can exist and not exist simultaneosly,

7. VP, p. 6.

8. Idid. p. 7.

9. SV, Nirflambanpa. G, 10,
10. NBT, p. 3.
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Hence such an object cannot be attained. Error presents an
object which does not exist and so one which is incapable of
being attained. Again valid knowledge is defined as that which
in not contradicted ( sfyssrm= ). But here non-contradiction
is conceived in a way different from the Bhitta. If knowledge
shows an object and leads to it, it is uncontradicted. Know-
ledge is sought for the sake of successful practical activity
by people desirous of an effective dealing with objects. There-
fore, valid knowledge is that alone which presents objects
capable of fulfilling our pragmatic needs.)® The Buddhist
conception of truth is pragmatic, while the Bhitta conception
is realistic. According to the Buddhista knowledge is true
if it harmonises with volitional experience; truth does not con-
sist in its harmony with the real nature of objects, because
reality is dynamic, while knowledge represents it as static. 1f
water is perceived and we can go and quench our thirst with
it, our perception is true; otherwise it is false. Thus volitional
gatisfaction constitutes troth; it is not merely a test of truth
as the Maiydyika holds. Correspondence is a meaningless
term for the Buddhist, because objects of knowledge are chang-
ing from moment to moment, so that correspondence can never
be established.

The Buddhist conception of truth has been criticised seve-
rely, The Buddhist definitionis too wide because it applies
to such cases of memory also as possess practical efficiency.
It is too narrow because it does not apply to inferential cogni-
tions of past and future objects, which lack practical effi-
ciency.'® If truth is equated with practical efficiency, the
knowledge of such objects as are destroyed instantaneously
after their birth e. g. lightning, will always be false, because
they cannot be attained.™ Again, a cognition showing water
to a man who is not thirsty, inspiring no practical activity in
him, will be false and the cognition of water in a dream lead-
ing to the satisfaction of the dreamer’s thirst will be true 14

11.  FuFSTEAERIYS STEEE0 0 Ibid.
12. MM, p. 1.

13, KK on SV, 2. 76,

14. TT, p. 65.
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The Buddhist wrongly equates truth with practical efliziency.
A true knowledgze helps usin practical activities. Effective
action presupposes a true knowledge of things, but there are
other conditions too which are essential. A true cognition pre-
sents an object as it actually is, practical efficiency being merely
its eff=ct. A cause cannot be identified with its effect. All true
knowledge is true independently of the practical value that it
May possess,

5. The Nyaya View.

The Myiya defines valid knowledgs as an apprehension of
some object { snilq®feq ), which is definite ( ®s7797 ) and non-
erroneous [ sr=fawift .1® It does not include ‘apprehension of
the unapprehended’ in the definition of validity. Jayanta asserts
that the Bhifta definition is too narrow, because it is not appli-
cable to continuous perception which is definitely the appre-
hension of the apprehended. Continuous perception of a thing,
e, g. the palm, does not reveal any new feature in it even if we
observe it for hours.'® But if newness is not accepted to be a
mark of valid knowledge, memory will become valid knowle-
dge. Jayanta says that memory is not valid and thatitis
excluded from valid knowledge by the insertion of the word
‘arthopalabdhi’ in the definition. What Jayania means by this
word is that valid knowledge is ‘an apprehension produced by
an object’ ( srw-t7efes ). Memory, then, is invalid on the
- ground that it is not generated by the object that is remembe-
red, but by its impression left by a former experience on the
mind., But if this be correct, the inference of a past object will
be invalid. 1 see that the river in front of me is overflowing
its banks today and its water has become muddy while yester-
day it was crystal-clear. From this 1infer that it must have
rained heavily, My knowledge of the past rain is not produced
by the rain itself. 1Isit, then, invalid ? Jayanta says that it is
valid according to the definition. The rain that is inferred is
cognised as a qualification of the river in the form ‘the river

15 NM, p. 12
16. 1bid., p. 22.

6 P. M.
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is one whose past is characterised by the occurrence of rain’;
and though this qualification is inferred, the qualified object,
the river, is present and produces its cognition directly. The
knowledge of some future event also is explained similarly.
For example, 1 know that my brother will come tomorrow.
Though this event, which will occur tomorrow, cannot be
the direct cause of my present cognition, yet ‘my brother,’
whose qualification is the event, exists now and gives rise to
this cognition.

Jayanta's explanation appears to be ridiculously far-fetched.
While it is quite obvious that my present cognition of the river
overfilled with muddy water is produced by a present fact, it
is quite inconceivable how my present cognition of the past
occurrence of rain can be produced by the same fact. Ina
general sense the perception and the inference both are produ-
ced by the river ; but in the former the river is the stimulus,
while in the latter it is the reason. Thus Jayanta uses the word
“arthajanya’ in an ambiguous way. Again, how can the rain
be an attribute of the river ? Jayanta effects the miracle by a
grammatical device; butin this way everything can be made
an attribute of any present thing. Again, how can a presently
existing object, ‘my brother,’ produce its cagnition in my mind
when it is not before me ? Certainly, Jayanta cannot be suppo-
ged to believe in telepathic communication. In the inference
of the past rain from the perception of the river the latter does
not directly produce the former but indirectly through the
memory of the general relation between a swollen river and
rain. MNow, 1see a book and have the memory of its author
who was my teacher. Here too in the same mannér my memory
is produced by the book indirectly through the revival of an
impression and so memory also can be valid like the inference
of the past rain. Again, there are cognitions which cannot
be related to any present object and cannot be said to be pro-
duced by an object by any stretch of imagination, e. g, my
cognition that Afganistan was a part of Asoka's empire or
that God is almighty. But are they, then, all invalid? From
these considerations we conclude that the difference between
memory on the one hand and perception, inference eic. on
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the other, cannot be maintained on other grounds except that
the former is the cognition of something already cognised
while the latter are fresh cognitions, and thus, if memory is to
be excluded from valid knowledge, it can be done only by
inserting ‘apprehension of the unapprehended’ in the definition
of valid knowledge. The later Naiyayikas, being conscious of
the difficulties involved in Jayanta's definition, defined wvalid
knowledge as ‘true experience” ( urafgq ), and they opposed
experience to memory by asserting that an experience is a cog-
nition different from memory.

Before shifting to other views of valid knowledge we may
briefly examine Jayanta's remark that ‘nothing new is seen
even if 1 observe my palm a hundred times’. Modern psycho-
logy tells us that we cannot atiend to the same thing for more
than a few seconds and that in such casss as when we appa-
rently observe the same thing for a long time we are actually
discovering new features in the object; and when all the
details have bzen discovered attention moves on o a8 new
object. Thus when 1 observe my palm I really observe the
fingers, the colour, the lines etc. one by one, so that I cannot
have identically the same object for all my successive
cognitions.

6. The '?ais*e:ikl YView.

Pradastapdda in his Bhisya on the Vaidesika Shitras nowhere
defines valid knowledge, but he distinguishes between Vidya
and Avidyd, the former including perception, inference, irsa
( the intuitions of the seers ) and memory, and the latter inclu-
ding doubt, illusion, indefinite cognition ( s#=3a=17) and
dream. Sridhara commenting on the Bhisya defines Vidyd as
a firm, uncontradicted and definite cognition.)” It is plain that
Vidyd is valid knowledge and Avidyd invalid knowledze and
that memory is valid knowledge. This definition mentions an
additional mark of valid knowledge, viz., ‘adhyavasdya’. It
is meant to exclude ‘anadhyavasiya’ or indefinite cognition
such as *what this may be’, which lacks assurance like -doubt,

17. Ppafrramfearaaamies saffiam—NK, po172.
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but which differs from the latter in that the object regarding -
which an indefinite cogoition arises is not conceived in two
or more conflicting ways. It ismore like absence of cognition.
$ridhara introduces some inconsistency in the Bhiasya view by
distinguishing *Vidya’ from ‘praména’, He says that memory
is Vidyd or true cognition, but it is not pramina or valid
cognition, because it reveals an object as past and asalready
known.'® In this respect he appears to be influenced by the
Ny#iya view, But if his view is accepted as a correct inter-
pretation of the Bhisya of Pradastapdda, it is practically
identical with the Bhaita view of valid knowledge as a definite,
true and new cognition.

7. The Jain View.

The Jain thinker, Ratnaprabhficirya, a commentator on
vididevastri's Pramdnanayatattvilokdlafikara, criticises the
Bhatta definition of valid knowledge on the ground thatit
excludes recognition?® But this is emphatically denied by
Kumarila, Kumarila says : “That part of pzrception which
has been perceived before cannot be said 1o be perceived but
the present existence is not gotat by any previous percep-
tion,"2® In recognition, e. g., ‘this is the same man whom I
met yesterday®, there is an element of memory; still recogni-
tion is valid, because it is not a mere repitition of some past
experience—it combines the memory-elemem with the sense-
element which reveals a new feature in the remembered object.
Vadidevastiri defines valid knowledge as a determinate cogni-
tion which_ apprehends itself and an object.?! Ratnaprabha-
cirya explains ‘determinate cognition' as that which determines
an object in the form in which it really exists. Accordingly,
absence of doubt and truth are recognised as the essential
marks of valid knowledge, while newness is rejected and hence
memory is accepted as a form of valid knowledge,

18. KK, p: 257.

19. FENT, . 22.

20. SV, 5. 233, 234,
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8. The Prabhakara View.
&alikanatha, a commentator of Prabhikara, criticises the
Bhatta definition of valid knowledge as follows :—

In a contimuous perception -the successive cognitions
apprehend the same object; so all the cognitions except the
first ceass to be valid. Kumirila says that they are valid as
they apprehend different moments of time. - But the difference
between two successive moments of time cannot be appre-
hended, because it is too subtle. Thus the Bhagta definition is
too narrow ( & ),  Again, the word ‘drdha’ in that defini-
tion is ussless. This word is inserted with a view to exclude
doubt from valid knowledge; but doubt is already excluded
when valid knowledge is said to bean apprehension of the
previously unapprchended. Doubt is not one cognition. When
some tall object is cognised indefinitely as ‘a man or a post,
the tallness is perceived which revives the memories of ‘man’
and ‘post’ in the mind, and the perceiver doubts whether the
tallness belongs to a man or a post. Here the element of
perception is valid and the element of recollection 18 invalid,
because it is the apprehension of the apprehended. Therefore,
the Bhatta definition is redundant. It is redundant in one
more respect. The word ‘avisamvadi’ ( unerring ) is absolutely
unnecessary, because all knowledge which is not memory, 15
trus. Even illusions are true so far as they are of the nature
of exparience ( sr+ify ) while the element of memory in them
is false,®*

Prabhikara's definition of valid knowledge is the sameas
that of later Nydya except that he does not feel the mnecessity
of including the term *yathirthatva’ in the definition. Silika-
niitha gives the definition of valid knowledge in the following
verse :

s sl | A s gai—
sifedencTs ewg=sa PPop. 127,

“Valid knowledge is experience, and itis something diffe~

rent from memory which is the name of that ~cognition which

22, PP, pp. 40-42.
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arises solely from the impression left by some previous expe-
rience.” In a continvous perception the later cognitions
arising from sense-object intercourse, like the first cognition,
are different from memory, and hence they are valid. Recog-
nition too is valid, because it is not produced solely from
impression. It is an experience aided by impression. Memory
is not valid inasmuch asit depends on a former experience.
It does not determine an object independently. Sometimes a
past experience reinstates itsell and its past character is
forgotten and thus it appears to bea new experience instead
of a recollection, Tt also is invalid because it depends solely
on impression for its birth,*®

Prabh@kara’s definition of valid knowledge as ‘anubhiti® is
vague, for itis difficult to define the term ‘anubhfOl.’ From
the verse quoted above it is obvious that *anubhlti’ is a cogni-
tion other than memory and that it is produced sometimes by
such causes as the operation of the senses which are different
from impressions and sometimes by the cooperation of such
causes with impressions as in the case of recognition and in-
ference. So far there is no difficulty. But the difficulty arises
when Silikandtha differentiates *anubhlti’ from memory on
the ground that the former does not depend on any other cogni-
tion while the latter depends on a past cognition. Inference
depends on the recollection of a general rule and the perception
of some mark, and determinate perception ( sfrsss wam )
too depends on the indeterminate ( f4f3553% ) perception. Then,
are they not ‘anubhfiti’ ? If they are not ‘anubhfiti’ they can
never be valid according to the definition of valid knowledge.2¢
Again, there is a practical difficulty also, We are ordinarily
aware, when a cognition arises, of its being a memory if it is
memory and thus by the method of exclusion we can easily
know whether a cognition is memory or ‘anubhfiti.’ But some-
times when memory is obscured a memory-cognition is taken
to be ‘anubhiti’ and sometimes an ‘anubhlti' is taken to be
4 memory-cognition. Now, as there is no means of knowing the

28, PP, p. 41.
24. 8D, p, 45,
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real nature of a cognition except the direct consciousness of
an individual, we cannot be confident in the above casesas
to the correctness of our judgment of validity or invalidity.
Prabhikara says that memory is invalid. But he merely says
it dogmatically without showing any reason why it should
be called invalid. Afterall it isalsoa form of knowledge
like ‘anubhfti’ Kumdrila, on the other hand, points out that
memory repeats an old experience and doss not add anything
new to what we already know. The difference between
‘anubhiiti’ and memory cannot be other than that the former
gives something new while the latter repeats an old experience,
and if Prabhikara chooses to appeal to reason rather than be
dogmatic, he cannot offer any other ground for the invalidity
of memory save its being an apprehension of the apprehended.
Hence he cannot but recognise newness as a condition of vali-
dity. 2%

Again, Prabhikara’s definition is too wide as it applies to
doubt and illusion also.*® He says that doubt and illusion are
valid so far as they are *anubhfiti’. But this is wrong. The
duty of a philosopher is to examine the grounds of the con-
cepts that are universally held and not to destory them. So Pra-
bhikara cannot go against the verdict of common-sense that
doubt and illusion are invalid. He says that doubt and illusion
are invalid so far as the element of memory is involved in
them. But they are not recognised by people to be invalid on
the ground of the memory-clement, but on that of their being
respectively unassured and false. Therefore, Prabhikara has
to accept newness, certitude and truth as the essential charac-
teristics of valid knowledge, and thus all his objections against
the Bhitta definition fall to ground.

Pirthasdrathi points out some inconsistenciesin Prabhikara's
view. According to Prabhakara’s definition a dream-cognition,
which arises solely from mental impressions, is invalid; but
this is not consistent with his view that a dream-cognition is

25. 5V, 65.11.
26. Kgmwjnullv
27, MM, p. 6.
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valid so far as the elements of cognition and the cogniser in
it are concerned. In all cognitions, whatever their status, the
self and the cognition are, according to Prabhiikara, necessa-
rily known and validly known, and dream-cognition too isa
cognition. If Prabhikara says that a dream-cognition, being
memory in respect of its object and ‘anubhmti’ in respect of
its form and the cogniser, is partly valid and partly invalid,
then recognition too, involving an element of memory and
an element of ‘anubhnti’, must be called partly valid and
partly invalid, But this is against the universally accepted
opinion of people. Either a cognition is wholly valid or
wholly invalid. Practical activities of life cannot be based on
partly valid and partly invalid cognitions. Again, the illusion
of a yellow conch will be wholly valid as it does not involve
any element of memory and, hence, is purely an ‘anubhti’;
but none can accept this** Prabhdkara’s definition is nota
definition of wvalid knowledge at all. When it is said that all
knowledge except memory is valid knowledge, Prabhiikara
must have the generally accepted conception of validity in his
mind and after examining a1l knowledge in the light of that
conception he must have arrived at the above conclusion,

9. Forms of Invalid Knowledge.

Valid knowledge is a true and definite knowledge of some
new fact. 1f any knowledge lacks definiteness or certitude or
does not convey any new information or does not represent
things as they really are, itis invalid. Kumirila says that
there are three kinds of invalid knowledge viz., error or illu-
sion ( fi=91w= ), non-cognition or ignorance ( =77 ) and doubt
( %97 /*®, In this statement there is no mention of memory
which is definitely invalid according to him. Elsewhere he
says that validity consists in knowing something new and that
if a knowledge does not give anything new, it is memory.?®
It is strange why he did not mention memory as a form of

28, SD, p. 45.
20, SV, 2. 64.
ab, 5V, 485.11.
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invalid knowledge together with the other forms. It appears
that in the section in which he mentions the three forms of
invalid knowledge truth was his only concern, and as memory
is not untrue, it was not mentioned by him. Pirthasirathi
says: “Validity does not consist in the truthf 74w ) of know-
ledge alone. However, in the present section ( dealing with
Fyq:qmTes ) this much alone is to be considered whether the
truth of a knowledge is ascertained by the knowledge itsellor
by other considerations extraneous 1o the knowledge ***“New-
ness of a knowledge is not known from the form of the know-
ledge, but from the non-cognition of what is fit to be cognised
( fhgruefey ). The cognition of a jar for instance, does not
by itself reveal that the jar, was previously unknown,”#! Thus
illusion, ignorance and doubt are definitely false, while me-
mory is not false. All knowledge may be classified into that
which is valid and that which is invalid, Invalid knowledge,
again, may be classified into that which is false and that
which is true, and ignorance, doubt and illusion belong to the
former class while memory belongs to the latter.

Sucaritamisra divides invalid knowledge into illusion, doubt,
memory and samviida which together with valid knowledge
make up the five forms of knowledge.®® In this list there is no
mention of ignorance as a form of invalid knowledge. In
fact ignorance is not invalid knowledge. Validity and invali-
dity are the properties of knowledge and not of the absence of
knowledge. It is true that ignorance or absence of knowledge
does not help us in the practical activities of life for which a
true knowledgs of objects is essential. But the practical dis-
advantage which is cansed by ignorance does not justify our
calling it invalid. It is always some knowledge that is judged
to be valid or invalid. To call absence of knowledge ‘invalid
knowledge’ is self-contradictory. It is as absurd as to say
thata barren mother’s sonisa disobedient son. Kumdrila
seems to argue in the following way :

31. NRM, p. 35.
32, AN WA S@99: T 917 oy S99 o e |
KK on 5V, 2. 20,
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All valid knowledge is knowledge;
No ignorance is knowledge;

. No ignorance is valid knowledge.
Mo invalid knowledge is valid knowledge;
Mo ignorance is valid knowledge;

*. All ignorance is invalid knowledge.

In 1I:us reasoning the first argument, being the mood ‘came-
stres’ in the second figure, is correct while the second argument,
drawing an affirmative conclusion from two negative premises,
is wrong.

{I]Smw:dn ( garr )—Sucaritami$ra mentions samvida
as a form of invalid knowledge. Suppose some reliable person
tells that there is fire at a distance. Now I go further and see
smoke rising skywards and then 1 infer fire from the smoke.
Next 1 approach the place where smoke was seen and actually
perceive the fire. According to Sucaritamisra the inference
and the perception of fire simply restate what 1 have already
learnt from the trust-worthy person, and, because they do not
add anything new to what 1 already know, they are invalid
while the first cognition is valid. Thus ‘samvada’ is invalid like
memory.”® Samvida and memory are alike in that they do
not reveal any new truth, but they are different in that the
former is presentative while the latter is representative. Next
we describe the other more obviously invalid forms of know-
ledge.

(II) Memory—Memory is the revival of past experie-
nce. Memory always refers to the past.t When some object
or event is remembered, it is always known to have existed
or occurred in the past, Memory presupposes a direct expe-
rience of the remembered ohject on some past occasion. None
can remember a thing which was not experienced by him.
The basis of memory is some impression ( &= ) left on the
soul by an experience. Our experiences modify the soul in
some way and these modifications are preserved in the soul.
These modifications of the soul-substance are called impre-

33, KK on 8V, 7. 74,
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ssions and they are the direct cause of recollection.®® The
impressions are usually dormant and inactive. However active
they may be in influencing our conduct, we do not consciously
feel their presence, But when they are aroused by certain
external or internal causes ( 9534 ) and our past experiences
reappear in consciousness, we indirectly know their presence.
Some memories require an effort and some are spontaneous.*®
The former are voluntary and are the result of mental concen-
tration (#:afngm@ ) The latter memories crop Up automati-
cally in consciousness due to the perception of similar things
( mzardam) or to some peculiarities of place and time. Ex-
ternal objects help the reappearance of past experiences. Some
memories are due to the agency of merit and demerit, Such
memories cause pleasure or pain to us and thus they servea
moral purpose.®® Not only ths experiences of the present life
are remembered, but even those of past lives can be remem-
bered by persons advanced in the practice of concentration.
Memory proves the identity and the continuity of soul. It is
not possible unless the person who remembers be the same
who had the original experience in the past. Memory proves the
existence of the inner sense-organ. The external sense-organs
cannot explain memory, because we are able to recollect
something, e. g. colour of an object, even when the external
sense-organs, . g. theeye, are lost. The inner sense-organ
that is operative in causing memory is the manas.®” Memory
is different from recognition whichis an original experience
helped by some impression ( Sewrafsa ). Sometimes an old
experience is revived without the consciousness of its past
character. Dream is an instance of this, A dream occurs as
if it were an original experience. Butin factit is nothing but
false memory. Dreams appear in the absence of the objects
that appear in them. They are caused neither by the activity
of the sense-organs which are operative in perception, nor by

34. WEATASE ST ATEAA] [HATI0:,
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marks ( &7 ) which give rise to inference. There can be no
other cause of dreams except latent impressions.”® From the
points of view of causation drcams are allied to memory,
but from that of appearance they are allied to sensory illusions.

Memory may be true or false according as it reveals a
past fact accurately or inaccurately; batit is nota form of
valid knowledge, because it does not give a truth hitherto
unknown. The ideal knowledge according to the Bhitta is
that which is not only true to reality bot also definite and
pew. Knowledge ought to be a progressive sysiem and not
a static one. Memory may be true to reality, but it does not
realise the ideal of knowledge completely. Memory is not
necessarily false, yet it cannot acquire the status of valid know-
ledge, because it is not progressive.

We have already referred to the other views of memory and
have also shown that the other reasons for rejecting memory
as invalid knowledge are ultimately reduced to the reason that
memory does not give new knowledge, Here we may again
refer to Jayanta's view. He holds that memory is invalid
because its object is non-existent at the time of its remembe-
rance.®® But this does not seem to be a proper reason. Itis
true that the object of memory is past, but memory does not
claim that its object is present, True memory always
apprehends a past object as past. Jayanta’s statement may be
taken to mean that memory is not directly werifiable, because
the fact or event that is past cannot now be parceived and com-
pared with the content of memory, But this too is not a reaso-
nable ground, because there are cognitions of future objects or
events and of invisible things, which can never be directly
verified and they are not rejected as invalid on this account.

The only reasonable ground for the rejection of memory is
the absence of novelty in it and we have already hinted at the
inappropriateness of considering novelty in judging the vali-
dity of cognitions. Elaborate theories and hypothesss may
bs examined in the light of Kumdrila's ideal of knowledge,

38. KK on SV, Sanya, 160, '
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butin the case of solitary cognitions it is better not to go
beyond their contents. In practice too nobody cares whether
a proposition is derived from memory or from some other
source of knowledge, If someone asserts that the first atom
bomb was dropped in Heroshima, the epistemological value of
the assertion is estimated on the basis of its being a fact.
Whether the man asserting the proposition was one of the eye-
witnesses now remembezring his experience or he learnt it from
some reliable source, is irrelevant in considering its validity.
Therefore, the whole controversy about the validity of memory
seems to be useless.

( 111 ) Doubt—Doubt is an indefinite cognition (F=FSTARAS
i ), which characterises an object in mutually conflicting
ways. Something is seen, but there does not arise a fixed
notion about it whether it is one thing or another. For instance,
some tall thing is perceived, but one cannot decide whether it
is a man or a post.*” Ina doubtful cognition two or more
interpretations of an observed factare offered, but the mind
does not arrive at any fixed decision. Thus doubt is marked
by a lack of assurance or belief. Itisan unpleasant state of
mind in which the mind swings between two or more alter-
natives without being able to reconcile them. This gives rise
to a further exploratory activity of the senses and usually some
differentiating mark is found out which ends this unpleasant
state. Doubt is not confined to sense-level alone. It is very
frequent on the level of higher thought. On the sense-level
it occurs under insuffizient conditions of sensibility. Some-
times we are confronted by a situation demanding a prompt
adjustment which prevents us from making a fuller use of our
cognitive faculties and consequently there occurs a doubt,

Kumirila mentions three causes of doubt viz., the existence
of some common quality in some thing, the existence of an
uncommon quality and the existence of two apparently contra-
dictory qualities. As an example of the first, the existence of
the quality of knowability in words leads one to the doubtful
notion whether words are eternal or non-eternal, because

40, NR on SV, 2. 54.
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this quality is found to exist commonly in eternal objects, €. g.
the soul, and non-gternal objects, e. g. the lightning. A
common property leads to no conclusion, bacause it reminds
of two mutually incompatible notions. An uncommon pro-
perty leads to doubt as follows : Odour is an uncommon
property of the earth. itis found neither in eternal things
nor in non-eternal things, so that it leads to the negation of
both eternality and non-eternality and thus gives rise 1o a
doubt like a common property, because the negation of eterna-
lity and that of non-eternality is incomapatible, The existence
of two different properties associated with two contradictory
things lrads to doubt as follows : Theair, for instance, is
known to be shapeless and having touch, the former being
associated with imperceptibility and the latter with perceptibi-
lity. But perceptibility and imperceptibility being contradictory
to each other, cannot reside in the same air and consequently
there arises a doubt.*!

Among the three commentators of Kumirila Umbekaaccepts
these three causes of doubt, while Sucaritamisra and Parthe-
sirathi reject uncommon property as one of the causes of
doubt. They say that uncommon property is recognised by
the Buddhist, while Kumdrila himsell does not recognise it.
Sucaritamiéra expresses his view of doubt as follows : Doubt
arises from the perception of a common property together
with the non-perception of a specific property and the remem=
berance of objects possessing the common property. For
example, from the perception of a vertical height, which is
commonly possessed by a man and a post, which are remem-
bered while their differentiating property is not perceived, an
:ndifinite cognition arises in the form ‘isit a man or a post’?
An uncommon property is not the cause of doust. Doubt
arises when two notions are suggested simultaneously, and the
mind cannot decide between them. But as an uncommon
property ¢. g, the odour of the carth, is mot concomitant with
anything else, it does not suggest anything to the mind, and
thus the appearance of doubt is not possible. An uncommon
property is merely the cause of curiosity ( FmmmEEg:) and

41. 5V, AnumZna, B4-05.
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not of doubt. When we observe an uncommon property in
something, we simply want to know further details about the
thing; it does not suggest conflicting notions to the mind, 2

Doubt is not valid knowledge, because is lacks belief or
firmness, which is an essential mark of validity. Doubt
neither asserts anything nor denies it positivelv. Itis nota
judgment, but a questioning attitude of the mind making no
claim to truth.

We have already referred to the Vaisesika view according
to which ‘anadhyavasdya’ is a form of avidyl or invalid
knowledge different from doubt, Sucaritamisra criticises this
view and says thatit isnot a form of cognition at all. In
cognition something is predicated of something either in a
decisive or in an indecisive manner, while in ‘anadhyavasiya’,
as ‘what this may be’, there is no predication of any form,
The so-called ‘anadhyavasiya' expresses only an attitude of
curiosity, the desire to know something about something, and
thus it cannot be a form of knowledge at all so that the
question of its validity does not arise.**

(1V) Mlusion—Illusion or error represents an object in
a form which does not belong to it. It reveals an object diffe-
rently from what it actually is.*#* We have instances of illusion
in dream which reveals objects which are not actually present,
in a jaundiced person's cognition of everything as yellow, in
the cognition of a double moon and soon. Ina dreaman
object which is really absent is perceived as present so that
it cannot but be false, Dream-objects exist at other times and
places and so far they are real. In dreams objects are recalled
due to the revival of memory-images and they falsely appear
as existing ‘here’ and ‘now’. Actually they have no relation to
the particular time and place in which the sleeping person
dreams; but due to defects caused by sleep they appear to be
related to that place and time. It is only when one returns to
the normal waking state that the falsshood of dreams is reali-

42, KK on 5V, Anum3na, 86, 88.
43. Ibid., 88,
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sed. Dreams not only represent objects existing at distant
times and places as present ‘here’ and ‘now’, but also reveal
objects that we cannot remember as having ever existed. In
such cases too the objects are not absolutely non-existent;
they existed and were cognised during some past life. Some-
times we dream of such impossible events as our own decapi-
tation. In such a case there is a revival of some experience of
decapitation relating to some person and is falsely imagined to
be related to the dreamer. Dreams distort realitv. They falsely
combine together the real elements of waking experience?

In the illusion of nacre as silver or of a rope as a snake
the eye is actually in contact with a piece of nacre or a Tope,
but the appearance is of a piece of silver or a snake. The
nacre represented by ‘this’ is real and the silver too is real as
existing elsewhere, but their identity is false. The falsity con-
sists in perceiving silver ‘here’ and ‘now’, while it actually
exists in a distant place. The cause of the illusion is the
similarity between nacre and silver and the defective contact
of the eye. The similarity suggests ‘silver’, while the difference
between silver and nacre is not obssrved, and thus the nacre
appears in the form of silver. The silver is the form of cog-
nition, which is super-imposed on the perceived ‘this’,** and
this superimposition is not detected till one is prompted o
pick it up and is disappointed. Inthe illusion of mirage water
is falsely perceived, while the contact of the eye is actually
with sand heated by the sun’s rays. The illusion is caused by
a two-fold defect, viz., the subjective feeling of thirst and
the semblance of water due to heat. The sand and the water
are real, but their connection is unreal®” These are instances
of illusion which persist so long as the real -::hn_'racmr of the
object is nol recognised. Inthese a; soon ns the illusory

nature of cognition is detected the object begins to appear in
its real form,

456. 5D, p. B8,
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There are some illusions which persist even after the reve-
lation of their Malsehood, though they ceass to delude us after-
wards. The illusion of a double moon is of this nature, The
illusions of this type differ from others in one more respect.
They have all the elements of a sensory character, while
others have an element of memory. When the eye is pressed
slightly with finger the single moon appears to be double.
This also occurs in a disease affecting the eyes. This cogni-
tion is false and there is no element of memory in it. There
is a double error here, First thesingle moon is perceived in
two places and then the doubleness characterising the places
is transferred to the moon which is really one#® In the illu-
sion of a white conch as yellow the mind superimposes the
percept of the ‘yellow’ on that of the ‘conch’, thereby establish-
ing a relation which is not there. The yellowness caused by
bile really belongs to the rays that go out from the eves to
the object which is not yellow. Similarly in the illusion of
a red crystal the percept of ‘red’ and that of ‘crystal’ are
related together due to the nearness of thered ‘japd’ fower
to the crystal.*® In the illusion of a firebrand circle ( s=mE=% )
the cause is the quick circular motion of the firebrand. The
firebrand and circularity both are real, but they are falsely
related together, 50

Nlusion is a form of invalid knowledge like doubt and
memory, but it is different from them. Doubt is invalid not
because itis false but because it lacks certitude. It makes
neither a definite assertion nor 2 definite denial. 1llusion, on
the other hand, makes a definite assertion such as ‘this is sil-
ver'. Thereisa feeling of confidence initasitis thereina
valid cognition, The illusory silver is perceived as definitely
as the real silver. The difference between the two is dis-
covered only when our attempt to pick up the “silver’ fails.
Weare as confident of perceiving ‘water’ in a mirage as of
the real water, and it is only on a closer inspection and when

48. 8D, p. 69,
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there is frustration in the attemptto quench our thirst with
it that its illusory character is detected. Unlike memory an
illusion is a new experience of some present object. It isin-
valid because it reveals a present object in the form of a diffe-
rent object. It misrepresents a fact. It distorts the nature of
reality and consequently misleads us in practical activity. The
object of illusion does not correspond with the real object.

10. The Bbatta Theory of Iliusion.

The Bhitta theory of illusion is known as ‘viparltakhyiti-
vida.' According to it an illusion manifests a real objectin
the form ‘of a different object which too is real® In all
cases of illusory perception it is only the relation between the
subject and predicate elements, e. g., ‘this’ and ‘silver’, which
is unreal and appears to be real. The relata, however, are
always real.5? Accordingly an illusion is a positive mis-appre-
hension in which the mistake consists in identifying two
unrelated real objects under the influence of some vicious sub-
jective and objective conditions.

This theory is practically the same as the Nyfiya theory
except that the Bhatta does not account for illusion through
extra-normal sense-contact ( =#Wem =fd). Tt was pointed
out that, excluding dreams, there are two types of illusions,
viz., the presentative-representative illusions in which a sensory
element and a memory element are involved, as in the nacre-
silver illusion, and the purely presentative illusions in which
only sensory elements are involved, as in the illusion of red
crystal. Now the difficulty is : How does the memory element
acquire perceptual character in the former illusion? The
NMaiydiyika tries to explain it by assuming an extraordinary
contact of the eye with the remembered object. Accordingly
the eye actually comes in contact with the silver which is else-
where ¢. g, in the shop of the jeweller, through the medium

51, #% gremcestes gieesd aid gfsaein agf wera

TaE] O 954 TEOed oW w47 e Wi w9
—NR on 5V, NirZlambana. 117,
52. =47 SEEAAEIIEAIEY §RfrE] 89 99 ; 89 Rydasan-
frogsa® drafsd: | —SD, p. 58.




CHAPTER IiI 99

of the idea of silver that is revived in the mind by the per-
ception of characters common to silver and nacre, and this
contact is called ‘jadnalaksana-sannikarsa.” Thus in the illusion
“this is silver’ both ‘this’ and ‘silver’ are perceived, one through
normal contact and the other through extra-normal contact
with the eye, and the mistake consists in referring ‘silver’ to
the locus of ‘this.” This explanation offered by the Naiyiyika
does not give any new insight into the perceptual character of
the ‘silver.’ It simply takes for granted that the ‘silver” which
appears like a percept is actually a percept. Moreover, if
both ‘this’ and ‘silver’ are perceived, whatever the nature of
the contacts involved in them may be, the difference between
this and the other type of illusion vanishes, because in the
latter too both the elements are perceptual. The Bhiftas rightly
reject the so-called extra-normal contact. IF distant objects
could be perceived by an extra-normal contact, everyone
would become omniscient 5

Modern psychological experiments show that though an
image is less vivid in comparison to a percept and consequently
the former can be easily distinguished from the latter, yet under
imperfect conditions of senmsibility, e. g., low illumination,
they are apt to be taken for one another. Boring and others
in ‘Psychology’ (the chapter on images ) describe an experi-
ment in which some *subjects’ were asked to think on a parti-
cular theme and look at a thin curtain behind which some
objects connected with the theme were moved across slowly
by the experimenter under very low illumination. The result
was that the ‘subjects’ ‘saw” many forms on the curtain which
were not actually shown to them. The conclusion that we draw
from this experiment is that there is no essential difference
between images and percepts. Thus an image may be taken
for a percept when the intensity of real percepts is lowered
and also when the intensity of the image is strenghened bya
stimulus resembling it, as in the case of nacre-silver illusion.
The-Gestalt school of modern psychology has drawn our atten-
tion to a very important fact of perception viz., that even in
true percepts the details of the perceived object are not actually
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seen but are supplied by imagination by a process of ‘filling
up the gaps.” Hence, perception is a constructive process
guided by some given sense-elements and illusion differs from
it in being a misguided constructive process. During sleep the
conditions are more favourable for taking images for percepts.
We know images as images during waking hours because we
compare them with actual percepts which offer a contrast by
their superior intensity and because they do not fit in the
environment of perceived objects. But during sleep there are
no percepts and there is no objective enviroment so that the
images are always taken for percepts. Therefore, for the expla-
nation of the perceptual character of illusions there is no need
of assuming an extraordinary contact.

According to the theory of Viparitakhyiti the object of an
illusion is real, though its connection with the place and time
in which it is seenis unreal. To this the Buddhist objects :
How can an absent object, e. . the “silyer’, give rise to its cogni-
tion *here’ and ‘now’? Sucaritamiéra’s answer is as follows :
An absent object has the power of producing its cognition
though it has no power to inspire other fruitful practical acti-
yities in relation toit. Inan illusion due to defective sense-
functioning an absent object appears to be present through the
impression left in the mind by its pastexperience, A past
object, e, g. the ‘silver’, is not capable of producing its present
cogntion directly ; it is capable of it indirectly through its
impression residing in the soul. 1t could not have the said
causal potency if it were absolutely non-existent. The ‘silver’
that is seen does exist in other places and so there is no absur-
dity in attributing causal potency to it. In the original experie-
nce the object ‘silver’ was the direct cause of its impression
produced in the soul. Thus the cognition-producing power of
the object was indirectly transferred to the soul, which now
gives rise to the cognition of ‘silver’.?*

11. The Theories of Illusion in the other Schools,

Among the other Indian philosophers the ways of explai-
ning error widely differ. They advocate a theory of illusion
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suited to their respective metaphysical views. The Bhitta and
the Naiydyika approach the problem in a purely empirical
and psychological way and they are also supported by common-
sense. Most of the other philosophers suffer from some meta-
physical bias which vitiates their treatmant of error. In the
works of different writers of the Bhiifta school there are refe-
rences to Prabhakara’s theory of akhyiti, the Advaita Vedanta
theory of anirvacanlyakhyiti and the allied theory of alaukika-
khyati, and the Buddhist theories of asatkhyati and atmakhyiti;
but there is no reference to RaAménuja’s theory of satkhyati.

(1) Asatkhyativada—The Madhyamika ‘nihilist,” accord-
ing to all the Indian systems, advocates the voidness ( s=r77 ) of
all existence. He arrives at this conclusion by way of a dia-
lectical examination of all the categories of thought. Accor-
dingly he explains error as the apprehension of non-being
( mam ). Pirthas@irathi says that the upholders of asatkhyiti-
viida negate the relata together with the relation, while the
upholders of viparitakhydtivida negate the relation only® In
the illusion ‘this is silver” ‘this' is real and ‘silver’ too is real :
but their relation is totally unreal. But, according to the
nihilist’ *this’ and “silver’ are as unreal as their relation, Thus
the object of illusion for the ‘nihilist” is absolutely unreal,
while for the Bhiifta itis real in a different place and time.
But how can an absolutely unreal object give rise to its direct
apprehension 7%  We know that a sky-flower is absolutely
unreal, and however much we try to think of it, it can never
be the content of our immediate consciousness. Therefore, the
“silver’ that is directly perceived in the nacre-silver illusion,
cannot be absolutely unreal like a sky-flower as the *nihilist’
holds.

Here we may refer to Dr. Maitra’s interpretation of the
asatkhyativida. He says : “Now when the cogniser is in error,
he cognises, according to the Buddhist nihilist, an absolute
nought in one or the other of the above two senses ( i. e. the
factually non-existent or the logically impossible ), for what he
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cognises is a combination of incompatibles which is without
its parallel in experience.......s..swo.. He thus perceives what
nowhere exists ; the snake may exist, buta rope-snake is now-
here found except in cognitions of the false.”®" This seems to
be a wrong interpretation because the ‘nihilist’ not only negates
a rope-snake as absolutely non-existent, but also the rope and
the snake. And even if this interpretation be allowed, it goes
against experience, because the rope-snake is not at all the
content of consciousness in the said illusion. What is perceived
in the illusion is the snake alone just as it happens in the per-
ception of a real snake, so that the question of reality or
unreality arises only regarding the snake and not the rope-
snake: and so far as the absolute non-existence of a thing
which is a rope and a snake in one is concerned there can be
no disagreement among the Indian philosophers.

(11) Atmakhyativada—The Yogiclra idealist is dissatis-
fied with the metaphysical position of the Madhyamika. He
holds that even if everything be accepted to be absolutely non-
existent it cannot be proved unless the absolute reality of cons-
ciousness apprehending this fact be accepted. Therefore, cons-
ciousness, cognition or idea is the only metaphysical reality.
The Yogicra, consistently with his subjective idealism, ex-
plains error or illusion as the externalisation or objectification
of a subjective idea. In the nacre-silver illusion the subjective
gsilver-form of cognition appears as the form of an external
object. The ‘silver’ is not absolutely unreal as the nihilist
says. Itis real asa form of the internal cognition, but the
mistake consists in taking it to be the form of an external
obiject. The ‘silver’ is a mental fact whereas in the illusion it
is taken for an extramental fact. The Yogdcira does not recog-
nise any cogniser other than the momentary idea. So according
to him in illusion a momentary idea cognises itself as ‘external.”

But this view cannot explain the consciousness which sub-
lates an illusory cognition. Afier the cognition “this is silver’
has occurred it is subsequently contradicted in the form “this
is ot silver’, and thus the former cognition of silver is rejected

57. Siudics in Philosophy and Religion, p. 212,
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as false. But if in illusion a cognition wrongly cognises itself
as “this,’ the sublating consciousness, which corrects the mistake,
must appear in the form ‘I am silver’ instead of the form “this
is not silver.”™® Actually ‘this-ness’ ( m8=a1 ) is never sublated,
which points to the fact that in illusion a rea! external object
appears in the form of another external object. Hence the

Yogicdra theory is wrong.

Again, the metaphysical position of the Yogaciira is that
the illusory cognition of silver and the so-called right cogaition
are equally objectless ( far™ =+ ). Accordingly he abolishes
the universally recognised distinction between a right and a
wrong cognition, which is the basis of all practical activities.
The Yogficdra tries to justify this distinction by asserting that
the objects of cognitions producing practical efficiency (i)
are ‘samvrti satya’ ( empirically real ) while the objects of
illusion are ‘mithyd" ( absolutely unreal ), though both are
equally non-existent as external to cognition. But this is only &
verbal device to mislead people and not a proper solution.
“Satya’ and ‘mithyd’ are mutually exclusive terms. If ‘samyrti”
is not “mithy@" it must be ‘satya’ in the same sense in which
cognition is taken to be, and if it is not ‘satya’ it must be
‘mithyd’ like an illusion. The existence of an intermediate
entity, partly ‘satya’ and partly *mithyd,’ is logically impossi-
ble.3® Therefore, the distinction between a right and a wrong
cognition is ultimate and the latter is not an illegitimate projec-
tion of the subjective idea, but the appearance of one real
thing as another real thing.

(1m) Anirwmiytlﬂ:y;tiv;:h—Everyon: is aware of
the difference between a percept and an image. When nacre
is cognised as silver or rope as snake, we are not conscious
of a mental image but of a percept. What is cognised in the
illusion appears to be a given fact and not an imagined one.
Hence, the Yogdcira cannot explain the presentative character
of illusion. The Advaitin offers the explanation that so long
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as the illusion of a snake or silver lasts there comes into being
the corresponding object which is logically indefinable
{ sfyd=+itg ). The Viparitakhydtividin maintuins that in the
rope-snake illusion the rope is the object of the perception
of snake. But this is absurd. The object of a cognition
cannot be other than what is revealed in it. So, the object
of the cognition of snake cannot be anything but the
snake, The Naiyayika tries to explain the presentative character
of the snake by assuming an extraordinary form of sense-con-
tact with the distant snake. But, when the snake is perceived
it is known to be *here’ and ‘now’ and not in a distant place
e. g. the jungle. Hence, the Advaitin arrives at the conclusion
that in the rope-snake illusion the snake must actually be
present where it is seen, though it enjoys merely a temporary
existence so long as the illusion lasts, and because it ~an be
neither absolutely real, nor absolutely unreal, nor both together,
it must be indefinable, That which is absolutely real, e.g.,
the self, can never be sublated and that which is absolutely
unreal, e, g., a man’s horn, can never be perceived. The illu-
sory snake is perceived for some time and then sublated by a
correcting experience. Therefore, it cannot be absolutely
unreal or absolutely real. It cannot be both simultaneously,
because two contradictory predicates can't qualify the same
entity. Hence the illusory snake is indefinable. As this snake
cannot be the object of our practical activities, it cannot belong
to the order of empirical existence to which the real snake
belongs. It belongs to a relatively less real order of being
called the pratibhasika sattd or illusory existence. It may be
asked : How can an illusory snake be produced in the absence
of a cause at the time ? The Advaitin’s answer is that an illu-
sory object belongs to a different order of existence, so it need
not be produced by the same cause as produces the empirical
object and the desired cause is present in the form of nescience
(mfyar ), impression ( 5= ) and defective sense-organ which
combine together to produce the illusory object on the one
hand and the corresponding illusion on the other,%°
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The Bhifta realist sees many reasons to be dissatisfied with
this theory. The Advaitin ascribes to the illusory snake an
indefinable nature which is different from the absolutely real
and the absolutely unreal on the ground of the inexplicability
" of its being perceived and being sublated. But even if his theory
be accepted the inexplicability remains as itis. That which is
different from the absolutely real, e. g,, a man’s horn, cannot
be perceived and that which is different from the absolutely
unreal, ¢. g., the self, cannot be sublated ; hence the illusory
snake, which is supposed by the Advaitin to be different from
the absolutely real and the absolutely unreal, can neither be per-
ceived nor be sublated, whereas it is actually perceived and
sublated. Thus the difficulty is not really solved. Again, the
Advaitin may be asked : If the object of the illusion ‘this is
silver’ be an indefinable silver, what is the object of the correc-
ting cognition “this is not silver’ 7 The negation of the percei-
ved indefinable silver cannot be the said object; otherwise the
relation of the sublated and the sublator existing between the
two cognitions will be reversed. In the case of the negation of
an indefinable silver by the sublating cognition the latier will be
equivalent to ‘this is not an indefinable silver’; but, because the
perceived silver is supposed to be actually an indefinable silver,
this sublating cognition will be false. The Advaitin may say
that the sublating cognition is not false, because, though the
indefinable silver was actually present formerly, it is no more
there now, and this fact is revealed by the sublating cognition.
But this is wrong. What the sublating cognition reveals is not
the subsequent non-existence of the illusory object, but its
non-existence at the time when it was perceived to exist. Hence
‘this is not silver’ does mot mean ‘thisis not an indefinable
silver” Again, it cannot mean ‘this is not the usual empirical
silver,’ because in that case it will confirm the first cognition,
which, according to the Advaitin, cognises an indefinable silver
instead of sublating it and thus its sublatory character will
become inexplicable. The Advaitin may say that the sublating
cognition means ‘the real silver is absent here.' Butin this
case the first cognition whose object is an indefinable silver and
the subsequent cognition whose object is the absence of a real
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silver, will be as different as the cognition of a jar and that of
the absence of acloth; and *so there cannot be the relation
of the sublated and the sublator between them. The two cog-
nitions assert two different things so that there cannot be any
opposition between them. Thus the Advaita theory is untena-
ble. The fact is that the first cognition wrongly asserts the
identity of ‘this’ and ‘silver’ and the second one rectifies the
mistake by denying the identity ; and this is exactly what the

theory of viparltakhydti says.®!

(1IV) Akhyativada—Prabhikara as a staunch believer in
the Miminsd doctrine of seif-validity of knowledge reduces
all error and doubt to simply an absence of knowledge. He
asserts that all experience is valid. *“It is strange indeed how a
cognition can apprehend an object and yet be invalid.”"* Now
if all apprehension is valid, whence do we have the distinction
of valid and invalid knowledge ? Prabhikara says thatso far
as the element of apprehension is concerned all the so-called
invalid cognitions are valid, while the element that is invalid is
no apprehension at all.  An illusion is not a unitary cognition
but a composite of two cognitions whose distinction is not
apprehended. 1llusion is not a positive misapprehension but a
negative non-apprehension.  When we fall a victim to illusion
and are misguided by it, the error on our part is notan error
of commission but an error of omission. The error occurs
not because we misapprehend reality but because we fail to
apprehend and thus we miss some relevant feature of reality,

Prabhikara’s theory of illusion is called ‘akhy@tivida,®
because it interprets illusion as the absence of ‘*khydti' or
knowledge. Prabhikara like the Advaitin holds that the object
of a cognition is that alone which is manifested by it. In the
illusion ‘*this is silver’ what is manifested is the silver ; soits
object is the silver and not the nacre as the viparitakhyati-
viidin says. Thus the theory that it manifests an object, the
nacre, as a different object, the silver, is disproved by experie-
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nce. How cana thing appear in the form of another thing ?
What happens in the illusion of silver is that a piece of nacre
is apprehended generically, while its specific features that
distinguish it form a piece of silver, -are not apprehended due
to their suppression, and then the memory image of silver is
suggested to the mind by similarity while the character of its
beinga memory image is forgotten on account of some weak-

ness. Thus the object of recollection, viz., the silver, is not
distinguished from the nacre, and consequently the illusion of

silver takes place. The silver is represented and the nacre is
presented, but they are mnot discriminated from each other.
Hence the illusion is nothing but an absence of discrimination
( fr¥wret ). This is why Prabhakara's theory is called ‘*viveki-
khyiti’ The cause of the non-discrimination is the obscuration
of memory ( #afwwmy ). The object of memory belongs to the
past ; itis always referred to as ‘that’ in contrast with the
object of perception which is referred to as ‘this,’ but when it
is stripped of ‘that-ness’ ( w=a=m= ) the memory becomes obs-
cured. But why should it be called memory when it is not
recognised as such ? dalikanatha says that the ‘silver’ is neither
perceived nor inferred, because neither there is a contact of the
eye with silver nor there is a mark( f& ) of the presence of
silver. Thus by the method of elimination it is concluded that
the silver is remembered. Due to non-discrimination the illu-
sory cognition of silver appears as similar to the cognition of
a real silver, and this prompts some practical activity which is
similar to that prompted by the real silver. Consequently one
bends down to pick up the ‘silver’ and is disappointed to find
merely a piece of nacre. Then it is realised that “this’ is not
silver. The part of the illusory experience that is sublated
thus by the subsequent volitional experience is the eclement of
memory, the *silver,’ while the presented element “this’ is not
sublated. Ina dream the memory images of past experience
are revived by some unseen agency ( sg=%7 ) and they appear
like apprehension because the fact that they are recollected is
forgotten. In the illusion of a yellow conch there are really two
cognitions, one apprehending the vellowness of the bile resi-
ding in the eye without apprehending the substance, the bile,
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and the other apprehending the substance of the conch without
apprehending its whiteness. Then, because a substance and a
quality always stand in mutual expectancy ( =gt ), the two
apprehensions cannot remain unrelated, and consequently the
manifestation appears as similar to the manifestation of a real
yellow conch. Inthe illusion of the double moon the rays
issuing from the two eyes give rise to two different apprehen-
sions of the moon which is one and the illusion persists inspite
of the fact that the oneness of the moon is not forgotten. This
is not a case of memory-obscuration. Here as in the ‘yellow
conch’ illusion there is a non-discrimination between two appre-
hensions and not between one apprehension and one memory
image as in the nacre-silver illusion. In all these illusions the
non-discrimination is caused by defects. Defects simply disturb
the normal functioning of a cause ; they cannot give risetoa
different effect. A defective seed of wheat results either in a
deficient growth or in no growth, but it cannot produce a
barley-plant. Similarly, the defect of the senses produce either
an incomplete cognition of the nacre or no cognition, but they
cannot produce the cognition of an entirely different object,
viz., the silver, as the viparitakhyativadin supposes.®3

Sucaritamisra criticises Prabhiikara's view as follows : Pra-
bhikara says that illusion is not one psychosis but a composite
psychosis consisting of a perception and a memory, which in
their individual capacity are true. But then an illusion ceases
to be invalid, Prabhikara disregards the universally accepted
view of people that illusion is a single psychosis and definitely
false. Prabh&kara's view that error consists in the non-appre-
hension of difference ( ¥xmmE ) is not supported by Sabara
whom he professes to follow. Sabara has declared in the most
unambiguous terms that error consists in a positively false cog-
nition and is due to some defectsin the source% He hag
never mentioned non-apprehension as a cause of error. More-
over, what is this non-apprehension ? Prabhakara cannot say
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that it is the negationof apprehension, because he does not
accept the reality of negation. Memory which does not appear
as memory cannot be equivalent to non-apprehension and con-
sequently the cause of illusion, because memory is correct s0
far as it reveals an object while illusion is not correct but false,
Moreover, when | remember some thing and fail to be cons-
cious of the fact that I am remembering it, the mistake lies in
the memory and not in the perception of ‘this’. The remembe-
red silver is different from the perceived ‘this’. How cana
mistake pertaining to one thing falsify a perception of a diffe-
rent thing 7 The failure of memory cannot convert the percep-
tion of one thing, the nacre, into that of a different thing,
the silver. Again, in the illusion “this is silver’ ‘this’ is perceived
and ‘silver’ is remembered according to Prabhidkara; but why
should a man, however desirous of silver he may be, bend down
to pick up “this" 7 Unless the man knows ‘this’ to be silver he
cannot be prompted to possess ‘this’. 1f mere non-discrimina-
tion can prompt him to pick up, he can be prompted to pick
up a lump of clay too. The lapse of the memory of silver is
supposed to be the cause of non-discrimination ; but the lapse
of memory remains the same even if there be a lump of clay in
the place of the nacre. So he must pick up the lump of clay as
he picks up the nacre. If Prabhikara accepts that the nacre is
perceived as silver in order to explain the practical activity
consequent upon the illusion, then he accepts viparitakhyati.
The similarity of ‘this’ with silver cannot be the cause of the
practical activity. If a man can pick up nacre due to its similarity
with silver, then he can also milk a ‘gavaya,’ knowing that it is
similar to a cow. The sublating consciousness appears in the
form ‘this is not silver,” by which silver-ness is denied of “this.”
A denial presupposes an affirmation. But if the silver is inde-
pendently remembered as Prabhakara says, the subsequent
denial becomes meaningless. Asa matter of fact in ‘this is
silver’ “this” is identifled with ‘silver’ and it is a positive expe-
rience like the experience of real silver.®®

66. KK on 5V, 5. 19.
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Prabhikara’s theory is contradicted by experience. We do
not perceive any difference between an illusory silver and a
real one so long as the illusion persisis. The illusion of silver
is taken to be as real and valid as the perception of real silver
so long as the mistake is not detected. 1llusion does not appear
to be a negative non-apprehension of difference ( ¥%7ag ) buta
positive apprehension of non-difference or identity ( sthzar ).
Tt is this positive character of illusion that urges one to act.
We are not conscious of two cognitions in illusion, but of nume-
rically one cognition only. If one does not see “this’ and *silver’
as identical, then prior to the appearance of the sublating con-
sciousness he should be able to apprehend their difference.
Moreover, if one who covets silver should fetch the silver
thinking that he ought to do so when actually he ought not to
do so, then itis viparitakhyéti, because that which is not to be
done appears as that which is to be done. Il it does not appear
as that which is to be done, then he will not at all try to

fetch it.%0
12. Conclusion.

Comparing the different theories of illusion we find that
everyone of them is deficient in one or more respects. The
«asatkhyfiti’ theory, finding that the object that is perceived in
illusion is not actually present in the place where it is observed,
draws the exaggerated conclusion that it is absolutely non-exis-
tent, It fails to explain how an absolutely non-existent object
can present itsell. The ‘atmakhyati’ theory asserts that there
exists something corresponding to the illusory object, but it is
pot an objective fact: it is a subjective idea that wrongly
appears as an objective fact in illusion. This theory is wrong
in holding that the illusory object has mo objective basis and
that it is purely a creation of mind. It fails to explain the per-
ceptual character of illusion. The ‘anirvacaniyakhyiti’ theory
tries to explain the perceptual character of illusion by assuming
the temporary production of a real object corresponding to
illusion; but it misses the fact that illusion is a false cognition,
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The ‘akhyati’ theory offers a good psychological analysis of illu-
sion and itis right in pointing out that in illusion there is
some objective fact which is viewed incompletely and there is
the memory image revived due to similarity ; but it fails to
explain how the memory image is synthesised or fused with
the given fact. In fact it denies that there is any synthesis at
all and it also denies the falsity of illusion, thereby explaining
away a fact of experience. The Nyiya theory of ‘viparitakhyati’
is more satisfactory except that it makes the unintelligible
assumption of an extra-normal sense-contact in order to ex-
plain the perceptual character of illusion. Like the Vedinta
theory it introduces an extraordinary factor in its account of
illusion. While, according to the Vedidnta, the object of illu-
sion is extraordinary, according to the Nydya the sense-func-
tioning is extraordinary. The Bhiitta theory is right in rejecting
the assuption of anextraordinary factor and in holding that
illusion has an objective basis ; but it too fails to explain the
perceptual character of the illusory object.



CHAPTER 1V
TESTS OF TRUTH AND ERROR

1t has been observed that the Bhatta distinguishes between
validity and truth. Validity includes truth, novelty and certi-
tude. Truth is the correspondence of a subjective content
with an objective fact. Error or falsehood is the absence of
correspondence between them. Our cognitions are expressed
in the form of judgments. A judgment identifies a subject with
a predicate. The nature of negative judgment will be discussed
in the chapter on negation. An affirmative judgment asserts
the identity of a subject with a predicate. If the asserted iden-
tity between the subject and predicate elements is real the
judgment is true, but-ifit is unreal it is false. In the previous
chapter the Bhitta definition of wvalidity was discussed and now
our concern is the ascertainment of validity. So far as the
novelty and certitude of a valid cognition are concerned there
is no difficulty in their ascertainment, Certitude is a subjective
feeling of the cogniser that may or may not accompany his
cognition and it is immediately known whenever it is present,
Novelty is always known through ‘anupalabdhi’ or non-appre-
hension of the apprehensible, There appears a feeling of un-
familiarity or strangeness when some new thing is cognised.
It is the truth of a cognition whose ascertainment is more impor-
tant. ‘How is the truth of a cognition known 7 It is the ques-
tion whose answer given by different theorists varies widely.
How can we know that a cognition is true? What is the test
or criterion of truth ? Anything which enables us to decide
whether & cognition is true or false may be called the test or
criterion of truth. Truth is defined as correspondence; but how
can we discover this correspondence ? We cannot directly
know that a cognition corresponds with a fact, because we can-
not know a fact otherwise than through cognition. We discover
the correspondence between a face and its photograph because
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we know them independently of each other. But we cannot
know a fact independently of cognition. Hence their correspon-
dence can be known only indirectly, With the question of the
knowledge ( 9fi) of truth there is also the question of the
genesis ( 3w5a ) of truth. Now we have to see what the Bhita
view about the genesis and ascertainment of truth is and on
what grounds the rival theories are rejected.

Miadhaviicirya summarises the various Indian views in the
. following verse :

TATTETRIRR T4: iedn G

Sarfwred T,  ANTEIETH F—

qUH qTA: 9, AT, drai:

waTeE & g qraarEr | ( SDS, p. 131)

“The Sankhyas hold that both truth and error are intrinsic,
the Naiyayikas that both these are extrinsic ; the Bauddhas say
that the latter is intrinsic while the former, truth, is extrinsic ;
the followers of the Veda (i.e.the Miminsakas) say that
truth is intrinsic and error extrinsic.”

1. The Sankhya Theory.

The Sankhya theory of intrinsic truth and error is based on
the view that an effect pre-exists in its cause ( sepdarr ). That
which is absolutely non-existent, e. g., the hare’s horn, cannot
be produced. Therefore, that which is produced must have
pre-existence. There is observed a fixed relation between 2
material cause, e. g. clay, and its effect, e. g. 2 pot. Whoever !
wishes to have a pot can have it out of clay alone. A pot can-
not be produced from yarns and a cloth cannot be produced
from clay. 1fa pot were absolutely mon-existent prior 1o its
production we could bring it about from yarns as well, because
in that case there would be no difference between clay and
yarns. Hence it must be accepted that a pot exists in a latent
form in clay alone and the operation of an agent consists in
actualising or manifesting this form. What is generally called
production ( Zeafsr ) is a variety of manifestation ( sifi=afis ).
When a pot existing in its full form is hidden by darkness, it
is said to be manifested by the action of light which

3P. M,
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removes the veil of darkness. When a pot existing in a poten-
tial form is hidden by another form of clay it is said to be
produced by the action of an agent who removes that form of
clay which veils the form of the pot. There is no essential diffe-
rence between the two actions, as both remove an obstruction.
Therefore, an effect already exists in its material cause and
that which does not exist can never be accomplished. Thus
truth and error are inherent in knowledge. They cannot
be brought about by any extraneous means. Truth and error
depend on the same causes which produce knowledge and not
on any additional factor, e. g. merit or demerit, and they are
revealed by knowledge itself. We need not go beyond know-
ledge for the ascertainment of its truth and falsehood.®

The Sinkhya theory is based on a wrong view of causation.
The view that an effect pre-exists in its material cause is contra-
dicted by non-apprehension ( srgefes ). We never perceive a
pot in clay prior to its production. The restriction that a pot
can be produced from clay alope and not from any other thing
is quite explicable on the ground of difference in potency
{ sz ). The potency of producing a pot exists in clay alone
and not in yarns and other things. This potency is subtle and
supersensible. It cannot be directly observed through sense-
organs. Its existence is known through presumption ( sfwier ).
The Sankhya says that the form of a pot is veiled by the form
of clay and hence, though it is not open to direct observation,
it cannot be said to be non-existent on that account. But what
does the Sinkhya mean by the form of clay that is supposed
to veil the form of a pot 7 If the genus ‘clay-ness’ ( Te=ifs ) is
meant, then, as it persists in all the modifications of clay, the
pot-form will ever remain veiled or unmanifested. If by clay-
form is meant a former arrangement of the parts of a lump of
clay (gr=41 sfiquvzsfy@s:), then does it not continue when the pot-
form is manifested ? The S@nkhya maintains that nothing
can be destroyed just as nothing can be produced. Accordingly

1. KKonS5V, 2 3. N.B. Sucaritamiira's attempt to base the

Sankhya theory of intrinsic validity on the SZnkhya conception
of causation scems (o be rather far-intched.
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the particular arrangement of the parts of a lump of clay
can never be destroyed and consequently the pot-form will ever
remain veiled. The Sankhya says that there can be no distine-
tion among a material cause, €. g. clay, an efficient cause, e. g.
a potter, and a non-inherent ( swsaaify ) cause, e. g the colour
of clay otherwise than on the supposition that an effect pre-
exists in its material cause. But this can be explained on the
ground of difference in potency. Not everything indiscrimina-
tely can undergo a particular modification. Clay alone posse-
sses the potency of being modified into a pot-form, while the
efficient cause, viz. the potter, can assist only by manipulating
a lump of clay from outside—he cannot enter materially into
the effect, viz., the pot. Hencea pot cannot exist prior to its
production and when it is produced we definitely recognise that
it was non-existent formerly. Thus the theory of satkfiryavida,
being contrary to facts, cannot be the basis of the instrinsi-

cality ( #7#= ) of truth and error.®

Truth and error are two mutually contradictory properties.
They cannot reside simultancously in a cognition, just as heat
and cold cannot reside simultaneously in water. Water in its
natural form is cold and it acquires heat when it has contact
with fire. Similarly, a cognition must have only one form
naturally belonging to it and the other form must be acciden-
tally produced in it by some extraneous cause; but it can
never be supposed to possess (W0 opposite forms, viz. truth and
error, inherently belonging to it. The Sankhya can say that
some cognition is inherently true and some inherently false and
thus he can avoid self-contradiction. But then it becomes diffi-
cult to ascertain which cognition is true and which false. None
can be sure of the truth or falsehood of a cognition as soon as
it is born. Two individual cognitions, one inherently true and
another inherently false, possess in common the property of
being a cognition and hence their difference cannot be discerned
unless some external indicator is noticed to be present in one
and absent in the other. 1f such an indicator is not recognised,
there will be suspension of judgment and consequently all pra-

2. 1hbid. 2. 35.
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ctical activity will be arrested. If some external criterion is
resorted to in the discrimination of truth from falsehood, then
truth and falsehood cease to be inherent and self-evident and
thus the Sinkhva has to give up his cherished tenet. 1f truth
and falsehood could be known independently of all extraneous
considerations, none would suffer from doubt regarding the
real character of a cognition. Therefore the Siankhya view is
wrong.?

2. The Nyaya Theory.

In opposition to the Sinkhya the MNaiyiyika maintains that
truth and falsehood both are extrinsic to knowledge in respect
of genesis as well as of ascertainment. The Nydya theory
receives a brief treatment in the Slokavirtika and its commenta-
ries in which the chief rival is the Buddhist. The Nyiya theory
coincides partly with the Buddhist (in respect of the extri-
nsic nature of truth ) and partly with the Bhitta ( in respect
of the extrinsic pature of falsehood ). Hence the Bhitta argu-
ments against the Buddhist theory of extrinsic truth are appli=
cable to the Nyidya theory too. Below is given Jayanta's
account of the Nyliya theory.*

Truth and falsehood are specific qualities of cognitions. A
cognition is the manifestation of some object, which depends
on certain causal conditions, e. g. the operation of sense-organs.
Mow, while object-manifestation is produced by certain general
conditions, truth and falsehood, which are specific features of
object-manifestation, must be produced by some specific features
of the general conditions, The specific features responsible for
the production of truth and falsehood are the merits ( g ) and
demerits ( 5w ) of the conditions of knowledge respectively,
Merits and demerits are additional features in the cause of
cognition, which add the qualities of truth and falsehood res-
pectively in cognition. Hence truth and falsehood are not intri-
nsic or natural but extrinsic or adventitious. Merits and
demerits are positive features. Merit is not merely an absence

3. KK & NR on SV, 2. 35-37 ; NTV, pp. 30-33.
4. NM, pp. 170-74.
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of demerit, nor is demerit a mere absence of merit. It is easy
to know from the science of medicine what the merits and
demerits of sense-organs are. Even a man with healthy sense-
organs acquires certain excellences in them by the use of certain
medicines and these excellences are their merits. Diseases, ¢. g.
jaundice, are the demerits of sense-organs. It is said that
effects depend on their causes for their birth but they produce
their effects independently of their causes, and hence a Ccogni-
tion depends for its birth on the operation of the senses but it
produces its effect, viz. the manifestation of its object, indepen-
dently. Kumirila® has offered this as a proof of the intrinsica-
lity of truth. But what, ‘it may be asked, is intended by this
independence ? So far as the conditions of a cognition are
concerned their independence in producing the latter is accep~
ted, butit does not prove that truth is independent of any
condition and so natural, because it has been shown as depen-
ding on the excellences of the senses. And so far as cognition
is concerned the question of its dependence or independence in
producing its effect does not arise, because it has no effect.
Manifestation of object is not an effect of cognition, butis
identical with cognition itself. And if activity in relation
1o the object revealed to the cogniser is supposed to be an
effect of his cognition, then it obviously depends on such
additional conditions as the desire of the cogniser etc.

The ascertainment of truth depends on some extraneous
considerations just as its production depends on some exiraneous
factors. At the time of the origination of a cognition there is
no knowledge of its truth or falsehood. When the cognition of
a blue object arises, the object is known to be blue ; but the
truth of the cognition is not known at that time, and subse-
quently when it is known it is not known independently because
such knowledge depends on fruitful activity (sefram=). Fruitul
activity is the test of truth and fruitless activity (agfafagm) is
the test of falsehood. But how can, it may be asked, any activity
ensue on the cognition of an object unless the cognition is
already known as true ? The upholder of the intrinsicality of
truth says that if the knowledge of truth is supposed to depend

5. S5V, 2.48.
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on the knowledge of successful action there will be mutual
dependence ( s=it+qi#g ), as successful action will then depend
on the knowledge of truth and the knowledge of truth will
depend on successful action, and again the knowledge of truth
will become needless because the object of cognition has
already been attained. The MNydya reply is that there is no
mutual dependence, because practical activity with reference to
a perceived object takes place in the absence of the knowledge
of truth. Whena man perceives water and approaches it to
quench his thirst, it is not necessary that he must have ascer-
tained the truth of his perception before proceeding towards it.
What prompts him to act is his sﬁonmmous or instinctive
belief in the reality of the object of his perception. 'Whether his
belief is justified or not is a different question which is decided
by ascertaining the truth of the perception. The case of our
knowledge of objects which are not directly perceived is diffe-
rent. There practical activity follows from mere doubt, and if
it is found successful the corresponding cognition is judged to
be true. Our knowledge of such unseen objects as God, heaven
etc., cannot be directly verified, yet we can ascertain its truth
by the application of such tests as we might have derived from
the verification of our knowledge of perceived objects. The
ascertainment of the truth of our knowledge of perceived
objects by successful activity, though useless in itself, has the
value of giving us a knowledge of the means which distingui-
shes truth from falsechood and which we can avail ourselves of
in judging the truth of our knowledge of unseen objects.

_ The subsequent volitional experience of successful activity
15 an external evidence which proves the truth of our cognitions,
But is the knowledge of successful activity, it may be asked,
intrinsically true or does it require verification like the first
cognition of an object? Ifit is intrinsically true, what is its
superiotity over the first cognition on account of the absence
of which the latter is not held to be intrinsically true ? If it
ref:[uir:s further verification, then the process of verification
will never come to an end and consequently no truth of anmy
knowledge will ever be known. The Naiydyika answers that
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verification is not an endless process, because the knowledge
of successful activity does not stand in need of further verifi-
cation. All knowledge is a means to some practical end and
hence it needs to be tested in order to attain practical success.
The knowledge of the result, on the other hand, ends in itself,
not leading to further result, and hence there arises no need to
test its truth. When practical success has been achieved one
feels no doubt about it, and, because doubt is the motive behind
the ascertainment of truth, the ascertainment of the truth of
volitional experience becomes motiveless. In the case of the
first knowledge of water, for instance, people doubt its truth
because such a knowledge is observed to arise even in the
absence of water as in the illusion of mirage. Soits truthis
to be examined and it is known from some extraneous evidence,
viz. the knowledge of successful activity. Buot, as the know-
Jedge of successful activity is never seen to arise in the absence
of successful activity, none entertains doubt about it, and conse-
quently there is no motive to examine its truth.

Even when there is a doubt the truth of the experience of
successful activity can be ascertained by its harmony ( 591% )
with further experiences of its object. When walter is seen we
exp=ct that it will quench our thirst and if the expected thing
actually happens, i e., if the cognition leads to a successful
action it is proved to be true and there is no scope for doubt-
ing the truth of the visual cognition of water. If still there
remains some doubt it can be removed by tactual, kinzsthetic
and other experiences. A visual perception of water reveals
the form of water in a general way and if we notice the special
features of water in it by touching, bathing, washing etc. the
first visual perception is verified, because such a series of ex-
periences can never be possible unless the perceived water is
real. It is true that we sometimes have such a series of experie-
nces in dreams also. But when we have it during waking state
we are fully aware that we are not dreaming. In a dream there
is no consciousness of the fact that we are dreaming, and so
the illusion of volitional satisfaction cannot be avoided in the
state. But in the state of wakefulness we are perfectly sure that
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we are waking and not dreaming and that such a series of
experiences cannot arise in the absence of real water, Thus
the truth of the experience of successful activity, when it is
confirmed by other sensory experiences during waking state,
can never be doubted.

The truth of wvolitional experience can be tested in still ano-
ther way by examining its antecedent conditions. If even after
a vigorous and careful search we do not find any defect in the
conditions, we can safely believe that our volitional experience
of successful activity is true. The defects of the antecedent
conditions that vitiate our knowledge resulting from them are :
rapid movement of objects as in the case of a firebrand in
motion, similarity of the objects of knowledge to other objects
as in the case of a shell, dimness of light, drowsiness of mind,
an acute feeling of hunger, thirst, tiredness etc., the diseases of
the sense-organs and so on. If such defects are absent our
knowledge of successful activity cannot but be true. It may be
asked : why should we not examine the conditions of the first
knowledge of an object in this way instead of examining the
conditions of subsequent practical experience ? The answer
is that we can certainly do so if we choose, but it does not
prove the theory of intrinsic truth, nor does it disprove the
theory of extrinsic truth. If we ascertain the truth of our first
perception of water on the ground of the absence of any vitia-
ting factor in the antecedent conditions, we appeal to an extra-
neous test, and hence in this case too truth is known extrinsi-
cally. But ordinarily people are not interested in the examina-
tion of the conditions of their first perceptions. What they
are interested in is the attainment of expected results from
their first perceptions, and when there is actual attainment of
such results the truth of the first perceptions becomes evident.
But if there is any doubt the conditions giving rise to subse-
quent volitional experience are examined by people and not
those which give rise to first perceptions. Thus a knowledge
of successful activity resulting from a cognition is the test of
the truth of that cognition and in the same way a knowledge
of disappointment or practical failure ( sraffisiar ) is the test of
falsehood, and both these tests are extraneous to the conditions
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that give ris¢ to knowledge. Knowledge by itsell is meutral,
i. e.is not known to be true or false. 1fit could be possible
there would be no disappointment in practical activities. Truth
and falsehood are not self-evident ; they are always knmown
through inference.

There are some cases of knowledge whose truth appears to
be self-evident. The knowledge of familiar objects, e. g. my
house, my body etc., is known as true immediately at the time
when it arises and we do not feel the need of verifying it by
successful activity. 1, then, such knowledge intrinsically true ?
The Naiyiyika replies that the knowledge of truth in such cases
is conditioned by familiarity and that it is not self-evident
though it arises quickly. The truth of the knowledge of a new
.object is ascertained on the ground of practical success to
which it leads if itis true. When a new object is cognised
repeatedly it becomes familiar and we need not test the truth
of its cognition on subsequent occasions in the same way as
when it was new. Truth in such cases is known through infe-
rence based on familiarity and not on successful activity.

Kumarila and his followers reject the theory of extrinsic
truth and falsehood. If truth or falsehood is not natural to
knowledge but super-added to it by excellences or deficiencies
.of the causal conditions, then it would follow that knowledge
is characterless ( fawsswa ) at the time of its birth. But a know-
ledge which is neither true nor false is an impossibility, Either
truth or falschood must be natural or inherent in knowledge.
Again if the ascertainment of truth and falsehood of knowledge
is supposed to depend on inference which takes place ata
later time, knowledge will lack certitude prior to the application
of the test of truth and hence there will never be any practical
activity immediately after knowledge, which is obviously
against common experience. No activity is seen to follow from
a doubtful knowledge. And if the Naiydlyika maintains that
successful activity from a neutral or doubtful knowledge is
possible, then he contradicts the very first aphorism of the
Nyiya Stitra which says that a study of praminas is under-
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taken because it is only through valid knowledge that the use-
ful is attained and the harmful is shunned.®

3. The Buddhist Theory.

The Buddhist maintains that falsehood is inherent in all
knowledge while truth is extraneous. A mere appearance of
knowledge does not guarantee its truth. 1t is a matter of com-
mon experience that the knowledge of an object arises some-
times when the object is not actually present and sometimes
when it is actually present.  The knowledge of silver, for ins-
tance, arises when there is actually silver and sometimes when
there is no silver but some other object like silver suchas a
piece of nacre. Therefore, it is precarious to say that silver is
actually present simply on the ground that its knowledge has
been produced. Hence the truth of knowledge cannot be ascer-
tained by the knowledge itself. Truth can be ascertained only
when it is seen that knowledge leads to successful activity.
Successful activity is the result of true knowledge and the truth
of the latter is inferred from the former. When a jar is cogni-
sed the cognition by itself does not give the assurance that the
jar is actually present. But when later on we approach the
object and find that we can fetch water in it or cook food, then
it is ascertained that the cognition was truly of a jar. Again,
even when there is no knowledge of practical success truth can
also be ascertained by the subsequent knowledge that the cause
of knowledge possesses excellence ( gma=srww™ ), or by know-
ing that the knowledge agrees with another knowledge of the
same object ( yiar-atdarT ). So the truth of knowledge is deter-
mined by some other knowledge and not by the same knowledge
because knowledge by itself is always doubtful, on which
account falsehood is inherent in it. All cognitions lack certi-

tude at the time of their origin. Absence of truth is their
inherent characteristic.

From the point of view of genesis too falsehood is natural
and truth is adventitious, Falsehood is nothing but an absence
or negation of truth. Falsehood is a non-entity ( ®a%g ), and

6. KK & NR on SV, 2, 35-36,
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just as a hare's horn, which is a non-entity, cannot be produced
by anything, so falsehood too cannot be produced by anything.
The Mimansaka view that falsehood is generated by the defects
of the cause of knowledge is wrong, because that which is a non-
entity cannot have a cause for its origin. A non-entity has no
origin and hence it is causeless. Therefore, falsehood is present
in knowledge from the very beginning, while truth, beinga
positive entity ( %% ) like a jar, is produced in knowledge ex-
traneously by a cause, viz. the presence of merits in the source,
just as a jar is produced by such causes as the clay, the potter
etc. By merit or excellence is meant the purity ( fymiz ) of the
sense-organs and other sources of knowledge. When the three
dhatus residing in the sense-organs are in a state of equilibrium
( w7 ) the sense-organs are said to be pure and then they
. generate truth in the knowledge derived from them. If truth
were natural to knowledge, who could deny the truth of
dream-cognitions ? So it is falsehood that is natural and it is
not generated by defects. Even when falsehood is seen O
follow from defects of the source, as when the cognition ofa
yellow conch is seen to arise from jaundice, it is not actually
the defects that cause falsehood. What happens in such cases
is that defects being present merits disappear ; consequently
truth cannot be produced and thus falsehood which is inherent
persists in cognition. Defects or demerits include those belong-
ing to the cogniser, e. g. jaundice and those belonging to objects
e. g. minuteness, distance elc. Excellences or merits are : the
healthiness of sense-organs, reliability of a person, nearness
of an object and so on. Defects are not active in producing
falsehood. Their function is_merely to remove merits. Merits
alone are the direct cause of truth, and in their absence—which
is seen in two ways, viz. when demerits are present, and when
either the substratum ( &= ) of merits is absent, as in the case
of the Vedas which are supposed by the Miminsaka to be
authorless, or it is not functioning as in the case of dreams
when sense-organs stop their operations—there is no production
of truth. Itis an error on the part of the Miminsakas to
suppose that falsehood is caused by demerits. The fact is that
demerits merely remove merits. A further proof of the fact that
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falsehood is not produced by demerits is found in the case of
nop-cognition ( =w= ). The MImansaka cites positive and nega-
tive concomitance ( s=gg=afiris ) between demerits and false-
hood as the proof of the former being the cause of the latter.
But this is wrong, because this concomitance, though true in
the case of illusion and doubt, fails in the case of non-cog-
nition which is accepted as false and at the same time as not
depending on demerits but solely on the absence of the cause
of cognition ( wramrensmaarT ) Therefore, the right conclusion
that is forced upon us is that falsehood is uncaused and natural
while truth is caused and adventitious.?

Criticising the Buddhist view Parthasarathi says that false
hood is not merely an absence of truth. The Buddhist view
that falsehood is a non-entity and hence not produced by any
cause is based on a wrong conception of falsehood. Falsehood
is not prior negation of certitude ( Mu3gmrs ) as the Buddhist
seems to hold. 1t is true that prior negation of something is
uncaused and the view that falsehood is uncaused might have
been true if falsehood were merely prior negation of certitude.
In the case of an illusion, e. g. that of silver in shell, which is
a form of false knowledge, the perceiver is as confident of the
presence of silver asin the case of real silver. False know-
ledge is positive in character. 1t represents something as a
different thing due to certain vitiating factors ( Ztwffewa-
Tunimes ), and this is known from positive and negative con-
comitance. The knowledge which is doubtful in its very origin
also is known to arise from certain defects. As for non-cogni-
tion, it is obviously due to the absence of causes which give
rise to cognition. But that which is true in the case of non-
cognition need not be true in the case of illusion and doubt,
Therefore, falsehood is not uncaused and natural, but is caused
by defects or vitiating conditions.®

The Buddhist says that truth is caused by excellences and
where there are no excellences there is no truth. But if it were
true, there could be no jota of truth in the cognition of a

7. §V,2, 38-45 i KK & NR on ibid.
8. NRM, P. 38,
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white conch as yellow or in that of a shell as silver, which is
produced by the visual sense devoid of excellences. In the
cognition of a yellow conch the element of conchness is true,
though yellowness is false. In the illusion of silver in shell too
the cognition is true in respect of such general features as
brightness, a triangular shape etc. The elements of truth in
the aforesaid cognitions are evidently caused not by excellences,
for there are no excellences, but by merely the conditions of
knowledge ( s=wrml=faaas ). Moreover, it is the purity of the
sense-organs etc,, thatis meant when the Buddhist talks of
excellences. But if this be so, then excellences become equiva-
lent to absence of blemishes (#rrans ); and the Mimdnsaka
is not opposed to this view, because it does not interfere with
the truth of the Veda. The Veda has no author and so the ques-
tion of the presence of blemishes in its source does not arise.
In fact truth is not caused by the presence of excellences or
the absence of blemishes in the generating conditions of know-
ledge, but it is natural or intrinsic to knowledge, Wherever
excellences are seen in the cause of knowledge they are not
directly operative in producing truth. They merely serveasa
means of removing blemishes ( ZmfwwTataifraaar ). The pre-
sence of blemishes interferes in the production of true know-
ledge. But when they are expelled by the presence of excellences
they cannot offer any interference. Excellences are not directly

the cause of truth.?

Thus when it is not established that truth depends on the
excellences or soundness of the source of knowledge, the infe-
rence of truth from excellences has no justification. The Bud-
dhist contention that all knowledge is known to be false at the
time of its origin because falsechood depends on the conditions
that give rise to knowledge, cannot be supported. 1f knowledge
is inherently false and immediately known to be false, illusion
and disappointment cannot be explained. If a shell is perceived
as silver and we immediately krow that it is not silver, aswe
should know according to the Buddhist theory, then our moving
and approaching the ‘silver’ and the subsequent corrective

9. NR & KK on 5V, 2, 47-48.
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knowledge that itis not silver become inexplicable. On the
contrary, even such a false knowledge is accepted to be true at
the time of its origin, and this fact shows that knowledge is
known to be true intrinsically, while falsehood is a later dis-
covery depending on conditions extraneous to the conditions of
knowledge.'®

The Buddhist may say that knowledge is not known to be
positively false at the moment of its origin but that so long as
its truth is not ascertained we remain in doubt about its real cha-
racter and asdoubt is a form of invalid knowledge all knowledge
must be invalid intrinsically, But this scepticism is quite un-
founded and logically it can never be terminated. To say that
the knowledge of truth depends on the knowledge of the sound-
ness of its source is beset with difficulties which know no end.
If the truth of a cognition is not selfestablished the truth of
the cognition of the soundness of its source is equally non-
established by itself. To ascertain the truth of the former we
have to ascertain the truth of the latter which again is to be
ascertained extraneously in the same way and so on without
coming to any end of the process. Thus scepticism about the
first cognition will never be removed, 1!

As the knowledge of the soundness of generating conditions
cannot establish the truth of a cognition, so the knowledge of
successful activity t0o0 is incompetent for that purpose. 1f the
cognition of a jar is supposed to be unable to establish its own
truth on the ground that such a cognition is seen to arise even
in the absence of a jar, then the cognition of successful activity
100 is unable to establish its own truth on the same ground, i e.,
on the ground that it too is seen to arise even when actually
there is no successful activity, asin dreams. Consequently,
when the knowledge of successful activity itself is not ascer-
tained to be true, how can it prove the truth of the knowledge
of jar 7 And even if it be granted that the knowledge of succe-
ssful activity is true by itself, how can it prove the truth of the
knowledge of jar 7 The knowledge of jar is as different from

10. NTV, p. 36.
11, ah, T
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the knowledge of successful activity as from the knowledge of
cloth. ‘Thisis a jar’ and ‘I bring water in a jar’ assert quite
different things. So how can the latter prove that the former is
truz ? Let this question be left for some later time and let us
take up the first again. 1t will be said that though the know-
ledge of successful activity does not by itself certify its truth,
yet the feeling of pleasure or satisfaction that accompanies
successful activity proves its truth. The feeling of pleasure is
niever known to arise in the absence of pleasure ; therefore,
the knowledge of pleasure is self-valid. If a knowledge, e. g.
of a jar, is true, the activity to which it leads must be
successful and if an activity is successful it must result
in a feeling of pleasure. ~As the knowledge of pleasure
cannot deceive us it proves the truth of the knowledge of
successful activity which in turn proves the truth of the know-
ledge that prompted the activity. This contention of the Buddhist
100 is wrong. Itis true that the knowledge of pleasure can
arise only when pleasure is actually felt and not otherwise and
hence it is self-valid. But from the knowledge of pleasure the
truth of the knowledge in question cannot be determined,
because in dreams, hypnosis etc. it is seen that pleasure may
arise from purely imaginary objects.'*

The same reasoning holds in case if coherence with some
other knowledge ( wwi=rsmiz ) is supposed to be the test
of truth. The other knowledge with which agreement of a
certain knowledge is sought may be either of the same kind
or of a different kind ; it may be homogeneous (%74} or hete-
rogeneous ( fmmdtg ). The subsequent visual cognitions of a jar,
for instance, arising in the same person or in different persons
are all homogeneous with its present visual cognition, while its
tactual cognition, inferential cognition and the cognition derived
from a reliable person are all heterogeneous to its present visual
cognition. Now whatever the knowledge with which agreement
is sought may be, the difficulty of infinite regress cannot be
avoided by the upholder of the extrinsicality of truth, because
none of the subsequent cognitions of the same thing can be

12 NRM, p. 37.
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supposed to be intrinsically true. When the subsequent cogni-
tions are homogeneous with the first one, they do not differ
from the first; hence one possessing no superiority over others,
all must be egually true, false or doubtful. Again, heteroge-
neous cognitions of a thing reveal different aspects of it and
consequently there cannot be a real coherence among them.
A visual perception of a jar cannot be verified by its auditory,
tactual and other heterogeneous cognitions, because they reveal
respectively the colour, sound, touch etc., of the jar, which
being different cannot corroborate one another. The qualities
perceived by the different sense-organs are absolutely different
and so there cannot be any agreement among the heterogeneous
perceptions of the same thing. If agreement with a heteroge-
peous cognition is the sole test of truth, then my visual percep-
tion of a jar which reveals its colour cannot but be false because
the auditory and other perceptions cannot apprehend its
colour.®?

Thus if knowledge is not kmown to be true intrinsically,
no extraneous evidence can prove it. Moreover, the intrinsica-
lity of truth is proved by the very reasoning of the upholder”
of extrinsicality. 1t is held that successful activity is the result
of true knowledge and the truth of knowledge, though by itself
undetermined, is inferred from the knowledge of successful
activity, as a cause is inferred from its effect. But such an
inference cannot be reliable unless the invariable concomitance
between true knowledge and successful activity has been obser-
ved repeatedly. We infer the presence of fire from the percep-

tion of smoke at a distance on the ground that we have obser- -

ved smoke and fire together in the past in a large number of
instances and have never observed a contrary instance. Agcor-

dingly one who infers correctly the truth of a knowledge from

successful activity must somehow have known the truthof a

knowledge independently of the knowledge of successful acti-

vity repeatedly on many occasions, which implies that the

truth of knowledge is selfevident.!*

18, S5V, 2, 77-81.
14, NRM, p, 37.
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4. The Bhatta Theory.

Having examined the views held by others Kumdrila con-
cludes that truth is inherent in all cognitions, because, ifit
were not so, it could not be produced by any extraneous con-
dition.)? Umbeka'® distinguishes Kumdrila’s conception of
intrinsicality of truth from the conceptions of the Sinkhya,
Prabhiikara and the Vedidnta and also criticises some wrong
interpretations of this view. The Sankhya view has already
been criticised. Prabhikara’s view of intrinsicality is that all
apprehension is true and knowledge apprehending reality other-
wise than it i5, is an impossibility, and thus he closes his eyes
to the fact of error. Kumdrila, on the other hand, recognises
error and hence his view of intrinsicality is different from
Prabhikara’s. According to the Advaita Vedinta all empirical
knowledge is true so long as the absolute truth, viz. the know-
ledge of Brahman, is not attained. In the previous chapter it
was shown that Kumirila disapproves all these views and
hence his view of intrinsicality is different from them.

Some say that the properties of an effect have their origin
in the properties of the cause. The sense-organs are the cause
of knowledge and they, being of the nature of absence of know-
ledge ( w#ta=yq ), are devoid of cognitive potency ( ararem wfs ).
Hence if there were no cognitive potency inherent in knowledge
it could not be produced by the sense-organs. In this view
by ‘priminya’ is meant the power of revealing objects, which
is natural to knowledge and by ‘aprimiinya’ is meant the absence
of this power, which can be produced by causes not possess-
ing this power. Umbeka says that this interpretation of Kumi-
rila’s view is wrong. This view makes truth intrinsic on the
ground that it cannot be traced to the cause of knowledge,
viz. the senses; truth is infrinsic because it is causeless. But
this is wrong. We do not find massiveness belonging to a
body in the atoms that are the cause of the body; but this does
not imply that massiveness is causeless.

15, SV, 2. 47,
16. TT, pp. 48-55.
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Others say that priminya is the power of producing dis-
cernment ( sft=@4riisr g ) and this belongs to cognition
naturally. Cognitions are momentary and if the said power
were not inherent in them it could never be produced. It
cannot be produced beforea cognition comes into being just
asa picture cannot be produced before the canvas on which
it is painted comes into being. It cannot be produced simul-
taneously with the origination of a cognition just asa picture
cannot be produced simultaneously with the production of
the canvas. It cannot be produced aftera cognitionis pro-
duced, because a cognition, being momentary, cannot stay till
the said power is produced. Therefore, the power of producing
discernment is not an effect at all buta natural possession
of cognitions. This interpretation too is wrong because the
opposite  power of producing non-discernment too will be
natural on the same ground, which cannot be Kumirila’s view.

Umbeka gives his own interpretation as follows : Priminya
consists in the property of a pramina or means of knowledge,
€. g. perception, by virtue of which it reveals an object as it
really exists ( sifysarfr=s ) and itis produced by the same
conditions which give risetoa pramina. The natural form
(#=%7 ) of the causes produces truth in knowledge without
depending on such additional factors as merits, We do not
find any merits in the sense-organs. There is no direct or
indirect proof of their existence. They are neither directly
perceived nor is there any sign from which they could be in-
ferred. The medicines whose application is supposed to pro-
duce merits in the sense-organs do nothing but expel the
blemishes that may vitiate them. Falsehood of knowledge, on
the other hand, is caused by blemishes or defects which are
exiraneous 0 the natural form of sense-organs. Defects,
though they are invisible, are presumed to explain falsehood.

It may be objected that falsehood cannot be traced solely
to the presence of defects in the generating conditions of
knowledge, because where there is presence of defects there
is absence of excellences too and hence it is not proper to hold
only one of them to be responsible for producing falsehood.



CHAFTER 1V, 131

The reply is that falsehood is not merely negation of truth but
positive in character and hence it must be caused by some
positive factor actively producing a misapprehension of things
and such a posititive factor can be no other than a defect.’”

Pérthasirathi draws attention to one possible misinterpre-
tation of svatahprimiinya and paratahapriminya. ‘Svatastva'
or intrinsicality of troth does not imply thatall knowledge
is born true, and ‘paratastva’ or extrinsicality of falsehood
does not imply that knowledge born true is made false by
such extraneous conditions as the subsequent appearance of a
contradicting knowledge ( arewer ) etc. Truth and falsehood
are produced in true and false knowledge respectively simul-
taneously with the production of knowledge, They are properties
of knowledge and are present from the very beginning, It is
not true to say that truth is born with knowledge and falsehood
is added to it subsequently. Falsehood is produced by some
vitiating factors, but the vitiating factors are present from the
very beginning. When silver is falsely perceived in shell
falsehood characterises the perception from the very moment
of its origin, though the consciousness of falschood does not
arise at that time. The true knowledge of shell that arises
later on does not produce falsehood in the first perception of
it assilver. The falsehood was already there, but it was not
known till the appearance of the sublating consciousness.!®
Thus truth is intrinsic in the sense that it is produced by the
natural causes of knowledge and falsehood is extrinsic in the
sense that it is produced by some additional factor vitiating the
natural causes. .

The next question is : How are truth and falsehood known ?
Kumirila says : p |

AT AT9TEHEEA QIR g8 gHI

sprteTe s AR Eea —SV. 2, 53

“The truth, therefore, of knowledge is known through the mere

fact of its being of the nature of knowledge and it is set aside

17. NRM, p. 38,

18, 1 ft I TG ARITARRNIA, TONET SR
—NRM, p. 31,
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( in the form “this is not s0’ ) by the knowledge of the object
as being of a different nature or by the recognition of discre-
pancies in the source.” Knowledge is spontaneously known
to be true. All knowledge excluding doubt brings with it the
conviction of its truth. As soon as knowledge of something
is born it is believed to be true without standing in need of
verification. Itis this spontancous belief in the reality of the
object revealed by knowledge that prompts us to act in a par-
ticular way with reference to it.

It may besaid that if the truth of knowledge is known by
itself at the time of its birth and no other knowledge is required
for that purpose, then a knowledge which is not known to be
true by itself at the time may be rejected as false, and thus,
just as we need no external criterion for judging truth, so we
need none for judging falsehood, the conclusion being that
truth and falsehood both are known intrinsically. This obje-
ction implies an intuitive knowledge of truth and falsehood
and it is rejected on the ground that not only a true knowledge
is known to be true by itself, but even a false knowledge, e. g.
that of silver in shell, is known as true by itself. All cogni-
tions without any discrimination are believed as true by them-
selves, though some of them may actually be false.)® The
illusion of silver in shell is taken to be true at the time of its
origin, but the consciousness that it is an illusion appears
only subsequently. A false cognition does not advertise its
falsehood and hence at the time it is as good as a true cogni-
tion. But when the falsehood of a false cognition is known
it is invariably known through a second cognition. “Even a
false cognition by itself points out the reality of its object and
it would not cease to do so unless its falsehood were detected
by another means.,"*" A cognition -always appears in the
form ‘this is P."  But the fact that ‘this is not P' ( smb=gunaia ),
i. e. the falsehood of a cognition, is not revealed by the same
cognition, but by another cognition. Therefore, it is said that

19. NRM, p. 34.
20. SV, 2.85.
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the truth of knowledge is self-evident ( #am: ) while its falsehood
is evidenced by other means { 5@ ).

Now, whatare those other means by which the falsehood
of acognition is detected? Theyare: (1)a contradicting
experience ( y9@wwa ) and (2 )the knowledge of defects in
the causes of a cognition ( =tygw ). When a cognition, ¢. g.
of silver, appears, we are confident of the real existence of
silver. But later in the course of further exploratory activity
of the senses or when we manipulate the object, the real cha-
racter of the perceived object as shell is discovered, the first
cognition is directly contradicted in the form ‘this is not silver’,
and thus we become aware of the error, Sometimes, as in
the cognition of a vellow conch, the defects of the source are
of a more or less permanent nature and not as temporary
as in the previous case, and under such circumstances the real
character of the perceived object is not directly known. So
long as” one is not aware of the defect or forgets it for the
time being, the cognition is taken to be true; but later when
he becomes aware of the defect he rejects that part of the cog-
nition as false which he can reasonably trace to the defect.. In
the cognition of yellow conch, for instance, he rejects the yellow-
ness as false when he recognises that his eyes are suffering
from jaundice, because he knows that the yellowness actually
belongs to the bile present in his eyes while the conch in the
state of health was seen as white.

It may be said against this view that when the ascertain-
ment of falsehood is made to depend on another cognition
there will be infinite regress as on the theory of extrinsicality
of truth. The reply is that mere dependence is not a cause of
infinite regress. Infinite regress occurs when one thing is made
to depend on another thing of the same kind, for example,
when the truth of one cognition is made to depend on the
truth of another cognition. Thus if the falsehood of one cog-
nition were known on the falsehood of -another cognition the
charge of infinite regress might have been true. But actually
what happens in the present case is simply that the -falsehood
of a former cognition is revealed subsequently by the know-
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ledge of contradiction or of defects while this subsequent
knowledge is self-valid. When falsehood is thus revealed by
a true knowledge there is no need to go on further and hence
there is no infinite regress.®",

It may again be asked : How is it that a later knowledge
contradicts a previous one and not vice versa? First there
appears the cognition “this is silver’ and then another cognition
appears in the form “this is not silver’. It is said that the second
cognition falsifies the first, but it may equally well be supposed
that the first falsifies the second. The reply is that the relation
of the contradictor and the contradicted ( aresamssas ) between
two cognitions does not depend on a mere wish, When the first
cognition ‘this is silver’ appeared the second “this is not silver’
was non-existent and hence the former could not contradict
the latter. But the latter, making its appearance after the for-
mer, reveals the object of the former as posssessing a contra-
dictory nature and on this account it invalidates the former.
The first cognition arises independently of the second, but
the very birth of the second presupposes the first. The cog-
nition ‘this is not silver’ denies the truth of the cognition “this
is silver’ by its mere existence and hence the relation of the
contradictor and the contradicted existing between them cannot
be reversed. ™ :

It has been shown so far that the falsehood of a cognition
i5s known extrinsically through the subsequent consciousness of
contradiction or of the presence of defects in the source.
But sometimes there follows a third cognition which contra-
dicts the second one and in such cases the truth of the firsp
cognition which was wrongly shown to be mistaken by the
second one is restored by the third one. From this it should
not be supposed that the truth of the first cognition is known
extrinsically, because the first cognition determines its object
on account of its own birth and hence it is selfvalid. The
second cognition of discrepancy contradicted the first only by

21. NR on SV, 2, 57,
22, Ibid,
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mistake, but when the third one contradicts the second by
indicating that there is no real discrepancy, the truth of the
first stands unchallenged. The first cognition remains as true
at it naturally was. What the third did was justto show
that the doubt regarding the first generated by the second was
unfounded.

Again seeing that one cognition is contradicted by a sub-
sequent cognition and this too sometimes by still another cog-
nition it is not reasonable to doubt the truth of the third and
so on ad infinitum. Where discrepancies really exist they are
sure to be known sooner or later. We cannot suspect them
even where there is no reasonable ground for suspicion.
Subjective and objective defects which are the causes of false-
hood are found to exist only under special’ circumstances and
not everywhere. When the senses and the mind are in a
healthy condition, there is ample illumination, we are ina
wakeful state and the object is very near, any doubt regarding
the truth of the resultant cognition becomes unnecessary. Thus
when there is no occasion for suspecting the presence of dis-
crepancies the fear that a cognition may turn out as false is
ruled out, Falschood may be suspected where there is a
possibility of discrepancies. It is not proper to doubt the
truth of a cognition merely on the ground thatitisa cognition
like false cognitions. There are cognitions which arise with
the conviction that they are perfectly true. Even when doubt
arises due to a greater distance of the object orto other cir-
cumstances it is easy to dispel the doubt by approaching the
object or by some other recognised method, but universal
scepticism is quite uncalled for. 1fin the third cognition dis-
crepancies are not suspected the matter ends then and there;
but if we find a reasonable ground to examine the third deci-
sion can be arrived at with the help of a fourth cognition and
this is usually enough. When in this way the truth of the first
or second cognition is confirmed by the third or fourth one,
it, being natural, rests unchallenged, while others are proved
to be false.®*

23. NR on 5V, 2. 68-61.
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The Bhitta view is that truth does not depend on any ex-
traneous factor for its revelation and hence it is selfevident.
But how can this view be reconciled with the other view that
a cognition does not reveal itself. It is held that a cognition
does not reveal itself at the time of its appearance and that if
there arises any curiosity it is indirectly known later through
another cognition. But if a cognition depends on another
cognition for its knowledge, itstruth, which isits property,
too must depend on another cognition for its knowledge,
and thus the theory of selfevidence falls to the ground. 1In
reply to this Parthasdrathi says that the theory of self-evidence
does not mean thata cognition apprehends its truth in the
form ‘1 am true,” On the contrary it means that the knowledge
of truth depends on the knowledge of the cognition itself,
and we need not go beyond the cognition for that purpose.
When a cognition arises we are not aware of the cognitive act,
but the awareness of the object manifested by the cognition
definitely occurs and the belief that the object is really as
it is manifested remains implicit until reflective conscious-
ness appears. An explicit consciousness of the truth of a
cognition appears subsequently and then it depends on the
awareness of the cognition itself rather than on any extraneous
consideration. When we judge a cognition as true what we
judge is that the object revealed by the cognition is actually
such as is revealed to iis and not different. The sole means
of knowing the existence and nature of an object is its cogni-
tion and we have to believe what a cognition reveals to us.
When 1 perceive a yellow object the consciousness that the
object is actually yellow arises from the perception alone,
while the consciousness that the object is actually different
in case if the perception be false, arises not from the same per-
ception, but from the knowledge of contradiction of that of
defects in the eyes.2®

5. A Critical Review.

The motive which led the Bhitta to adopt the theory of
instrinsic validity is to seek a theoretical justification for his

24. ‘qm‘l P 33
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belief in the intrinsic validity of the Veda. The Miminsaka
does not believe in the divine authorship; he believes that the
Veda is eternal and uncreated. He could not base the validity
of such Vedic assertions as ‘one desirous of heaven should
sacrifice’ on such extrinsic grounds as the omniscience of God,
as is done by the Maiyiyika, because the hypothesis that there
exists a God could not be supported by reason. The supposi-
tion that there exists a God is absolutely unverifiable through
the available empirical means and to base the validity of the
Veda on such a shaky foundation would have been detrimental
1o the religious feelings of the orthodox Hindus like the Mima-
nsaka. Under such circumstances the safer course was to
prove self-validity in the case of our common beliefs in the
objects of sense and then to extend and generalise it to cover
the case of Vedic knowledge.

Though the Bhitta preaches the theory of self-validity on
account of his partiality for the Veda and thus his attitude
towards the enquiry into the conditions of truth is not ex-
pected to be detached and scientific, yet we find that his
theory contains much that is true. Our primary attitude to-
wards knowledge seems to be that of belief. The knowledge
given by the senses appears with the assurance of its truth.
When 1 see a blue thing 1take it to be a real blue thing and
act accordingly., Action presupposes belief. Our belief in the
truth of our perception appears to be instinctive, while
falsehood is a discovery that is made when there is an expe-
rience of contradiction and practical disappointment. Montague
rightly says. “It seems probable that the primary condition
of consciousness is a condition of acceptance of cerebral
implicates or conscious contents at their face value as real and
as bases for action. Disbelief and doubt are sophisticated or
secondary attitudes which we take towards a content only when
it is contradicted by another content or by the systemasa
whole"*® We proceed to act on the implicit belief that what
we know is true. The Buddhist and Naiyidyika contention that
mere doubt is a sufficient force to make us act seems to be

25, The New Realism, p. 204,



138 PURVA MIMANSA

wrong. Of course, sometimes we do appear to act with reference
to an object of cognition of whose existence we are not fully
convinced, but in such cases our behaviour is rather tentative,
being a part of cognitive activity, and fulfilment of some
pragmatic need is not our aim. Suppose I see at a distance
something like water without being sure of its existence, 1
approach the object simply to verify this initial cognition with
the aim of assuring myself that it is truly water and not of
directly quenching my thirst. But if I am sure that it is water
that I see, I approach it with the direct aim that I will drink
it. When the upholder of extrinsic validity says that practical
activity can be explained by doubt also, he forgets the distinction
between real doubt which is a psycholgical state of oscillating
between two or more alternatives and methodic doubt or doubt
as a method of enquiry. We may investigate the validity of a
judgment by provisionally assuming it as doubtful and then
find out the grounds of its validity. Real doubt and methodic
doubt are different in that while the former is imposed upon
us by the conditions of knowledge, the latter is a matter of
choice. That first expedition to the moon_will be made wi-
thin a decade is a matter of real doubt for me, but that the
three angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles, though
Lam sure of it, may be doubted in order to remember the
process of reasoning that leads to it. Thus it is true that some co-
gnitions are really doubtful, but the contention that every cogni-
tion is doubtful unless it is verified to be truz on external
grounds is not true. Our primary attitude towards perceptual
cognitions at least is that of belief and it s set aside when they
are contradicted by other cognitions. The cognitions derived
from the statements made by others 100 are generally accepted
as true if no reason to disbelieve them is found. The Bhitta
theory of intrinsic validity is based on this psychological fact.

But a mere psychological belief cannot be the ground of
logical certitude, That 1 happen to have a cognition is not
the proof of its truth, To prove its truth we have to collect
evidence that may turn out to be extrinsic to the cognition
itself. But the Naiydyika, though right so far as validity is
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sometimes proved on extrinsic grounds, is wrong when he ass-
erts that validity is proved invariably on extrinsic evidence.
Koffey rightly says : “All extrinsic evidence therefore rests
ultimately on intrinsic evidence and cannot itself be the supreme
test of truth or the ultimate motive of certitude.”2® The propo-
sition that heaven is attained through sacrifice cannot be
proved to be true on intrinsic grounds. We have to seek its
proof elsewhere and can give our assent to it if we can find
sufficient reason to believe it. The Naiydyika bases the truth
of this proposition on the excellence of its source, viz. God.
In the same way the knowledge derived from other persons
e. g. ‘snake-bite causes death’ is known and proved as true if
the person is well-informed and trustworthy or if we actually
observe people dying of snake-bite. But for the truth of the
propositions ‘a well-informed and trustworthy person must be
believed' and “what is perceived in many cases cannot be false’,
which are the extrinsic grounds of proofin the case of the
knowledge that snake-bite causes death, we do not feel the
need of proving them, and hence they are self-evident. “For the
truth of these two judgments we must ultimately have adequate
intrinsic evidence i. e. evidence lying in the subject-matter itself
of these two judgments; for if we accepted these judgments
only on some other authority the same question would arise
about the credentials of this latter and thus we should find our-
selves involved in an endless regress.”**

From some cases in which truth is proved on the strength
of extrinsic evidence the Naiydyika concludes that in every
case it is so. But this is a mistake. Coherence and pragmatic
success which are extraneous tests of truth presuppose a know-
ledge of truth on intrinsic evidence somewhere and the Bhitta
is quite correct in pointing out this fact. My perception of
water through vision is said to be known as true if it coheres
with my later experiences of it through touch, taste and other
senses. But the different senses reveal different aspects of
water and their reports are different which cannot be said to

#
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point to the same fact, viz. water, unless on many former occa-
sions water hasbeen experienced through different senses and the
different sense-experiences have been known to be intrinsically
true. Let a, b, ¢, d etc. bethe different sense-experiences of water,
At present 1 am having the experience a and subsequently 1
have the experiences b, c, d etc. But how can b, ¢, d etc. con-
firm a otherwise than on the ground of their intrinsic truth ?
The truth of a is known through b, c, d etc. because we already
have had all of them together and have known each of them
to be independently true. The pragmatic test of successfal
activity is nothing but verifying an experience by kinaesthetic
and emotional experiences. When 1 believe my visual perception *
of water to be true when I quench my thirst with it the satis-
faction of an organic need gives me an additional emotional
experience. But why should this emotional experience prove
that what I perceive is really water? There is no a priori connec-
tion between them. It is because the two experiences, a visual
and an emotional one, have been connected in my mind in the
past when 1 had them together and knew them as independently
and intrinsically true. Truth is ultimately based on intrinsic
evidence. Otherwise the Naiy@yika cannot avoid infinite re-
gress. The Naiyiyika tries to save his position by asserting
that we have no motive to examine the truth of our experiences
of practical results ( =g ). But this is merely accepting the
theory of self-evidence in the case of the said experiences. We
have no motive to examine the truth of our experience of
success or failure of our practical activities because we are
confident of its truth and there is no scope for doubt, which im-
plies that truth is selfevident in that case,

Another extrinsic test of truth is the knowledge of merits
in the source from which a cognition emanates and the ground
from which this test derives its legitimacy is the belief that
truth is produced by merits and falsehood by demerits of the
generating conditions of knowledge. But this involves reason-
ing in a circle. When the sense-organs are the cause of know-
ledge we can never be aware of their merits or demerits in-
dependently of the knowledge which arises from them. What
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is the standard by which merits and demerits are judged
in sense-organs ? Itis only when a perception is found to
be true or false on other grounds that merits or demerits are
presumed in the corresponding sense-organ. Our knowledge
of merits and demerits of the senses is primarily based on the
knowledge of truth and error and even when we know them
they are nota sure guide to the knowledge of truth and false-
hood because, firstly, we are never sure that they are known
exhaustively and, secondly, a perception may be true inspite
of some defect in the sense-organ. For instance, the disease
called jaundice is known to be responsible for the illusion of
yellowness, but from the knowledge of its presence it cannot
be inferred that the perceived yellowness of an object is defi-
nitely false and the object is really white, because it may really
be yellow. Itis true that a white objectis seen as yellow
through a jaundiced eye, buta yellow object also is seen as
yellow through it. In the case when the knowledge whose
truth is to be examined is derived from inference, truth and
falsehood surely depend on the soundness and defective chara-
cter respectively of the reasoning process and we can be sure
of the truth of the conclusion if there are no logical fallacies
in the process. But whence did we know what constitutes
soundness and what coustitutes fallaciousness ? This is pri-
marily known after an independent knowledge of the truth
and falsehood of inferences. In the case of knowledge derived
from other persons a correct knowledge of things and a faith-
ful statement of what one knows constitute merit; but the
merit cannot be ascertained unless the truth of the knowledge
is ascertained first. Even when we know a person as pos-
sessing the desired qualifications on the ground of our past
dealings with him, it is very difficult to ascertain if he knows
a particular thing correctly and thus the truth of human asser-
tions cannot be proved through & knowledge of merits. Know-
ledge of merits has hardly been offered asa test of truth by
modern epistemologists. It may be granted that merits produce
truth and demerits produce falsehood, but the Nydya view
that in this way truth and falsehood are extrinsic to knowledge
is misleading. This view gives the impression that knowledge
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is first produced as neutral by its causes and subsequently
the merits or demerits of the causes add the property of
truth or falsehood toit. But this is wrong. The causes and
their merits or demerits are simultaneously operative in the
production of knowledge. Knowledge is not a product of
successive additions of the individual contributions of diffe-
rent elements, Similarly the Bhatta view that falsehood is
extraneously produced in knowledge by demerits also is mis-
leading, though Péarthasfirathi emphatically says that knowledge
is true or false from the very origin and that truth and falsehood
are not its superadded properties,

The Indian theories of truth start from perception and end in
an attempt to explain the validity of knowledge based on autho-
rity in the light of the criteria derived from perception, But the
Indian philosophers excluding the Buddhists hardly question the
truth of our perceptions as much as it has been questioned in
recent philosophy. Do we- perceive things exactly as they
are? In modern philosophy Locke questioned the reality of
the secondary qualities of objects, viz. colour, taste etc. He con-
cluded that primary sense-qualities, viz. extension, motion etc.
actually belong to objects, but secondary qualities are relative to
our sensibility. Kant said that the thing-in-itself ever remains
unknown and what we perceive and attribute to things are
the effects of things-in-themselves upon our minds. Perhaps
due to an inadequate knowledge of physiology Indian philoso-
phers were not troubled by these problems. They seem to
accept uncritically what the sense-organs report about the
world around us and it is probably right. Our sense-cogni-
tions are the product of an intercourse between the nervous
system and the external world. We have an instinctive belief
in the reality of things revealed by the senses. We have other
instances also in which things are revealed as they actually
are. A mirror reflects images of objects which we find to be
more or less exact copies of them, A gramophone reproduces
a voice quite faithfully. So why should we doubt that our
organism too can faithfully apprehend objects. Perhaps there
take place two types of processes in our organism when it is

3
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stimulated by external objects. The sense-organs convert the
influences produced by external objects into a form of energy
and transmit it to the central nervous system in which takes
place the reverse process of restoring the original form to this
energy. Our perception of objects is undoubtedly relative to
our sensibility which is tinged by the peculiarities of the medium
through which objects are received; but the central nervous
system in the process of restoration counteracts and eliminates
these peculiarities and distorting influences, Our organism has
been evolved under the pressure of environmental infiuences
and it may reasonably be supposed that it is adapted to reveal
objects ns they are. We observe instances of adaptation in
nature everywhere. Males of a species are adapted to the
requirements of the females and vice versa. Our organs are
adapted to the peculiarities of the environment. Thereis no
reason why we should not accept that our senses are adapted
to reveal objects correctly. Our doubts regarding the truth of
our perceptions are useless because perception is the only
source of first-hand information about the external world. We
are helpless and have to accept things as revealed by perception.
Hence our perceptions are intrinsically true. The Nydya view
that their truth is extrinsic is wrong because there is no test
extraneous to perception which is available and is more primary
and réliable, The sense-organs are naturally adapted to reveal
things in their real form and in this sense the power of pro-
ducing truth is inherent in them. Falsehood is non-inherent
in the sense that it is caused by the distorting influences of the
medium which remian uncorrected due to certain defects of
the central nervous system. Thus falsehood can be attributed
to the agency of abnormal conditions. When the perceptual
apparatus is not functioning normally it can be known from
the discord among the reports of different sense-organs or
among those of different persons or among those of the same
person at different times. If many persons perceive the same
thing, if we perceive the same thing at different times, if the
reports of different senses agree we have no reason to doubt
the normal functioning of a particular sense-organ. Experience
teaches us that within certain limits and under certain condi-
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tions our perceptions are quite reliable. Beyond these limits
our senses may err, but in such cases errors may be detected
by different tests suggested by the Maiyiiyika and the Buddhist,
viz. mon-coherence, practical disappointment etc. Ifan erro-
neous perception were never contradicted by subsequent ex-
periences of a person or of other persons we could never be
aware of its erroneousness. There is no superior and more
primary faculty of knowing the real nature of objects than
sense-perception and consequently what it reveals must be taken
to be real. Intellect or the faculty of reasoning is no doubt
superior, but it acquires this superiority owing to its power of
comparing, analysing and synthesising sense-data which are
the result of a direct contact of sense-organs with reality. Thus
in the sphere of perceptual knowledge the Bhatta theory alone
is correct.

When knowledge is derived from a combined operation of
the sense-organs and inference or from inference alone or from
verbal testimony, the mere appearance of itis nota proof of
its truth. If at night 1 perceive a light high up in the sky and
judge that it is the light of a star, my judgment goes beyond
what is given by perception. So far as the perception of light
is concerned there is no scope for doubt but the judgement
that it belongs to a star may turn out to be false because the
light may really belong to an aeroplane. Our judgments based
on inference can have a fairly high degree of certitude if the
grounds on which they rest are found sufficiently convincing.
But their truth is ultimately proved if they are verified by per-
ception. Similarly. the truth of human assertions is poved by
their correspondence with perception. When the objects of
knowledge are not directly open to perception or when they
are imperceptible, truth can be tested by coherence. In sciences
theories are generally tested through experimentation. In astro-
nomy the implications of a theory are calculated and compared
with observations. In history evidences are collected from
different sources and compared among themselves. But what
we gain from these different tests is only a relatively high or
low degree of certainty. Absolute certainty is humanly un-
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attainable. Epistemology cannot provide any hard and fast
rule for the discovery of truth. We do have recourse to ex-
ternal evidence for ascertaining truth in the above cases and
so far the Nydya theory of paratah-priminya is correct. But
the Bhitta theory of svatah-primdnya is not thus falsified. It
is a fact that the mere appearance of knowledge is not the
proof of its truth and this fact is recognised as much by the
latter theory as by the former. The difference lies in their
respective attitudes towards knowledge. The Naiydyika first
adopts the attitude of neutrality and then delivers his judgment
according to available evidence. The Bhifta first assumes the
truth of knowledge and is ready to give due consideration
to any evidence that may subsequently crop up and go against
it; he is prepared to revise his judgment in the light of fresh
evidence. The Maiydyika is likea judge who sees every man
appearing in his court with an unprejudiced eye and the Bhafta
is like one who believes that every manis innocent until his
crime is proved. But the attitude of the Buddhist is just the
opposite of the Bhitta attitude. He is like a judge who takes
every man to be a criminal until the proof of his innocence is
available.

10 P, M.



BOOK 11
SOURCES OF VALID KNOWLEDGE ( PRAMANAS)

CHAPTER V
PERCEPTION

In the foregoing chapters we dealt with the Bhatta views
on the most vital problems of epistemology, viz., the nature of
knowledge, truth and error. The present chapter and the sue-
ceeding ones will be concerned with the pramdnas, i e. the
sources of valid knowledge. The different schools of Indian
philosophy are not unanimous about the nature and number of
the means of valid knowledge. The Bhaftas recognise six prami-
nas, viz. perception, ( syllogistic ) inference, verbal testimony,
comparison, presumption and non-apprehension. Out of these
six praminas the materialist Cirvika recognises perception
alone;the Buddhist and the Vaidesika reject all except perception
and inference; Bhisarvajfia, the author of Nyiyasara, and the
Sinkhyas recognise the first three; Udayana and the other
Niiydyikas recognise the first four; Prabhikara recognises all
except non-apprehension; the followers of Sankara, like the
Bhittas, recognise all the six; and the Paurdpikas add two
more, viz., inclusion ( &% ) and tradition ( &fim )%,

In this chapter we deal with perception. Perception as the
primary source of valid knowledge is universally recognised,
though some have questioned its claim to give valid knowledge.
Jayar@dibhatta, who probably lived in the first half of the
seventh century, criticises the different theories of perception
and other pramiipas and comes to the conclusion that there
are no means of valid knowledge.? The Nyidyasfitra® refers to
an objector who is represented as questioning the validity of all
the praminas including perception. Perception must be either
pnnrm or 51multan:ous with or pnstcnor to |u ubject lt

1. MM, p. 8.
2. TP3,

3. N5, 2, 1. 8-19,
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cannot be simultaneous with its object, since, if it were so, there
would be no succession in our cognitions, as there is none
among objects. If it were prior to its object, the object would be

led as future; and if it were posterior to it, the object would
be revealed as belonging to the past, while actually it is
revealed as present. Therefore, the objector concludes, per-
‘ception cannot give valid knowledge. Inspite of this objection
the validity of perception is defended by the Nyiyasitra and
it is said that perception is presupposed by inference which is
next to it in primacy.*

Perception gives a direct knowledge of reality, because in
it we are face to face with reality, whereas the other means
give only an indirect knowledge. Prabhikara says that perce-
ption apprehends the form of object,® while inference appre-
hends merely the existence of it.® The superiority of perception
over other means consists in that it gives a first-hand and de-
tailed information aboul reality. Explaining “tatpirvakatva’ in
NS 1. 1. 4 Vitsydyana says that inference depends on percep-
tion for its premises. The universal major premise of an
inference is derived from frequent observations of facts and,
again, the sign or middle term is known through perception.
Sabara commenting on MS 1. 1. 4 says that perception is pre-
supposed by inference, comparison and presumption.” Kuma-
rila’s explanation of Sabara’s remark is similar to Vtsyfiyana's.®
Inferencc depends on perception because the knowledge of
the relation of the major and middle terms is given by percep-
tion. We infer the presence of fire from smoke on the basis of
an jnvariable connection between smoke and fire, which is
known through perception. Even in the case when an inference
depends on a previous inferenc ( wafsarga ) the premises are
ultimately based on perception. Though the major portion of
the stock of information that an individual possesses is de-

AR, Bf AT | NS 1. 1., 4,
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rived from wverbal testimony of others, yet such testimony
ultimately rests on the perception of some person at some time,
The Naiydyikas and others go so far as to maintain that such
entities as are imperceptible to ordinary persons, e. g. atoms,
merit and demerit, are perceived by mystics. Comparison and
presumption obviously depend on the perception of similarity and
apparent inconsistency respectively. The locus, ¢, g. ground,
on which the negation of something, e. g. a jar, is apprehended
by non-apprehension is perceived by the eye and so far non-
apprehension too depends on perception. Thus perception is
the basic pramiina.

I. The Nature of Perception.

The siitra that forms the basis of Kumdrila’s theory of per-
ception runs thus : “That cognition by a person, which appears
when there is contact of the sense-organs, is perception, and it
is not a means ( of knowing dharma ) as it apprehends only
things existing at the present time."? In the preceding sitra
Jaimini proposes to examine the means through which dharma
or duty can be known and in the following shtra he says that
sabda or scriptural authority is such a means. In the present
sitra he rejects perception for the purpose on the obvious
ground that it apprehends only those objects which exist at
present, while dharma, as Sabara says, is yetto be ( sifysam).
In this context Jaimini has not examined the competence of
other praminas e. g. inference etc. It appears that Jaimini
recognised only two praminas, viz. perception for secular
purposes and $abda for religious purposes. Dr. Radhakrishnan
says : “Jaimini accepts the three praminas of perception,
inference and $abda.™® But there is no evidence to support
this view. Either Jaimini was not conscious of inference as a
means of knowledge or he did not recognise its independent
status. - Probably Jaimini belonged to a period when pramianas
were not 4 topic of discussion among scholars and perception
was naively taken to be the only pramina. Later when the

0. wERdn gwalRan Sfaww srEgatitie e )
MS. 1.1, &,
10, Indian Philosophy, p, 378.
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attention of scholars shifted from ritualism to philosophical
and epistemological problems, some commentators tried to
extract a definition of perception from the sitra and again when
that definition was criticised by others later commentators
asserted that the author of the siitras had no occasion 1o define-
perception and that the present sitra merely stated the ground
of rejecting perception as it is commonly known to be for the
purpose of knowing dharma.

An earlier commentator { Bhavadisa, according to Pirtha-
sirathi ) takes the first part of the sitra to be the definition of
perception, viz. ‘perception is that cognition which arises on the
contact of a person’s sense-organs with objects’, and the second
part as stating the ground of its incompetence for knowing
dharma. Kumirila says that this cannot be a definition of
perception, because any definition does not fit in the context.
The author of the shtras undertakes an investigation of the
means of knowing dharma and hence a definition of perception
would have been beside the point. Moreover, inference etc.
which too are means of valid knowledge and are not included
in perception should have been defined by Jaimini if he inten-
ded to define perception. It cannot be said that the definitions
of other pramnas are not given because they are implied in
the definition of perception or because they are well-known.
The definitions of inference etc. canmot be ascertained from
that of perception and the assertion that they are well-known
is equally applicable to perception.’). From this Kumdrila
concludes that the sfitra is meant to state the reason why
perception, which is well known to be a means of valid

knowledge, cannot give a knowledge of dharma: “Sense-perce-
ption ( of mystics ) is not the means of knowing dharma be-
cause it apprehends accomplished entities; it apprehends
accomplished entities because it is brought about by a present
sepse-contact; it is brought about by a present sense-contact
because itis perception like the perception of ordinary per-
sons.”'? The import of the sOtra is not that that cognition

11, SV, 4.1-9,
12, NR on 5V, 4, 20-21,
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wkich arises from a present sense-contact is perception, but it
is that that which is well-knownto be perception possesses
the character of being brought about by a present sense-.
contact.” When Sabara.in his- Bhiasya says ‘pratyaksam
animittam evamlaksanakam hi tat’ what he means by the term
‘evamlaksanakam’ i5 oot that such is the definition (=57 ) of.
perception but.that such is, the reason ( &1 ) why perception is
not the means of knowing dharma.'4

Bhavaddsa’s definition js too wide . since it applies to illusion
and doubt also. In the illusion of mirage there isa contact
of theeyes with heated sand and in the doubtful cognition,
€. g., 'is it a. man or a-post.?" the eyes are in contact with some-
thing of a determinate character. Bhavaddsa’s definition ex-
cludes only dream cognitions and hallucinations in which
there is nothing objective in contact with eyes. A definition
of perception as a means of valid knowledge can be correct
only if it covers all cases of true perception and at the same
time excludes all cases of false perception. The definition
might have been correct if . it were stated in the form ‘percep-
tion is that cognition which arises on the contact of a person’s
sense-organs with the object that is cognised ( wm )’ But as
the term ‘grihya’ has not been inserted in the definition the
defect of - over-extensiveness persists, since, according to the
definition, even the cognition of an object from the contact of
the eyes witha different object would come to possess the
character of being perception.’®

The author of Vrtti ( probably Upavarsa ) rightly saw that
the sitra could not give a correct definition of perception and
hence be changed the reading of the sitra into “tatsamprayoge
purusasya indriyinim buddhijanma satpratyaksam’ meaning
‘true perception is that which arises from the contact of a
person’s sense-organs with that object alone of which it is the
perception.”  This definition does not cover the cases of illy-
sion and doubt which arise on the contact with a different

13, SV, 4. 1718,
14, 1Ibid, 4. 190,
15. 1bid, 4. 10-14.
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object. Tt may be urged that even without changing the reading
the definition wRl not embrace illusion and doubt. In the
ilhision of silver in shell the object with which there is actual
contact is lost sight of due to some weakness and *silver” which
it revived in mind through association is remembered and thus
what is ‘perceived’ is notin contact with eyes. When without
chinging the reading perception is defined as that which arises
from - sense-contact the implication is that it arises directly
from: sense-<contact; otherwise, -inference also becomes perce~
ption because it too arises mediately from sense-contact. . In
the inference of fire, for example, there is a contact of the
eyes with smoke, which, reviving the memory of fire, leads
indirectly to the cognition of fire. Thus illusion, not directly
arising from sense-contact, is excluded from perception. Simi-
larly, doubt too is mediated by memory and hence it is excluded.
Piirthasirathi, on behalf of the Vrttikdra, argues that even if
it is accepted that ‘silver’ in shellsilver illusion be remembered
it does not cease to be regarded as directly arising from sense-
contact because the remembered ‘silver’ is identified with the
perceived ‘this’ while the eyes continue to be in contact with
the latter, so that illusion cannot but be regarded as a case of
perception according to the objector’s definition. Again, even
if we grant that the shell-silver illusion results indirectly from
sense-contact over-extensiveness cannot be avoided in the cog-
nition of yellow conch and double moon, because these two
arise directly from sensecontact and yet they are cases of
illusion. Therefore, the Vrttikdra's definition is the correct
one.18

Parthasdrathi appears to have accepted Vrttikdra's defini-
tion of perception. But Kumirila himself neither gives his
assent to, nor does he criticise it. The later Bhittas, Cidd-
nanda and Niriyana, define perception as the valid knowledge
arising from sense-contact.!” This definition differs from
Bhavadisa’s definition in inserting the term “pram@na’ instead
of ‘buddhi’ Buddhi may be true or false but pramiina is

16. 5D, pp. 49-50. ' '
17, aaEriefeted Fam TEEE 1 —MM, p. 8 & NTV, p. 57.
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always atrue knowledge. This definition does not cover the
cases of illusion as they are not pramina or true knowledge.
Later Nydya writers, viz. Anpambhatta and Viévanitha,
define perception as the knowledge resulting from sense-object
contact.® This definition like that of Bhavaddsa cannot avoid
overextensiveness, The definition offered by the later Bhittas,
though better than the above Nyifiya definition, is open to the
charge of over-extensiveness in that it applies to inference also
because inference too arises from the contact of the senses
with some object. The Vrttikiira’s definition that perception
is the knowledgeof an object resulting from the contact of
the senses with the same object, which is apparently accepted
by Parthasirathi, is more satisfactory, except that it involves
the practical difficulty of ascertaining whether the object in
contact is the same ora different one. But this difficulty is
apparently minimised by the Miminsi theory of self-validity
of knowledge. 1t is not proper to doubt if the_object in contact
is the same one thatis perceived or different from it unless
it is contradicted subsequently or some defect in the senses is
discovered. Parthasirathi suggests that if no sensory defect
is found even on a strenuous search and if no sublating con-
sciousness appears, we should believe that the perceived object
is actually in contact.’ However, Parthasirathi does not
give his assent to Vrttikira's definition in emphatic terms. He
appears to waver between different views of perception. At
one place he says: *“A direct knowledge of pleasure ete.
leads to the inference of some sense-organ as its cause, because
in the case of colour etc, direct knowledge is always seento
depend on a sense-organ.”?” Here he accepts that the essen-
tial pature of perception is its immediacy or directness and
that its sensuous origin is only a matter of inference. But he
does not give the definition of perception in terms of imme-
diacy. A definition must state the essential nature of the

18, sizmnlafimds o9 m9g 1 —TS, p. 20 & SM, p. 233,
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thing defined. A second essential characteristic of perception
is referred to when Pérthasdrathi gives the definition of sense-
organ. He says : “A sense-organ is that which produces know-
ledge in the form of a .distinct and specific consciousness
( Fgrrns ferst ) when some object is in contact with it.”*!
Thus immediacy, distinctness and the character of being speci-
fic essentially belong to perception. Again, in his comment
on SV, 4. 254, Pirthasdrathi says: “The immediate knowledge
that results from sense~contact and not from any other source
is perception and it is commonly known as such without any
regard to how philosophers define perception.” Pirthasirathi
could have boldly defined perception as a true knowledge
which is direct, distinct and specific or which is direct and
results from the activity of sense-organs. He seems to .have
caught Kumirila's attitude of uncertainty.

Kumarila and his commentators were undecided as to the
definition of perception inspite of the fact that they recognised
immediacy of perception and its character of being born of
sense-contact. Indian philosophers may be divided in two
groups, one group defining perception in terms of immediacy
and the other in terms of sense-contact, The latter definition,
viz. ‘perception is knowledge derived from sense-object contact’
app=ars to be older.

Gotama defines perception as a non-erroneous cognition
produced by the intercourse of the sense-Organs with objects,
which is definite and independent of verbal expression.** The
term ‘avyapadedvam’ in this definition has been interpreted in
diverse wavs, Vitsyiyana and Udyotkara take it to mean
‘non-verbal’ while Vicaspati interprets it as meaning ‘non-infe-
rential.’ Jayanta takes ‘indriydrthasannikarjolpannam jidnam
avyabhiciri pratyaksam' as containing the definition of per-
ception and ‘avyapadesyam vyavasiyitmakam® as stating the
two kinds of perception, viz. indeterminate { ffsas== ) and

21, Thd.
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determinate { ®f¥w#3% ) perception. Now, the term ‘vyavasiyi-
tmaka" means definite and if it stands for determinate percep-
tion, then indeterminate perception must be indefinite, which
implies that it cannot be ‘avyabhicdri’ or non-erroneous, because
indefinite knowledge, e. g. doubt, is rejected as apramd or
invalid knowledge. Thus if the siitra is interpréted as’ con®
taining the definition as well as the kinds of perception, it
becomes self-contradictory.’ Therefore, the whole slitra must
be taken as the definition of perception and .the term “avyapa-
desyam’ should be interpreted as referring to the fact that
words simply express what is perceived but they do not play any
vital partin the process of perception, that is, they do not
determine the character of the object perceived by way of
adding to the content of perception something not given or
subtracting from it something given.

Pragastapada defines perception as the cognition that is
dependent on sense-organs.®® The Sinkhya too, ‘according to
Vacaspati, defines Perception as the cognition dependent on

Sense-contact. 24

Kumirila is inclined to define perception in terms of sense-
contact. He says : “The prefix “sam’ in the word ‘samprayoga®
occuring in the sOtra is used in the senseof ‘right’ ( o9 )
and it seryes 1o preclude all faulty ‘prayoga’: and by ‘prayoga’
is here meant the functioning ( =1z ) of the senses with refe-
fence to their objects. In the case of the cognition of silver in
shell the functioning of the eyes is faulty and hence such cogni-
tions become precluded by the prefix ‘sam’. In this way the
sitra may be taken as g statement of the definition of percep-
tion."#3  Thys, according to Kumirila’s interpretation the sfitra
gives the definition of perception as the cognition of a person
brought about by the correct functioning of his Sense-organs,
and this is practically the same as that of Vrttikdra. Still,
Kumirila merely says that this can serve as the definition of

23. FHwg gy oy s | —PDS, p, 186,
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perception. He is not sure that this is the required definition.
At the close of his discussion he says that a cognition which
follows from sense-contact is commonly known by people to
be perception even without knowing its claborate definition.*"
The reason why Kumirila could not give his whole-hearted
approval to the above definition is thata definition must state
the essantial nature of the thing defined, while sense-contact
merely explains how perception  is born. Sucaritamisra says
that those who have tried to define perception in terms of
sense-contact simply mention the means oOr cause of direct
consciousness: they do not say that sense-contact is the essen-
tial form of perception.®” -

Now we have to find out the reason why the definition in
terms of immediacy was not accepted, The Jaina, the Bauddha,
the followers of Sankara and Prabhakara define perception as
the immediate or direct cognition of an object. Mﬁgikyana_ndi
defines perception as distinct [ Fr=r¥ ) cognition, which is ex-
plained as the knowledge not mediated by another knowledge
and as apprehending its object in all its details.2® The Buddhist
is known for his celebrated definition of perceptionasa cogni-
tion free from subjective images and error.2? This definition
provoked much discussion regarding the nature and conditions
of valid perception and the role of language in it. But, as
Dharmottara tells us, it is merely an explanation ( #9%T ) of
what perception is commonly known to be and the definition of
_ perception presupposed by it is that it is a direct presentation of
an object.*® Freedom from subjective images and non-errone
ousness are the qualifications added to ensure the validity of
perception. Dharmardjidhvarindra defines perception as pure
consciousness which is direct andw
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says that perception is direct apprehension® The same defi-
nition is offered by the Neo-Naiyiyikas in novel terms. Viéva-
nitha says that perception is that cognition which is not
produced through the instrumentality of another cognition, i. e,
which is immediate® This definition is offered as an impro-
vement on Gotama’s definition which excluded divine know-
ledge from perception.

The motive behind all the definitions of this class is to
bring non-sensuous forms of direct knowledge under perception.
The knowledge of past, present and future objects attributed
to mystics and God, which is supposed to be direct and non-
sensuous in origin, is recognised asa form of perception by
the philosophers of this group. But, since Kumarila and his
followers rejected mystic perception and the existence of God
on the ground that their acceptance conflicted with the sup-
reme authority of the Veda so far as the knowledge of dharma
Was concerned, they were unwilling to recognise the validity and
perceptual character of non-sensuous direct knowledge. This
is why the definition of perception in terms of immediacy was
not favoured though immediacy was recognised as a characteri-
stic of perception by the Bhaas. As we have already pointed
out, Parthasirathi is ready to define perception as immediate
cognition if the qualification of being sensuous is added to it.

The later Bhiftas reject this definition of perception on the
ground that immediacy ( @i§ie ) cannot be defined ( sgra=Y-
= ). Cidinanda examines the term ‘siksfittva’ thus :™
What is meant by direct cognition 7 If it is said thata cogni-
tion is direct when the object manifested by it exists at the
time, then does it mean that perception apprehends present
existence only or that only perception apprehends present exi-
stence 7 If the former alternative is accepted the existence of
a jar, for instance, prior_and posterior to the moment of its
perception should always be known indirectly; and if the latter
alternative is accepted the inferential cognition of external
—_—
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objects too becomes direct. The knowledge of objects existing
at present is not always perceptual. It may be said that in-
ference reveals not only present objects but also past and future
onesand it is a mere accident that an object of inference may
exist at the time of inference. Hence, the upholder of imme-
diacy says, perception is distinguished from inference by the
fact that it reveals present existence by its very nature and this
is meant by defining it as direct cognition ( & FENT SwE-
sfensraaaifes sgras .. But how canit be known where
present existence is revealed naturally and where not ? Ifit
is said that the revelation of present existence is natural when
the object itself is the cause of the revelation and it is acciden-
tal when the object is not its cause, then the self-revelation of
a cognition, which, according to Prabhikara, is direct and non-
sensuous, ceases to be perception, because a cognition cannot
conceivably be the object as well as the cause of itself. Again,
it will be said that a direct cognition is that which reveals an
object as qualified by the time of its own occurrence ( ==
fyfrersiawr@s = ). But in that case the self-revelation of a
cognition and the cognition of sell during the state of inde-
terminate perception will become non-perceptual. According
to Prabhiikara the cognising self is invariably present in a
cognition as its subject or nominative. The self is directly
apprehended as the subjéct of every cognition and the element
of cognition too apprehends itself directly, so that whatever the
nature, perceptual or inferential, of a cognition may befrom the
point of view of its object, it is always perception from the point
of view of the cogniser and the act of cognition. But this is
inconsistent with the above meaning of immediacy, because in
the state of indeterminate per:eption the consciousness of the
relation of the qualifier and the qualified ( faSmR%wss ) and
that of time do not appear. Finally, the upholder of immediacy
is supposed to say that direct cognition is the consciousness of
an object through a sense-organ in its own form ( sgife &=
=@ #r=H ) and that inference, presumption etc, are not direct,
because in them the consciousness of the object appears in the
form of one invariably concomitant with another object and
of one which reconciles an apparent inconsistency respectively.
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In the inference of fire from smoke the fire is cognised as re-
lated to the particular visible smoke. In the presumption of
Devadatta’s presence elsewhere what is cognised is not Deva-
datta sitting under the shade of a tree but only that if we
assume Devadatta’s presence elsewhere it will remove the con-
flict between the .observed fact of his absence in the home and
the belief that he is alive. Thus, direct cognition is the cog-
nition of an object as it is independently of its relations with
other objects, while inference and other praminas cognise
objects in their relation to other objects. But, then, determinate
perception will cease to be direct, since there objects are mani-
fested in their relation to other things, e. g. names. If the
phrase ‘consciousness of an object in its own form’ is inter-
preted as the cognition of an object not mediated by any
cognition of a different object ( mRTaFFTaNtATIFRE T ),
then, since inference is mediated by the knowledge of a diffe-
rent object and consequently the knowledge of the cognising
self and the cognition itself is so mediated, the latter ceases to
be immediate.

It is clear that the above criticism is directed against Prabha-
kara’s view of immediacy and the conclusion that can be drawn
from it is that the various alternative explanations of immediacy
are inconsistent mainly with that part of Prabhakara’s doctrine
according to. which the cognising self is immediately appre-
hended in every cognition and every cognition immediately
apprehends itself,

We have already discussed Prabhikara's doctrine of triple
perception ( Prg#weg ). This doctrine is peculiar to Prabhi-
kara and is the weakest part in his system. 1If the self can be
an object of consciousness at all it should be known through an
independent act of consciousness. Prabhiakara's view that a
cognition knows itself directly can be traced to the influence of
the Buddhist who maintains that there is no durable entity like
self and that every thought itself is the thinker. Hence the
notion of immediacy cannot be rejected with the rejection of
Prabhiikara’s doctrine.

We may not be able to define immediacy in strict logical
terms, but we know what an immediate cognition is. The object
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of immediate consciousness is felt as given and not as imagined
or thought. We can say that the object of immediate cognition
,makes a forced entry into our consciousness and our knowledge
of it is conditioned by the presence of the object itself. Hence
there should be no objection to defining perception as immedi-
ate cognition.

The Neo-Naiydyika's view of immediate cognition as that
which is not produced by the instrumentality of any other
cognition is involved in a difficulty if indeterminate conscious-
mess is recognised as a real stage in perception; otherwise
there is no flaw.in it. But it is recognised by him that perception
is of two kinds, viz. indeterminate and determinate, and that
the latter is always preceded by and dependent upon the former.
Now, if the said view is accepted determinate perception ceases
to be perception.  The Neo-MNaiyavika tries to evade the diffi-
culty by maintaining that indeterminate perception is real, yet
we are not conscious of it.”® In the light of this view we will
have to modify the definition of perception and then say that
itis a cognition that is not produced through the conscious
instrumentality of any other cognition. But, then, even the cog-
nition which results from an unconscious process of reasoning,
that is, which is actually produced through the instrumentality
of another cognition but appears to be independent of it, for
instance, the idea appearing suddenly in my mind while I am
busy in writing that there will occur an earthquake tomorrow,
. will become perception. It may, however, be remarked here
that the distinction between the twokinds of perception observed
by the majority of Indian philosophers is really based on diffe-
rent degrees of distinctness of consciousness and not on a real
difference of kind. The awareness of first moment is usually
vague and it acquires definiteness only gradually with the in-
crease of attention.

Though Kumadrila appears to have an attitude of indifference
towards the problem of defining perception in a logically
satisfactory manner, yet he is emphatic in declaring that
perception is always an apprehension of a present thing

35, @i+ affeweTrey aadifzatasa | —S5M, p. 254,
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( Frewmitvs=7a ), which rules out the possibility of mystic
perception.

2. Criticism of Yogic Perception.

All the Indian systems except the Cirvika and Mimfnsd
believe in yogic perception. It is held that a vogin or mystic,
by virtue of his power of meditation, can havea direct know-
ledge not only of present things but also of those that are past,
future and distant. Ordinary persons can have a direct know-
ledge of those objects alone which are present before them,
while past, future, distant, hidden and subtle things are beyond
the range of their perception. But mystic perception is not
subject to these limitations. Dharmottara says that when con-
centrative contemplation ( =1s=1) reaches the point of perfe-
ction, mystics have a vivid wvision of objects as if' they were
lying behind a transparent wall of mica. The cognitions of
mystics are perceptual in character because they are direct,
distinct and devoid of subjective images.®®

The Jaina view is that souls in their natural condition are
omniscient. Itis due to the accumulation of karmic matter
during transmigratory state that they lose omniscience and
consequently they know only so much asis permitted by the
sense-organs. But when through the practice of right conduct
the veil of karmic matter is destroyed they regain omniscience.
Knowledge in this state depends purely on the soul and it is
called transcendental perception ( qwafirs wews ). In the initial
stage of the annihilation of karmic matter transcendental per-
ception is imperfect ( ffs= ) and it is of two kinds, viz. avadhi
and manahparyaya. Avadhi is the transcendental perception
of remote but sensible objects, i. e. objects having colour, ~
taste etc. Manahparyaya is the transcendental perception of
thoughts and feelings of other persons, Avadhi is clairvoyance
and manahparyaya is telepathy. When the karmic matter
is completely annihilated transcendental perception becomes
perfect ( 5% ) and, since it apprehends every object in all its
infinite relations, it is called absolute knowledge ( Sy )%

36. NET, 1. 11,
37. PNT, pp. 102=-120,
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Kumiirila says that mystic perception is impossible. The
supposition that Yogins can perceive remote and subtle objects
is quite illegitimate. Perception is ordinarily seen to be of
thosz objects alone that exist at present. Itis impossible to
perceive objects that exist no more or that will be born in
future. The perception of mystics cannot go beyond the
limits of ordinary perception. It is said that the so-called
extraordinary perception results from the perfection of con-
templation ( w/asms4 ). But contemplation is nothing except
concentration of mind on one object. It consists in having a
series of memory-images of an object uninterrupted by the
thought of another object (wigar R samfiva Prarfargafcar
sgfagif: ).  Thus, the so-called mystic perception is really
memory. Memory presupposes past perception. In the state
of concentration a memory-image appears to be as vivid as
perception, because there is no disturbance and on that account
it is wrongly taken for a percept. Therefore, mystic perception
is essentially hallucinatory and is notat all valid.3® By the
practice of concentration memory alone is improved, but one
does not acquire the power of perceiving imperceptible objects,
Itis impossible that one can ever perceive objects which are
beyond the range of sense-organs.??

The Vaisesikas too believe in the capacity of Yogins to per-
ceive things which ordinary people cannot. Prasastapdda says
that Yogins, during the state of ecstasy, perceive, through their
minds alone which acquire extraordinary excellence resulting
from the practice of yoga, the essential forms of their own as
well as of other selves, ether, space, time, atoms, air and mind
and also the forms of qualities, actions, universals and parti-
culars inhering in them. Inthe post-ecstatic state, he holds,
not only the mind but even the external senses acquire ex-
cellence and Yogins perceive subtle and remote objects with
their help.#® A similar power of knowing past, present and
future supersensuous objects is attributed 1o the sages who are

38, SV.4.26-31 & NR,
30. KK on SV, 4 29.
40, FPDS, p. 187,
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the authors of the Vedas, though their knowledge is not called
perception. The knowledge of sages ( =fy) is different from
perception and inference and is called intuition ( wfsn). Pra-
Sastapdda says that sometimes ordinary persons too have in-

tuitive knowledge, as when a girl says ‘tomorrow my brother
will come.” 1

Kumirila says that the flashes of intuition that we some-
times have are really false inferences resulting from things
that bear an appearance of true reason ( f®ms ), and, because
lh'nj' cannot determine the true nature of objects independently
of perception and other sources of right knowledge, they are
not pramina. Similarly, the intuitions of sages too are false
and unreliable.4*

That there can be an omniscient person is an unverifiable
and absurd hypothesis. Those who say that the Buddha knows
everything through his supernatural eye ( ft=5 55 ), must them-
selves be knowing taste, sound etc, through their eyes ! How,
otherwise, could they maintain such an absurd position inspite
of their knowledge of the law of nature that the eye can appre-
hend colour only, the tongue can apprehend taste only and
soon? We observe that the capacity of the senses is restricted
to their own respective 5;}}1:1::5 and that they cannot transgress
their natural limits. We certainly find differences of degree
among the sensory and intellectual powers of different indi-
viduals. We find that one can acquire unusual power of obser-
vation in the sense that he can see comparatively more distant
and more minute things through vision. But we never find if
any person has ever improved his vision to such an extent
that he could perceive sound through vision. Perception is
restricted only to objects existing at present. Hence, through
perception alone everything cannot be known. Similarly, in-
ference is possible only when true reason ( 1) can be found
out. Therefore, none can be omniscient. At present we do
not find any omniscient person and there is no proof that
such a person ever existed. There are certain books which

41, [Ibid. p, 268,
2. 5V, 4. 32,
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claim that their authors were omniscient, but there is no reason
why this claim should be accepted. It is argued that this
claim should be accepted because it is made by an omniscient
person and that the person is omniscient because he makes a
true claim. But this argument involves mutual dependence
{ #=it=nw7 ) and hence it is false. Moreover, the fact that
one person is omniscient, if it bea fact, can truly be known
only by another omniscient person, which is impossible. The
Jaina view that souls are naturally ommniscient and their know-
ledge is independent of sense-organs, can only be supported
by the Jaina scriptures and the validity of the Jaina scriptures
depends on the truth of this view, and thus there being a sort
of mutual dependence nothing can be ascertained.+®

3. The Sense-organs and their Functions.

Perception is always of a present object because it always
arises from a present contact ( 5y #3417 ) of a sense-organ with
object. Contact is a relation between some sense-organ and
some object, and since it is impossible to have a relation be-
tween two terms one of which is present and the other absent,
perception of absent objects cannot arise. Perception depends
on the activity of sense-organs and sense-organs cannot operate
upon absent objects. The object on whose contact with a
sense-organ perception arises, must be the same object that is
perceived. Contact with some object is found in .other forms
of knowledge too. When the inferential knowledge of past
rain arises from observing a river in flood or when future
rain is inferred from the observation of dense clouds in the
sky, the eyes are in contact with the river and the clouds
respectively, In the illusion of silver in shell the shell is present
and is in contact with the eyes while silver is absent. In these
cases there is sense-contact, yet, the object cognised being
different from the object in contact, they are not cases of
perception. In perception the object in contact is identical
with the object cognised.44

43, 1Ihbid, 2. 112-142,
44, KK on SV, ¢. 21.
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(1) The External Sense-organs.

Parthasarathi defines a sense-organ as that which generates
a vivid and specific cognition of the object with which it comes
in contact.® Sense-organs are six in number, five external
and one internal. The five external sense-organs are those of
sight, taste, smell, touch and hearing, and the one internal
sense is the manas. Kumirila does not attempt a detailed de-
scription of the nature and number of sense-organs. He seems
to have accepted what is commonly known about them and
he had nothing to say against the Nydya view of sense-organs
except in the case of the sense of hearing. The later Bhaftas
too generally agree with the Nydya view, but some of them
offer different arguments lo prove the constitution of sense-
organs as it is commonly known to Indian philosophers. The
Vaigesika classification of the ultimate constituents of the phy-
sical universe into ether, air, fire, water and carth is generally
accepted, and hence the stuff out of which the different sense-
organs, which are physical in pature, are made, must be one
or more of these elements. According 1o the Nyfiya the
visual organ is made of fire ( %% ) and the gustatory, olfac-
tory, tactual and auditory organs are respectively made of
water, earth, air and ether. The basic principle on which this
view rests is that like must be apprehended by like. The eye
apprehends colour which is supposed to be the specific pro-
perty of the fire element; therefore, it must be firy. The
tongue apprehends taste which is the specific property of
water; therefore, it must be watery. The nose apprehends
smell which is the specific property of earth; therefore, it
must be earthy. The skin and the ear apprehend touch and
sound which are specific properties of air and ether respecti-
vely ; therefore, the skin must be airy and the ear ethery.
Parthasarathi acceptsTthis reasoning in the case of the visual
and olfactory organs, but in that of gustatory and tactual
organs he follows a different principle. Itis seen that when
the tongue is dry there is no sensation of taste but when it is

46. 1 Hugemsd fgTeaE R sl aftRragsi
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moist gustatory sensation appears. This shows that the water
element on the surface of the tongue is the manifester of taste
and hence the gustatory organ is watery. Similarly, since we
observe that when after plunging in water one comes out and
has contact with air he feels the sensation of cold, therefore,
skin which is the organ of touch must be airy. Inthe case
of the auditory organ Pirthasirathi does not follow any rea-
soning but assumes it to be the space ( 7% ) enclosed in the
ear-cavity on the authority of the scriptures. 4%

Sucaritamiéra gives up completely the Nydya principle of
‘like apprehending like’. His reasoning is based on analogy.
The sense-organs are composed of physical elements. They
reside in the body and manifest such qualities of objects as
colour, taste etc. The external elements too are observed to
manifest these qualities. We see that colowr is manifested
by the light of alamp which is firy. Taste is manifested by
water element : In dry substances there is taste but it is not
manifested unless they are moistened by water. It cannot be
said that there is no taste in dry substances, because it must
be present there as long as the things exist just as colour exists
as long as coloured things exist. Therefore, water is the
manifester of taste. Some earthy substance is seen to mani-
fest odour, for example, the paste of margosa bark ( @ ).
When the paste of margosa bark is applied to sandal the
smell of the latter is manifested more keenly. The cause of
such keener manifestation is not the water in the paste but the
element of earth in it, because pure water is not seen to possess
this property. Therefore, earth is the manifester of odour.
Similarly, the external air element is observed to manifest touch.
During the cold season the cold touch of the particles of water
scattered in the atmosphere is not felt unless air blows. This
cold touch does not belong to air because air is neither cold
nor hot. Therefore, air is the manifester of touch. Thus
when it is seen that external elements ( 377 ) manifest the diffe-
rent sense-qualities, it must be congluded, on the strength of
analogy, that sense-organs, which too manifest different sense-

46, NR on 5V, 4. 51.
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qualities, must be composed of the elements. Light and eve
both manifest colour; light is of the nature of fire; therefore,
eye too is of the nature of fire. The same reasoning is extended
to the case of other sense-organs also, the case of the auditory
organ being an exception. About the auditory organ Sucarie
tamiéra says that itis of the nature of ether ( =r%ry ) and he
is supported by Cidananda and Nariyana. Each of the ele-
ments is seen taking part in the composition of body in general
and in that of a sense-organ in particular; ether takes part in
the composition of body in the form of hollow spaces inside
it; therefore, it must take part in the composition of one
special sense-organ also. Since the other sense-organs are
composed of the other elements, the auditory organ, by elimi-
nation, must be of the nature of ether. We arrive at the same
result by a different line of reasoning also, In the case of
other sense-organs we find that each of them manifests such
quality as belongs to the element that it is composed of; sound
is not a quality belonging to any of them because itis the
quality of ether; therefore, it must be manifested by ether
alone, so that the auditory organ must be composed of ether.
This assumption is quite legitimate because it accords with
what is commonly seen.*?

Cidinanda and WNariyana differ from Sucaritamiéra in
that sound ( 5s7 ) according to them is nota quality but an
eternal substance, and Parthas@rathi differs from them all
in that the auditory organ according to him is space ( fz5 )
itself limited by the cavity of ear. The reason of this diver-
gence of opinion lies in Kumdrila's attitude of uncertainty
regarding the nature of the auditory organ. He has no positive
reason to oppose the Nyfdya view that the auditory organis
of the nature of ether. He says : “If it is absolutely necessary
to deny the assertion of the Naiyiyika, then we must seek to
establish the fact of space being the sense of audition on the
ground of its being laid down in the Veda.”4% Further, he
maintuing t'lmt this view is as reasonable as th:t of the Naiya-

47, KK on 5V, 4. 61.
48. 5V, Sabdanityats, 14950,
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yika and possesses the additional advantage of being supported
by the Veda.*® All the Bhaftas agree that fabda is an eternal
substance. Sabda is an ambiguous term. It is used in the-
sense of sound (‘=3f ) as well as word. Word, according to
the Bhattas, is definitely an eternal substance and it is said
that audible sound manifests it. But is sound too an eternal
substance 7 Niriyana answers this question in the affir- °
mative.®® Sucaritamiéra maintains that it is the specific quality
of cther. Pirthasdrathi’s view is not clear, but Rimakrsna in
his commentary on SD says that it is a quality of air.®! Cin-
nasvimiddstr summarising the Bhitta view says that fabda
has two forms, viz. sound form and letter form and that the
former isa non-eternal quality of air because it is produced
by an impact of air, while the latter is an eternal substance,5*

The Bhafta reasoning to establish the elemental character
(#Mf¥s=5 ) of sense-organs appears to be more sound than
that of the MaiyAyika. The Naiyayika's principle of ‘like
apprehending like’ breaks down in the case of manas
which is supposed to be the inner organ of apprehending
pleasure, painetc. Manas is a sense-organ like the eye and
it apprehends such inner qualities as pleasure, pain etc., but
it is not made of the substance of which these are the qualities.
These are the qualities of a spiritual substance called the soal,
but manas is not spiritual in nature. Again, this principle
cannot explain the perception of sound through ear if, as the
Miminsaka assumes, sound be not a quality of ether but of
air or not a quality at all. Moreover, the principle is not sup-
ported by facts. SucaritamiSra seems to adopt it when esta-
blishing the etherial nature of the auditory organ, but itis
adopted only after he has established the elemental nature of
the other sense-organs on a different ground. He does not
take it as an a priori principle but as a generalization. How-
ever, the Bhatta reasoning is no less fallacious than that of

40, Ibid. 15%-64.
50. MM, p. 10.
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the Naiydyika and the fallacy is due to an ambiguous use of
the term ‘manifester’ ( wfw=iw% ). The eye, for instance, is
the manifester of colour and so is light, but the two cannot be
of an identical nature on this account. Light, is not a mani-
fester in the same way as the eye is. The eye manifests colour
while light only helps it by being an accessory ( mewmiv). If
“light were of the same nature as the eye is it could not help
the latter in colour perception as the eye of another man does
not help it

( II ) The Internal Sense-organ.

The internal sense-organ is called the ‘manas’ for which the
English word ‘mind’ has been generally used. This usage,
however, is quite misleading. Mind is a conscious principle,
whereas manas is an unconscious instrument of this conscious
principle like the body. Asa matter of fact there is no word
in English which can properly express the concept of manas.

Kumirila does not try to establish the existence of manas
by arguments asis done by the Naiydyikas. He simply says
that the cognition of pleasure ete. is perceptual in nature,
because it arises when manas is in contact with them; and
manas is a sense-organ®® While enumerating the functions
of manas Kumirila does not mention thatitis the cause of
the order ( %% ) that we observe among our perceptions. There
is usually a contact of sense-organs simultaneously with many
things. For example, whilel am perceiving the words that
I write, there is simultaneously an impact of sounds on my
ear-drums and a pressure of clothes that 1 wear on my skin.
But 1am not aware of the sounds and the pressure simulta-
neously with the words. There is an order in my awareness
of different moments and the Naiyayika refers to this fact
as a proof of the existence of manas and its atomic size.5% It
appears that Kumirila did not consider it as the required
proof, but, as he does not controvert the Nyiya view, it can
also be said that he agreed with it. The assumption of manas

B3. SV, 4. B3.
B4, NS, 1. 1. 16.
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as a sense-organ is made to explain subjective experiences,
Sucaritamisrs, however, assumes it for another reason also.
He says that sometimes there is a contact of the soul, a sense-
organ and an object, yet no cognition of the object arises, for
example, in the state of inattention, though at other times the
cognition does appear. There must be some cause for this
difference and this cause is the absence of contact with manas
in the former case and its presence in the latter. Thus manas
is not only an organ of sense, but of attention too.*® Sucari-
tamisra adds that manas is never dissociated from soul, not
even in the state of release.”® But this is not accepted by
Piarthasirathi who maintains that in release the soul is disso-
ciated from all konowables ( g#g ) as well as the instruments of
knowledge.”” Cidinanda and Niriyana, however, agree with
Sucaritamiéra on this point. Ciddnanda does not feel the
. necessity of assuming manas to explain merely the order of
succession in perceptions and he is opposed to the Nyiya view
that manas is atomic. Below we give Cidananda's view of
manas,

The manas exists and it is infinite in size. We have a direct
experience of such subjective qualities as pleasure, pain etc.
and, since all direct experiences are sensuous in origin while
the external sense-organs cannot explain the direct experience
of pleasure etc., there must exist an internal sense-organ which
is called the manas. Manas is of an infinite size, because,
like soul which too is infinite, it is an intangible substance, or
because it is a substance without being an effect and a material
cause of anything, or because itis the substratum of the con-
junction which is the non-constituent cause ( sEaa1fy F117 ) of
cognition,

Others prove the existence and atomic size of manas in the
following three ways : It is seen that, though there is a contact
of the sense-organs simultaneously with many objects, yet
their cognitions appear not simultaneously but in succession,

55." KK on &V, 4. 166,
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and this fact proves the existence of some thing, viz. manas,
which must intervene between soul and sense-organs before
the appearanee of a cognition. Now, if manas were infinite
in size it would naturally be in contact with all the sense-organs
simultaneously and thus there would be no order among per-
ceptions. But if manas is assumed to be atomic, it can fully
explain the order among perceptions on the ground that being
atomic it can come in contact with only one sense-organata
time, and thus the very argument which establishes the exis-
tence of manas also establishes its atomic size. Secondly,
cognition is a transitory and specific quality of an eternal sub-
stance, viz. soul, and sucha quality of such a substance is
seen to originate only by the conjuction of another substance,
as is the case of the atoms of earth which acquire the quality
of colour by their conjunction with fire. Therefore, the required
substance whose conjunction with soul results in cognition is
the manas. This argument also proves the atomic character
of manas. Manas is either infinite, or of a medium size, or
atomic. Itcaonot be infinite, because there cian be no con-
Junction between two substances unless there is movement in
one or both of them, and movement is impossible in the case
of infinite substances. It cannot be of a medium size, because
a thing of medium size is always an effect of some material
cause, while manas cannot be an effect, for, otherwise, it would
not survive death, Therefore, it must be atomic, Thirdly, the
existence of manas is inferred from the direct cognition of
pleasure etc. It is a sense-organ; but ifit is assumed to be
infinite, it cannot function asa sense-organ unless there be
some limiting adjunct (=9ify ). If some portion of body is
supposed to be the limiting adjunct its accidental destruction
would lead to the absence of knowledge, as, when the eye is
destroyed there is no perception of colour. 1fthe whole body
is supposed to be the limiting adjunct, the feeling of pain that
originates in the leg only would be felt all over the body.
And since there can be no other limiting adjunct, therefore the
atomic character of manas becomes inevitable.

These arguments are false. The first argument, which is
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forwarded by the Naiydyika, does not prove the existence of
manas, Even il it is proved the simultaneous recollection of
all that one has learnt becomes inevitable, because the impres-
sions of all that has been memorised abide in the soul and
will be revived simultaneously by the conjunction of manas
with soul. It cannot be said that all impressions are not revi-
ved simultaneously, because through concentration, which is
a particular state of manas in which senss-organs turn away
from their objects, it is quite possible to revive all impressions
simultancously. 1f it be said that concentration by its very
nature revives impressions in an order of succession, or that
the reyived impressions naturally produce memory in an order
of succession, then, for the sake parsimony it is better to as-
sume that soul itself naturally produces cognitions in such an
order, and thus we do away with the superfluous assumption
of manas. It may be said that in that case the process of cog-
nition would be uncaused, for, the eye and other sense-organs
by themselves are sometimes seen unable to produce cognition
and hence they cannot be supposed to be a sufficient cause of
cognition. It is true; but then the origination of cognitions
in & succession ceases to be the proof of the existence of manas.
Manas would then be assumed as the cause of cognitions and
then too it would be unnecessary because the body itself
could be supposed to be the required cause.

The second argument, which is put forward by Prabhdkara,
also is not convincing. Itis seen that colour is produced in
earth by fire alone; but from this the generalisation that a
transitory quality of every eternal substanee is produced by
conjunction with another substance, is not legitimate. Thus
the major premise of the argument being uncertain, the inference
of the existence of manas becomes fallacious, Or, since fire
alone is seen to produce colour in earth by its conjunction,
therefore, the substance whose conjunction with soul is needed
to produce cognition cannot be different from fire. Or. again,
let the body alone be such a substance instead of manas.
Pirthasirathi also says : “Because the body is the receptacle of
food and drink the specific qualities of soul, e.g. pteasure,
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cognition etc.,, cannot arise outside the body. Hence, as the
conjunction of body alone suffices for their origination the
inference of another substance, viz. manas, is untenable®®”, It
will be said that conjunction requires movement while soul
being infinite cannot move, so that the other required substance
must be able to move in order to produce cognition, but body
is sometimes seen to be motionless, as in slesp, yet cognition
is produced, and hence the required substance must be different
from body. This is wrong. What is required must be ever in
motion and body too is ever in motion, though its motion may
sometimes be very subtle,

The third argument is correct, but is does not prove that
manas is atomic. Though manas is infinite, yet itis able to
function as a sense-organ by virtue of the body which is its
limiting adjunct. The objection that in that case a pain in the
leg will be felt all over the body is not proper, because a simi-
lar objection can be raised against the assumption that manas
1s atomic : When pleasure or pain is produced in the whole
body by a scented bath or burning, an atomic manas could
not come in contact simultaneously with the whole of it and
then there would be no experience of such a diffused feeling.
Therefore, when atomicity and infinite size both are not free
from objection, it is Wrong to accept atomicity alone. Asa
matter of fact this argument proves only the existence of
manas and not its size. The size is proved by a different argu-
ment and it is infinite as has already been shown.

Manas is a substance. But is it one of the other recognised
substances or a different one ? Parthasarathi says that whether
manas be elemental (+ifiw ) or non-elemental in nature, its
existence is beyond doubt. Ciddnanda says that being different
from the external sense-organs which are composed of the
elements it cannot be clemental and since it is an instrument
it must be different from soul which is the agent. Then, letit
be either of the two remaining substances, viz. space and time.
No; manas is always connected with the objects of knowledge
cither directly as in the cognition of pleasure etc. or indirectly

58. 3D, p. 36,
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as in external sense-perception. Whataver is perceived is only
connected with manas in the above way and is not identical
with it; space and time too are perceived; therefore, they are
not identical with manas. So, manas must be an altogether
different substance and it is eternal, infinite and motionless,

It is maintained that in all forms of knowledge a contact
between soul and manas is necessary. But the difficulty now
arises as to the possibility of any contact between two infinite
and motionless substances. Contact between two things is
possible when there is activity is one or both of them, But
how can there be any activity in motionless things? This
difficulty is avoided by asserting that when the motionless
substances are infinite in size they are already in contact and
thus there is no need of any activity. We directly observe other
instances of such a contact, as that between infinite space and
infinite sky, otherwise how could we speak of ‘*sastern sky’,
*western sky” ete. ¥5?

In the above reasoning the tendency of the Bhittas to avoid
an assumption of the unseen as far as possible is obvious.
Others assume manas for many reasons and assign many fun-
ctions to it. But the Bhaiftas assume it only to explain our
immediate knowledge of subjective qualities and assign other
functions to the body. It is true that Cidananda later admits
that manas plays a part in external sense-perception by inter-
vening between soul and external sense-organs, but it is in-
consistent with the stand taken by him in the beginning accor-
ding to which manas is unnecessary except for the perception
of pleasure etc. This is because Kumdrila has emphatically
stated that in the perception of colour etc. manas functions in
cooperation with the visual and other sense-organs.® |p ap-
pears that the Bhi{tas were gradually realising the rcdu:{dancy f
of the concept of manas. Yet, due to the pressure of scriptural
authority and the. ignorance of the functions of brain and
sensory nerves that give organic sensation, the concept of manas
could not be completely abandoned.

ﬂﬁ. ;\TV; PP 61-66.
60. B8V, 4. 160.
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( I ) Criticism of the Sankhya View.

Sucaritamiéra criticises the Sdnkhya view about the con-
stitution of sense-organs. The Sankhya does not belicve in
the elemental origin of sense-organs, He maintains that
the whole universe evolves from Prakrti which is matter in
its original unevolved state. The first evolute of Prakrti is
Mahat or Buddhi from which evolves Ahankdra. Then the
process of evolution proceeds along two different lines, one
determined by the preponderance of Sattva and the other by
that of Tamas. The five organs of sense, the five organs of
action and manas which partakes the nature of both are the
evolutes of Ahankdra along the first line and the five physical
elements along the sacond line.5! Now, the question arises
4s5to what this Ahankira is. In common parlance Ahankira
or egoism is understood to be a form of consciousness in which
the ego or self is revealed. How then can the sense-organs
be of the nature of consciousness ? If the Sankhya means by
Ahankira something different, then, its existence is not proved
by any available means. The Sankhya says that Ahankiira
is all-pervading. But in that case its evolutes, the senses, too
must be all-pervading, and hence in contact with everything,
This, however, is inconsistent with the fact that the senses do
not come in contact with past, future, remote and subtle things,
becanse we do not have their direct knowledge. Again, the
Sinkhya says that there are three internal instruments of cog-
nition, viz, Buddhi, Ahankiira and Manas. Thus, when Ahan-
kilra itself is an instrument how can other instruments be of

its nature ? Therefore, sense-organs are not Ahankéirika but
clemental, 52 i

(IV ) Sense-organs are known indirectly,

The existence of sense-organs is known through positive
m}d negative  concomitance ( Faqafii% ).  They are not
directly perceptible. Some philosophers believe that soul is
of the nature of pure consciousness and hence knowledge is

61. SK, 75.
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natural to it, so that there is no necessity of assuming the exis-
tence of sense-organs. But this is wrong. If it were true, all
persons would have been omniscient. But as none is omnis-
cient and our perception is limited to present and proximate
things only, the dependence of perception on some cause is
obvious. For the perception of external things we depend on
external sense-organs. When the eyes are closed there is no
knowledge of colours and when the ears are closed there is
no knowledge of sounds. But when they are not closed the
knowledge of colours and sounds appears. From this it is
inferred that colours are perceived through eyes and sounds
through ears. Similarly the existence of other sense-organs is
known from positive and negative concomitance. The exi
stence of the internal sense-organ also is inferred from the
immediacy of our subjective experiences. If there were no inter-
nal sense-organ such immediacy could not be explained. Manas
is the internal sense-organ and it is different from body as
other sense-organs are,®*

( V) The number of semsc-organs,

The number of sense-organs is limited to six, neither more
nor less. Some people assert that there is only one sense-organ,
viz. the skin, and that others are its different capacities lo-
cated in different parts. But this view fis wrong. One sense-
organ cannot explain the variety of perception. To say that
One sensc-organ can apprehend all sense-qualities is as absurd
as to say that the eye can apprehend sound and the ear can
apprehend colour. To say that one sense-organ possesses five
©Or more capacities is practically to recognise that there are more
sense-organs than one. The skinis of the nature of air and
itis but proper that five different capacities should belong
to five different substances rather than to air alone.®4.

Some hold that there are innumerable sense-organs corres-
ponding to the innumerable subdivisions of colour, sound and
other sensory qualities. Colours are divided into red, blue,

63. NRon SV, 4. 167.
64. Ibid, 4. 163,
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green etc. Similarly, sounds, tastes, odours and touches have
innumerable subdivisions. Each of these subdivisions, it is
said, must be apprehended by one distinct sense-organ. But
this assumption of innumerable sense-organs is needless, though
it is true that there are innumerable subdivisions of the five
main sensory qualities. There are many colours differing in
kind and degree, but all are apprehended by the eyes alone.
When the eyes are open all the different colours are perceived,
but when they are closed all colours disappear. From this it
is plain that all colours are apprehended by the eye. Similarly,
all sounds are perceived by the ear, all tastes by the tongue,
all odours by the nose and all touches by the skin. There-
fore, the number of sense-organs including manas is only
six.9%

( VI ) The sense-contact theory.

Perception is produced by the contact of a sense-organ
with an object. 1In tactual and gustatory perception such con-
tact is quite evident. The particles of air spread over the skin
cannot give the knowledge of touch unless the object possessing
the quality of touch is brought in contact with the skin. Touch
i5 of three kinds, viz. cold, hotand neither cold nor hot.%®
These are actually kinds of temperature. According to modern
psychology we apprehend many qualities through skin such as
temperature, pain, hardness, sofiness, smoothness etc. The
reason why temperature sensations alone were enumerated as
forms of touch seems tc be that the knowledge of pain is attri-
buted to the instrumentality of manas and that of softness etc.
to that of vision. No difference is observed between the feeling
of pain and the sensation of pain.

The particles of water spread over the surface of tongue are
said to give the sensation of taste when some substance comes
in contact with them. Tasteis divided into six kinds, viz.
sweet, bitter, sour, astringent, pungent and saline,%?

65, 5V, 4. 169.
66. MM, p. 241.
67. Ibid.
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These two sense-organs are pripyakdri, i. e. they function
by coming in contact with their respective objects. These are
not distant senses, because they do not apprehend qualities of
objects at a distance. The olfactory organ too is priapyakdri.
A particle of earth residing inside the nose comes in contact
with the subtle particles of sn odorous substance scattered in
the atmosphere. Odour belongs to earth alone and it is of three
kinds, viz. sweet, noxious and ordinary.®*

The organs of vision and audition grasp their respective
objects from a distnnce, There is no unanimity about their being
priipyakiri or apripyakiri. The Buddhists maintain that these
are apripyakdri, i. e. they function without coming in contact
with their objects. According to the Jaina only the sense of
vision is apripyakdri. All other Indian philosophers say that
both of these are pripyakari like other sense-organs.,

The Buddhist argues that the eye and the éar are peripheral
organs and nobody is ever aware of their travelling to a dis-
tant object after leaving their abodes in the body. If thes=
organs could come in contact with their objects there would
not be any awareness of their being at a distance from us. When
an object is seen or a sound is heard we are also aware that
the object is at a distance and that the source of sound is far
or near. This awareness of distance { a7 ) cannot be
explained by pripyakaritva. The organs of taste and touch are
prapyakiri and are not seen to give a knowledge of distance.
The organs of vision and hearing give a knowledge of distance
and hence they cannot be pripyakiri. Again, just as skin and
tongue cannot apprehend objects of a size bigger than their
own, so the visusl organ too could not apprehend trees, moun-
tains etc. which are far bigger than the pupil of the eye, if it
were prapyakiri like them. Near and distant objects are seen
simultaneously. But if the eye be supposed to reach out to its
object in order to come in contact with it, it would take more
time to reach a distant object and less time to reach a near
object with the result that their perception would not be simu-

68. [Ihid.
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Itaneous. Therefore, the visual and auditory organs are not

pripyakari.’®

Kumdrila says that even if sense-functioning through contact
be disproved by the Buddhist reasoning, it is beyond doubt
that perception arises from the activity of sense-organs with
reference to their objects. However, the contact theory as held
by the Sankhya and others cannot be refuted in its general
form. If the visual and auditory organs operated without
contact, the S@nkhya maintains, everything including that
which is remote and hidden would be perceived. The Buddhist
says that the eye and the ear are never seen to leave their
abodes in the body. The Sankhya asserts that peripheral
organs (#t®s ) are not really sense-organs, because these are
elemental while the latter are Ahankirika, i, e, they are made of
a subtler stuff than the gross physical elements. The Vritis of
these organs, which are supersensible, mobile and swift, move
out of them and reach the objects located in external space.
These Vrttis assume the forms of objects and thus we are aware
of the objects. All the while these Vritis are connected with
their sites in the body. They extend from their sites to objects
without being severed. It may be objected that if the physical
eye is not the real sense-organ of vision, how is it that medi-
cines applied to it remove defects and improve vision ? The
Sinkhya replies that this does not go against the view that the
real sense-organs are different from the end-organs, because
these end-organs contain the real sense-organs and the medi-
cines applied to the former actually benefit the latter. A
Vrtti issues out just as light issues from a lamp. The perception
of a thing bigger in size than the eye is explained by the expan-
sion of Vrtti at the end (g=mr), When a Vrtti issues out
from the eye itgoes on expanding and the object-size that is
apprehedded depends on the magnitude of the stretch of the
Vrtti. A Vrttican go only toa limited extent and not to an
infinite distance so that very distant things remain invisible to
us. It may be objected that when a Vriti has once reached its
object it must apprehend the object even if the eye is shut or

69, S8V, 4. 41-41,
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-destroyed in the mean time. The answeris that itis not so
because with the destruction or shutting of the eye the connec-
tion of Vriti with it is severed like the light of a lamp on its
extinction. Or, even if the connection be not severed the object
presented by the Vrtti is not experienced because then the soul
loses its contact with the presented object with the loss of an
effort to know. Thus, according to the Sinkhya, the visual
organ comes in contact with objects through its Vrttis and simi-
larly the auditory organ too comes in contact with sounds so
that both of them are prapyakiri.”®

The Bhatias accept that there is sense-contact in visual and
auditory perception, but they reject the Vrtti-theory. Ahankira
is supposed to be all-pervading and so the senses, which are
Ahankirika, too must be all-pervading; but how canan all-
pervading, thing move 7 And what is this Vrtti 7 1f it is merely
the capacity of a sense-organ to apprehend its object, then it is.a
$akti and 50 immaterial. How can an immaterial thing move ?
As a matter of fact the visual organ is made of light ( 758 )
which by its very nature possesses the property of spreading
around from its source. So, though the eye does not move away

from its place, the light from it goes out and comes in contact
with objects.™

According to the Naiylyika the speed of light is so swift
that even such extremely distant an object as the planet Saturn
can be perceived almost instantaneously with the opening of
eyes. But Narayaga maintains that however speedy light may
be, it cannot be so speedy that we could not be able to appre-
ciate the difference between the times that the light of the eye
takes to reach an object millions of miles away and another
whichis at a distance of only a few inches. From the fact that
We can see Saturn as soon as we open our eyes it should be
concluded that the light of the eye at the moment of coming
out becomes one with the all-pervasive external light and so it
need not travel to such a long distance. It should not be sup-
posed that, since the exterpal light is all-pervasive, a man living

70. KK on 5V, 4. 42-51.
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in Kerala could see the river Ganga, because the visual light
unites not with the whole of the external light but with only
that portion of it which is favoured by the merits and demerits
{ wsthes ) of the perceiver,T?

According to modern physics light travels from an external
object to the retina of the eye. Nardyana seems to have struck
this truth so far as he maintains that the visual light meets the
light coming from external objects; but he stops short of the
complete truth because he could not shake off the deeply in-
grained belief that the visual organ is made of the fire-element.
He is ignorant of the fact that light travels in the form of rays
in a straight line at a tremendous speed.

( VII ) The perception of sound.

About the nature and perception of sound the Bhafta had to
wage a serious battle against his rivals, since the eternity of
Veda was supposed to depend on the eternity of éabda. Accor-
ding to the Bhatta dabda is an eternal and omnipresent subs-
tance and the effort of a speaker does not produce it but simply
manifests it. The controversy regarding the eternity of sabda
has hardly any importance now, and hence the following acco-
unt will be confined to the perception of sound only.

According to the Vaidesika sound is initially produced by
conjunction and disjunction, as when one thing strikes upon
another and when two closely conjoined things are forcibly
separated. This initial sound produces another similar to it,
which in turn produces a third similar sound and so on in the
manner of @ wave giving rise to another wave, till the last one
is produced in the ether enclosed -within the car-cavity. Itis
this last sound in the series that is apprehended by the auditory
organ and not the initial one.

This view, according to Kumdrila, is not satisfactory as it
involves many unverifiable assumptions. We are never aware
of 2 multiplicity of sounds, nor is there any awareness of the
heard sound being different from the uttered ome. When
some one utters some word we believe that we hear the same

72, MM, pp. 11-12, =
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word and the speaker also believes that the same word that
he utters will be heard by others, How can g3
rise to another sound similar to it ? Why is sound heard
quickly in the direction of wind and not go quickly in the
opposite direction ? Why is the supposed series of sounds
not produced in all directions and heard by everyone in the
world ? Why is sound notable to cross sych obstacles as a
wall etc.? These questions cannot be satisfactorily answered
by the Vaisesika, for, according to him, sound is g non-cor-
poreal ( 7 ) quality of the all-pervading ether ( =rrrey )78
According to the Jaina, éabda is substangia] in nature. Tt
is composed of very subtle particles of matter ( 9% ) posses-
sing form and touch and is heard when it travels to ang comes
in contact with the auditory organ. This view is even more
objectionable than the Vaisesika view. The travelling of sound,
4 material entity, to the ear is not. percejyed by any one.
The existence of form and touch in sound, the suppression of
these qualities assumed to explain their impeucptihiiity, and
the existence of subtle parts in sound are simply wild assum-
ptions having no ground. How can the invisible parts of
sound be arranged together and how can these arrangements
differ among themselves so asto give different words ? 1In
the absence of fluidity how can these parts be held together
and why should they not be scattered apart by wind before
reaching the ear of the hearer ? The parts of sound must be
extremely light and loosely held together and when they come
in contact with such things as a tree etc. in their way they
must fall apart like a lump of clay. Moreover, when they
enter the ear of one person they must not be heard by others,™

sound give

According to the Sankhya the Vrtti of the auditory organ
goes out to the locus of sound. The Sankhya assumes two un-
verifiable things, viz. the existence of Vrtti and its movement,
Now, when the Vrtti exists ata distance, viz. in the locus of
sound to which it moves, how can it affect the auditory organ
of the hearer ? Certainly the hearing of sound presupposes

73. 5V, Sabdanityas 86-98,
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some modification of the hearing organ; but it is inconceivable
how such modification can be produced from a distance. 1If it
be said that the hearing organ is all-pervading, then even a very
distant sound should be audible. And, why should a sound
obstructed by a wall be not audible ? The Vrtti of the hearing
organ being non-conporeal ( *%d ) cannot be obstructed by mate-
rial obstacles. Moreover, the wind blowing in the direction
of the sound should not help its perception nor the wind bBlow-
ing in the opposite direction should hinder it. It is more
reasonable to think that the former should hinder and the
latter should help hearing because it is the Vrtti that is supposed
to move, not sound.’™

The Buddhist says that sound is heard without requiring any
contact between the auditory organ and sound. But then near
and distant sounds should be equally audible or inaudible,
because the absence of contact is common in both the cases,
Mor should there be any sequence among heard sounds, and the
perception of the same sound as loud by a person who is stand-
ing near it and as low by another standing ata greater distance
too remains inexplicable,™®

Having criticised all the above views Kumirila gives his own
view as follows : When a person speaks the air inside his body
struck by his effort moves out of his mouth and this air is help-
ed by the conjunction and disjunction of his palate, tongue and
throat. The extent to which the air goes is determined by its
initial velocity which depends on the intensity of the speaker's
effort. That is why sound is not heard everywhere. When the
air forces its way through the surrounding atmosphere which is
calm, its parts have conjunction and disjunction with the latter
and so the sound is heard in all directions. When this air
reaches the ether of the aural cavity it imparts a certain potency
(35 ) to the auditory organ, which produces certain modi-
fications ( #=mir ) in the latter. Different modifications are
caused by different sounds and they are the cause of the diffe-
rences in sound perception. Sound is not heard when there

78, Ibid, 113-110.
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are obstacles such as a wall etc. because they obstruct the
passage of air. When loud sounds are heard some pressure is
experienced upon the ear. This is caused by the air-current
striking the ear with a great force. The initial velocity of the
sound gradually decreases and hence the intensity of sound di-
flers at different points of its passage till the sound disappears
completely. Thus the sequence, loudness, lowness ete. of the
heard sounds are fully explained by this theory.™

{ VIII ) Forms of contact.

The objects of which we have a direct knowledge through
perception are substances, qualities, actions and universals.
The sense-contacts involved in their perception vary according
to the object perceived. According to the older Naiviyikas
such contacts ( #i=%% ) are six in 'number, viz. conjunction
( &4 ), inherence-in-what-is-conjoined ( #g=-ga%1g ), inherence-
in-what-is-inherent-in-what-is-conjoined ( sy=-s597-57917 ), inhe-
rence ( 5wary ) inherence-in-what-is-inherent ( sR¥sswaE ),
and the relation of qualification and the qualified (f23-
qufyfisar ). These are the forms of ordinary contact. The
Neo-Naiydyikas add three forms of extraordinary contact to
this list. They are : contact through generality ( smraegm ),
contact through association (9=®%7) and contact through
meditation ( t7s ). The knowledge of substances is given thro-
ugh the contact known as samyoga. The senses are substances
and they can directly comg in contact with substances alone.
They cannot have a direct contact with qualities, actions and
universals which inhere in substances. The contact of the sen-
ses with these latter is mediated by samavdya and hence it is
called samyukta-samaviya. The contact of the senses with uni-
versals inhering in qualities and actions is still further mediated
by another inherence. Whiteness, for instance, which is the
universal of the quality ‘white’ inheres in *white’ which inheres
in a white substance with which the visual organ comes to have
conjunction. Hence this form of contactis called samyukta-
samaveta-samavdya. The contact involved in the perception

77. Ibid. 122-130.
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of sound which is a quality of ether, is different from all the
above contacts and is called samavdya. It is different from
samyukta-samaviya which is involved in the perception of the
qualities of colour, taste, touch and smell. The argument ad-
vanced by the Naiydyika for this difference is that sound being
a quality of ether inheres init and the auditory organ itself
being a part of ether enclosed within the ear there is no need
of its conjunction with any other substance. The colour of a
jar inheres in the jar and the eye can apprehend it only afier
having conjunction with the jar. But, sound, on the other hand,
inheres in the organ that apprehends it and hence it s known
through samaviiya. The universal of sound ( 7577 ) is appre-
hended through samaveta-samaviya because it inheres in sound.
The last form of ordinary contact, viz. vifesanavisesyabhiva is
assumed to explain the perception of negation ( #4179 ) Nega-
tion, i. e. absence of something is supposed by the Naiydyika
to be an object of perception. It cannot be perceived in the
manner in which positive entities are perceived, because
there is nothing to have a conjunction whith sense-organs.
Therefore, it is said that negation is perceived as a qualification
of some positive locus, In the perception of the absence of a
jar on the ground there is a union of the eye with the ground
and through this the eye comes in contact with the absence of
jaras a qualification of the ground. The relation known as
samavdya which exists between a substance and its qualities,
actions or universal, according to the Vaisesika, is impercepti-
ble. According to the Naiydyika samaviya too is an object of
perception and the contact which i5 involved in its perception
also is visesapavidesyabhava,

Among the various forms of extraordinary contact the first,
siminyalaksana, is assumed to explain the knowledge of all
past, present and future individuals belonging to a class, The
Naiylyika maintains that when the generic character of fire,
for instance, is perceived we also perceive all the particular in-
stances of fire at the same time. Through jf@nalaksana-sanni-
karsa, it is said, we perceive a quality of a substance by a sense-
organ, which is not ordinarily perceived by that organ, For
example, when the eyes are in contact with a sandal tree we
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are not only aware of its colour but also of its sweet smell.
The tree is at a such great distance that the olfactory organ
cannot come in contact with its smell and hence it cannot be
a case of olfactory perception. It is a case of visual perception
and yet smell is not ordinarily an object of visual perception.
What happens is that on a direct contact of the eye with the
colour and shape of the tree the olfactory image of the sweet
smell is revived through association. But it cannot be said to be
a case of memory for this reason, because the cognition of
sweet smell of sandal-wood is an extraordinary form of percep-
tion. The cognition of the heat of fire at a distance is another
instance of such perception. The yogajasannikarsa is involved
in the perception of yogins. Through the power of meditation
their sense-organs can come in contact mth all past, future,
minute and remote objects.™

The three forms of extraordinary contact are ruled out by
the Bhatta rejection of the possibility and validity of extraordi-
nary perception. The Bhitta criticism of yogaja perception has
already been given. Perception dependent on the contact known
as sAminyalaksapna was dssumed by the later Naiviyikas to
safeguard the validity of the universal major premise (s71:fg )
on which the validity of an inference depends. But, since the
Bhittas do pot recognise this sort of perception as the source
of our knowledge of vydpti, simdnyalaksana is rejected. This
point will be explained in the chapter on inference. Percep-
tion based on jddnalaksana-sannikarsa is not perception at all,
It is really inferential in pature and to call it perception is
wrong. To say that smell can be apprehended by vision is
absurd. The visual organ has the capacity of responding to
colours alone. The strongest proof of the fact that the said
cognition is not visual perception is thata person who is not
acquainted with the smell of sandal does not perceive it when
the sandal tree is at a distance, though he perceives the
form and colour of the latter like one who is acquainted with
its smell. Only the olfactory organ responds to odours, but at
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the time, due to the distance, the odour of sandal does not fall
within the range of the activity of this organ. Hence it cannot
be perceived at the time. Itis only a2 person already aware of
~ the association between sandal and sweet smell who cognises
sweet smell on recognising a sandal tree through vision, and
for this reason this cognition is inferential in nature. Similarly
the cognition of the warmth of fire from a distance is infereg.
ﬁallfﬂl

The Bhitta recognises only two forms of contact, viz. con-
junction (#417) and identity-with-what-is-conjoined (dgamaTe=a).
The various substances are perceived through the conjunction
of sense-organs with them. The contact known as samaviva is
rejected, because sound which is said to be perceived through
this contact is not a quality but an eternal substance and hence
it is apprehended through conjunction with the auditory organ
like other substances.

Leaving aside the controversy whether sound is a substance
or a quality we can say that thé Naiyiyika's view of auditory
perception does not seem to be consistent with his realistic
position. The Naiyayika maintains that sound is produced in
the ether of the aural cavity, which implies that our awareness
of sound as produced by an external object and coming from
the space outside is an illusion. In other words, sound thus
becomes a subjective appearance and loses its abjectivity. The
Naiyidyikas were not aware of the functions of the cortex. But
following the line of their reasoning it can be said that sound
is not the quality of the aural ether even, butisa specific res-
ponse of the cortex to some objective fact whose real nature we
do not know. Extending the reasoning to other forms of perce-
ption w= can conclude that our perceptions are only subjective
appearances of some objective reality whose actual character
we can never know and thus we land on the Kantian pheno-
menalism which is but a step towards Berkeleyan subjectivism.
It is true that according to the Naiydyika sound is produced
in the external space and what is perceived is the sound pro-
duced in the aural cavity which is the last in the series of sounds

79. NR on 5V, 4. 252-63.
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initiated by the first external sound.  But this amounts to saying
that what is actually perceived is subjective while its objective
character is a matter of belief, rational or irrational. In the
same way we can also say that the perceived colour, touch,
taste and smell actually belong to the fire, air, water and
earth residing in the eye, skin, tongue and nose respectively,
while their objectivity is a matter of belief which may or may
not be true. The Nydya view of auditory perception is wrong
for one more reason. Ifthe perceived sound is the quality
of the aural ether which, again, constitutes the auditory sense,
then it apprehends its own quality. But this goes against the
generally accepted view thata sense-organ cannot apprehend
itself or its own quality. The sense-organs and their qualities
are rightly held to be super-sensible and knowable through
inference alone.

Returning to the Bhifta view of contacts, when samaviya
as a form of contact is rejected ‘samavetasamavdya’ is automa-
tically rejected. Visesanati is rejected because negation accor-
ding to the Bhajtas is not an object of perception but of a diffe-
rent means of knowledge koown as ‘anupalabdhi’ or non-
apprehension. Out of the remaining two forms of contact,
viz. ‘samyuktasamavdya' and ‘samyuktasamavetasamaviya’,
the first is accepted but only under the changed name ‘samyu-
ktatiddtmya’, where “tddatmya’ is substituted for ‘samaviya’.
The reason is that samaviya or inherence as a form of relation
subsisting between two naturally inseparable things is rejected
by Kumirila, and ‘tddatmya’ or identity is accepted in its place.
Thus qualities, actions and universals of substances are percei-
ved through the contact ‘identity-with-what-is-inconjunction.’
The universals subsisting in qualities and actions also are per-
cetved through this form of contact because indirectly they too
have identity with the substances in conjunction with sense-
. organs. Or, for their perception a third form of contact
‘samyuktataditmatiditmya’ corresponding to ‘samyuktasama-
vetasamavidya' may be assumed in which case the number of
contacts will be three only.®°

80. MM, pp. 12-17.



188 PORVA MIMANSE

The different forms of contact are not facts of experience.
They are assumed to explain the functioningof the sense-organs.
Modern science does not favour the view that there is a mecha-
nical conjunction between the senses and their objects. It
explains sense-functioning in terms of certain chemical and
electrical changes produced in sense-organs by certain energies
coming from the environment. Kamarila personally does not
make any dogmatic assertion about contact. But he emphasises
that there is an activity of sense-organs in perception. Since
activity from a distance is not generally seen to take place, it
is more probable, according to him, that there is some form of
contact between sense-organs and objects. The second point
that he emphasises is that a sense-organ is naturally adapted to
respond to only a certain class of stimuli. This is why the
visual organ, though indirectly in contact with all the quali-
ties inhering in a visible object, does not give the knowledge
of such qualities as smell, taste, touch etc. except that of
colour and form. Thus contact determined by the natural
capacity of a sense-organ is the cause of perception,®!

4. Indeterminate and Determinate Perception,

Two forms or rather stages of perception have been gene-
rally recognised in Indian Philosophy. They are : nirvikalpaka
or indeterminate and savikalpaka or determinate perception,
The former precedes the latter and the latter is more advanced
than the former. Perception that arises immediately after the
contact of a sense-organ with some object is nirvikalpaka, i, e.
devoid of vikalpas or determinations; but the next moment
Wwhile the sense-object contact still continues the object is de-
termined as belonging to a particular class or as possessing
some qualities etc., and then the perception becomes savikal-
paka or determinate, Indeterminate perception is also called
simple apprehension { =g ).

The word *kalpana’ which is similar in form ( derived from
the root *kalp’ ) and identical in meaning with the word *vika-
Ipa’ was first nsed in philosophical literature probably by

Bl. IrEATERET M —NR on SV, 4.63-64.
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Dinniiga, 2 Buddhist logician, in his ‘Praminasamuccaya’ where
perception is defined as knowledge free from imagination and
unconnected with name, genus etc.** The earliest use of the
word ‘dlocana’ is seen in Prasastapdda's Bhisya. From this
it appears that earlier philosophers were conscious of the two
forms of perception, though a clearer and detailed description
of them was attempted for the first time by Kumirila. Kumirila
maintains the distinction against rival theories which, according
to the commentators, are held by the Buddhist, the Advaitin
and the Grammarians. The Buddhist holds that there can be
no determinate perception; the Advaitin says that determinate
perception does not give a knowledge of reality ; and the
Grammarian says that indeterminate perception is impossible.

According to Dharmakirti, another Buddhist logician, a
contemporary of Kumirila, perception is devoid of determina-
tions and non-erroneous ( s=iEas=a% ). Non-erroneousness
is a general condition of all forms of valid knowledge. The
word ‘kalpand’ is explained as meaning a cognition capable of
being associated with a pame ( AR R ).
When a man knowing the relation between a name and the
named determines an object as ‘jar’ his cognition is mixed with
the word ‘jar’. In the case of one who has not yet learnt the
relation between a name and the named, e. g. a child, the cog-
nition is notactually mixed with a name, still it is capable of
being expressed by a name. Both of these cognitions are exclu-
ded from perception. But, how, it may be asked, can a cogni-
tion which is not actually mixed with a name be ascertained
to be capable of being so? Dharmottara says that whena
cognition is independent of or unconditioned by the object
cognised it is ascertained to be capable of being associated with
a name. Perception is. that cognition whose content is deter-
mined exclusively by an objective fact; but Kalpand is purely
2 subjective idea having no regard for an objective fact. Perce-
ption depends on the immediate presence of the object perceived
while Kalpand is independent of the presence of its object.

82, wrE STENNE ARAFEGEYTL |
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Though a child does not know the use of words, yet his cog-
nition of the mother's breasts is kalpan@ and not perception,
Unless the child recognises the mother’s breasts as the things
which satisfied his hunger in the past he does not suck them. The
child definitely identifies what he sees now with what he saw in
the past, and, as what is past and gone cannot be the object of
present perception, the child’s present cognition is mixed with
an element of kalpand or imagination, The child does not know
the use of names, yet his cognition is savikalpaka, and hence
not perception. Perception in the true sense is produced purely
by the object perceived and is free from verbal expression and
all other subjective contributions., In auditory perception,
though words are heard, yet there is not necessarily a recollec-
tion that they signify objects, and so far it is free from Kalpana.
The object of perception is the unique individuality of something
(#=5m ). Things have a twofold nature. In some respects
they are unique and in others they are alike. A thing possesses
a unigue individuality of its own and also features that it shares
with other things. The moments of an object-series possess
their own unique individuality and at the same time they all
possess the common feature of belonging to the same series.
The latter aspect of them as distinguished from the former is
called *sim@nyalaksana’, and it cannot be an object of percep-
tion. Svalaksapa, which is the real object of perception, is

that which makes a difference between cognitions arising out
of a close and a remote observation of a thing, When an object
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thinking or categories of thought are external to things-in-them
selves; they cannot touch reality.®3,

According to the Advaitin the sole object of perception is
pure being (&=mT ). Perception apprehends neither unique
particulars, such as svalaksapas, nor particulars of a relative
generality, such as cowness. Svalaksanas are exclusive chara-
cters of things while ‘cowness' etc, are inclusive. Both are the
products of discursive thought, because they presuppose the
relational activity of mind. Reality by itself is neither exclu-
sive nor inclusive. The determination of objects as possessing
exclusive or uncommon features and inclusive or common fea-
tures is alien to their real nature, because exclusiveness and
inclusiveness are not given in perception, but imported by the
relational intellect. Indeterminate perception is the only form
of perception. It reveals reality in its true form. Init there
is no differentiation between a cow and a horse. Particulars
such as ‘this isa cow’, ‘this is a horse’ etc. are not given by
perception. The knowledge of particulars depends on the know-
ledge of difference which is of the nature of mutual negation
{ sr=it=qrrs ). Consciousness in the form ‘this is a cow’, for
instance, depends on the consciousness that ‘this’ is different
from a horse etc. The difference of a cow from a horse is no-
thing but the absence .of horseness in it and the absence of
cowness in a horse. This mutual absence being a form of ne-
gation cannot be the object of perception which apprehends
only positive entities. It is the object of an independent means
“of cognition known as ‘anupalabdhi’. The perception of parti-
culars is impossible for another reason also. A particular ‘A’
cannot be cognised unless it is preceded by the cognition of its
difference from 'B’, *C’ etc. But in order to cognise A’s diffe-
rence from B, A and B should first be individually cognised.
The difference is a property of A. How can a property be
cognised unless the object of which it is the property iscognised?
The cognition of the difference of A presupposes the cognition
of B also, because unless it is so how can it be known that A
is different from B 7 A is the substratum ( %% ) of difference

83. NRT, pp. 6-14.
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and B its counter-correlate ( wfaiRm ). Thus the cognition of a
particular depends on the cognition of s difference from other
particulars and the cognition of the difference again depends
on the cognition of the particular which isthe substratam of
the difference and the particular which is its counter-correlate.
The whole process iuvolves mutual dependence ( si=iFmi=g ).
Therefore, the cognition of particulars is impossible. Meta-
physically particulars and difference both are unreal, because
they are selfcontradictory, while reality being a harmonioas
whole cannot allow any contradiction in itself. Particulars are
merely creations of imagination under the influence of avidyd
which is beginningless, One and secondless being is the only
reality and particulars belong to the realm of appearance. The
distinction of universal and particular is illusory and what is
apprehended by indeterminate perception is neither universal
nor particular but pure being.54

The Buddhist and the Advaitin recognise only indeterminate
perception as valid perception. Bhartrhari, the grammarjan,
on the other hand, recognises only determinate perception. Mot
only perception but all forms of cognition are determinate as
all of them are verbalised. *There in no cognition in the world
which is not accompanied by words; all cognitions are, as it
were, interpenctrated by words.”** Thought and language are
inseparable. Knowledge is notan end in itself. Itisonlya
means to successful practical behaviour which depends ona
proper discrimination between things. The differences among
things cannot be ascertained properly unless knowledge is
determinate. Even the behaviour of children and animals pre-
supposes a determinate knowledge of things. Bhartrhari iden-
tifies determinate knowledge with verbalised knowledge. The
behaviourist says that thinking in human beings is nothing but
subtle speech. Bhartrhari goes even farther and says that
thought and perceptions of even small children and animals
are accompanied by subtle speech ( %7915 ). Children learn

Bd. S‘U', 4.114-16; See alse NE and EE.
86, & =:fE goRdt o1 4 geEIEIAES;
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speech and the relation between “words and things later and
hence it is absurd to say that their cognitions are accompanied
by words even bzfore they learn the use of words. But Bhartr-
hari explains the presence of subtle speech before learning by
assuming impressions ( §&%w ) of previous births, which, he
says, are now aroused by some unseen power. Thus perception
cannot be indeterminate.#®

Against the grammarian’s view Kumdrila asserts that the
denial of indeterminate perception is the denial of a well-esta-
blished fact. Experience proves that on the contact of a sense-
organ with an object the cognition that arises in the first mo-
ment is indeterminate. It is a simple apprehension or a bare
awareness of an object and is the basis of the predicative con-
sciousness that arises in the next moment. The consciousness
of the first moment is characterless ( 757 ) and it is presup-
posed by and develops into the consciousness of the object as
possessing distinct features. It resembles the perception of
infants, dumb persons and animals and is produced purely
by the object ( Freq@miffywmasy gwae@s) because it is not
mixed with anything contributed by the knower's mind. In the
absence of indeterminate perception determinate perception too
is not possible. In the determinate stage the object is conceived
as belonging to a classand possessinga certain -name. The
class-concept and the name are given by memory. But memory
cannot arise all of a sudden without some cause. Asa matter of
fact what is perceived in the indeterminate stage arouses latent
impressions and then alone can the object be determined
a5 possessing a class-character and a name. The grammarian”s
view that indeterminate perception cannot initiate practical
activity is wrong, because certain practical activities are seen
to follow indeterminate perception. When the sensation of
burning is felt a person immediately moves away from the
object that causes it before discovering the specific nature of
burning. The activity is complete before determinate cogni-
tion appears. Moreover, it is not proper to deny indetermi-
nate perception merely on the ground that it has no pragmatic

86. KEKon 5V, 4.112.
13P. M.
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value. Value is not a proof of reality. The behaviour of
children and animals is based on indeterminate perception
alone. It is strange how infants could be in possession of subtle
speech even before they learnt the use of language, 1f the im-
pressions of a former birth when language was learnt are sup-
posed to be present in the infant, what is the use of taking
pains to teach him language 7 Why should the infant not
remember the language learnt in a former birth later on?
1t cannot be said that the impressions are destroyed when the
infant grows up. When the agonies of death and rebirth are
not able to destroy the impressions, why should they be des-
troved in the process of growth 7 Hence it is certain that the
perception of infants dnd animals is indeterminate and similar
in nature is the perception of adults at the first moment of
sense-contact.®”

The object of perception in indeterminate stage is neither a
universal nor a particular, but the individual (=af%) which is the
unity of universal and particulars. A universal or class<chara-
cter resides in many individuals in common and a particular
resides exclusively in one individual. In indeterminate per-
ception there is no consciousness of these, because there is no
assimilation and discrimination at the time. Through the pro-
cess of assimilation an object is cognised as having some com-
mon properties and through the process of discrimination it is
differentiated from other objects. Both of these processes in-
volve a memory of other objects and a comparison of the
perceived object with them. Unless there is a comparison with
other objects the perceived object cannot be determined as
having some common properties and some specific ones, Before
the appearance of memory and comparison the object is per-
ceived as an individual whole in which the general and specific
characters are fused together, Indeterminate perception is non-
conceptual and non-relational, because it is not the result of
the analytic activity of thought.®®

87. NR and KK on SV, 4. 112,
88. 1bid. 113,
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The Advaitin's assertion that indeterminate perception ap-
prehends pure being and that the perceptions of a cow and a
horse are identical in this stage is false. TIs it that there is no
consciousness of difference { 37gfx ) between blue and yellow,
sweet and bitter, cold and hot, cow and horse, when their cog-
nition arises immediately afier sensecontact ? If the Advaitin
answers this in the affirmative he must be too bold to ignore
or rather contradict the testimony of direct experience. If the
consciousness of difference at the time is absent, how can its
appearance in subsequent moments be explained ? It is true
that in the indeterminat= stage difference is not apprehended
ina form like ‘this is different from that. But it is also true
that the indeterminate consciousness of a blue object is diffe-
rent from that of a yellow one. We are not able to express
the difference of a blue object from a yellow one in words, but
from this inability it is not proper to deny the difference.
Difference is an objective fact and it reveals itself in perception,
though in the initial stage of perception itis not known dis-
tinctly that things differ from one another in this or that parti-
cular respect. Objects are perceived in their individual forms
and then their mutval exclusiveness is discovered. Things
have their own positive character which differs in each indi-
vidual case and is the basis of their mutual exclusiveness. A
is A not because it is not B or C. but because it has a positive
nature of its own on whose account itis not Bor C. The
form of blue is different from the form of yellow and it is ap-
prehended by indeterminate perception inits own form, not
in the form of its diference from other things. Therefore, the
different forms having been apprehended first, there is no in-
congruity in the manifestation of mutual negation which ap-
pears subsequently. Otherwise, determinate cognition of
difference itself remains unexplained. Even Avidyd cannot
make it intelligible. If the alleged difficulty of mutual depen-
dence between the apprehension of particularity and that of
difference be real, how can Avidya resolve it? The seed-
Sprout process cannot be of any avail. It cannot be said that
the apprehension of difference and that of particularity give
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rise to each other in a beginningless series like the seed-sprout
series. Will one who has just got up from deep sleep during
which state, according to the Advaitin, we havea vision of
the absolute reality, first apprehend difference or particularity ?
If the two are mutually dependent no cognition will arise. If
it is said that the apprehension of particularity will arise first.
due to Avidya alone. even without the apprehension of diffe-
rence, then let it be due to the sense-organs alone. What need
is there of postulating Avidyd ? The Advaitin's view of per-
ception is vitiated by the metaphysical dogma that the diver-
sities and differences of things are unreal and this dogma is
supporied by the apparently seli-contradictory nature of the
concept of difference. But difference and diversity. are real
facts of experience. It is wrong to negate an observed fact not
favouring a preconceived theory. The business of a philoso-
pher consists in explaining and systematizing facts of experience
into a self-consistent whole and not in explaining them away.
Therefore, pure being is not the object of indeterminate per-
ception.?

Is, then, particularity alone the object of indeterminate per-
ception? No. It has been shown that pure individual is
apprehended by indeterminate perception and it hasa twofold
character. It has a generic and a specific aspect (FmafidTEss).
Both these aspects manifest themselves in the indeterminate
stage. Otherwise how could they be apprehended by determi-
nate perception ? Generality and particularity are not intro-
duced by subjective thought into the being of an individual.
They are notimaginary impositions but objective characteristics
of things. Even when an individual object is apprehended wi-
thout being related to other objects itis presumed that they
too are apprehended, because they constitute the very being of
an individual object. In the determinate stage they are recog-
nised to qualify the individual, and, since recognition of an
unperceived thing is not possible, it is but reasonable to suppose
that they are apprehended in the indeterminate stage also. The
only difference lies in that in the indeterminate stage they are

89. BD, pp. 40-41.
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not discriminated from each other. Though the object of in-
determinate perception is of a manifold form, its various aspects
are fused together and we are not fully conscious of them, In
that state there is no memory of other objects similar and dis-
similar to the objectin front. In the absence of memory there
is no consciousness of the object as having a nature possessed
by other objects of the same class ( »9yfa ) and as having a
character not shared by others but exclusive to it (=137, There-
fore, in indeterminate perception generality is apprehended but
not as common to many objects and particularity also is appre-
hended but not as peculiar to the object. They are apprehended
in their own forms. An individual object is the unity ofits
generic and specific characteristics,. The characteristics can be
discriminated from each other only by the analytic activity of
mind, In indeterminate perception there is no analysis and
hence they are not recognised distinctly. From this account
of indeterminate perception it is clear that it is an unverbalised
jodgment. That is, it cannot be expressed in linguistic terms.
Words help in analysing a datum of perception into a subject
and a predicate. Before they come to our help the perceived
something remains an unanalysed mass, incommunicable to
others. Therefore, indeterminate perception is non-relational
and non-predicative and forms the basis of subsequent determi-

nations.2¢

Indeterminate perception is followed by determinate perce-
ption which analyses the unity of sense-datum into a diversity
of attributes in the form of generality, particularity etc. All
that was implicit in indeterminate perception is made explicit
with the help of the processes of recollection, analysis and syn-
thesis in determinate perception. The datum is analysed into
its 'cmnponent elements and is interpreted in the light of pre-
vious experience and then we have "such consciousness as “this
is a cow’, ‘this is white’, “this is moving etc. This relational
consciousness is effected by the processes of analysis and syn-
thesis. The given ‘this’ is analysed into its attributes and then

80. NR & KK oa 5V, 4. 118-18.
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they are synthesised with the ‘this’in the form of a subject-
predicate relationship. The datum is a whole which is dissected
by the intellect into artificial bits as it were, but asa compen-
satory measure unity is restored to it again in the form ofa
proposition. 1In the process of determination nothing is attri-
buted to the thing which was not already there. The various
forms in which a thing is determined belong to the thing and
not to the mind of the cogniser. Though recollection is invol-
ved in the process of determination, generic and specific proper-
ties do not cease to be ohjective on that account, because they
are not imagined but discovered and what is remembered is
that such propertics have been observed or not observed in
other things in the past. The cognition arising in this way is
perceptual in character just as indeterminate cognition is, be-
cause in the course ofi determination there is no loss of contact
between sense-organs and object. When the object in front is
determined to be a cow and white in colour, the eyes are thro-
ughout open and active. It does not cease to be perception
merely because it is mediated by the memory of the words ‘cow”
and ‘white’. Though memory steps in before apprehending the
object as ‘cow”, yet the apprehension depends on sense-object

contact and hence it is perception. It cannot be said that deter-
minate cognition is not perception because perception depends

exclusively on the operation of sense-organs while determinate
cognition depends on memory also. That which is independent

of sense-object contact cannot be called perception. But perce-
ption does not depend solely on sense-object contact. Even
indeterminate perception is not solely due to such contact, be-
cause the contact of manas and soul with the senses also is
needed for its birth. 1n determinate perception also the activi-
ty of manas and soul is necessary in addition to the activity
of the senses and recollection which is involved in it is their
joint product. Soul and manas -are operative in all forms of
cognition. Perception is called perception not because there is
N0 operation other than that of the senses but because the opera-
tion of senses is peculiarto it. Recollection which is involved
in determinate perception, though not a function of sense-organs
but of soul, does not exclude it from being perception. The
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operation of sense-organs which is a necessary condition of per-
ception is present in determinate perception also. If some one
were to determine an object of simple apprehension as ‘cow’
or ‘white’ after closing his eyes it would be wrong to call it per-
ception, because in that case the cognition would not be the
result of sense-object contact. In the present case, however,
sense-object contact continues throughout. It may be objected
that sense-object contact is not the cause of determinate percep-
tion, because, if it were the cause determinations would arise
immediafely in the first moment of contact and not subsequent-
ly. This is not right. When a person enters a dark room the
inside objects do not immediately manifest themselves to him.
1t is only after some time that they become visible. But this
does not ledad to the conclusion that the objects are not percei-
ved. Just as the person at first has a faint consciousness of the
objects and then perceives them distinctly, so generic and other
properties of an object are perceived indistinctly in the first
moment of sense-object contact and then they are perceived
distinctly in the determinate stage. The determination of an
object in contact with the senses in terms of generic and spe-
cific properties, action and name is not a case of inference be-
cause there is no middle term from which they might be in-
ferred. Inference presupposes frequent past observation of a

sign and the object that is inferred from it. Itis not memory
because it is not the revival of a past experience but a fresh ex-
perience. Therefore, by elimination it is proved to be percep-
tion. Norisit false. Itis said that the properties which are
apprehended to belong to an object by determinate perception
are really different from the object because, if they were id-
entical with it the relation of qualification and the qualified
subsisting between them would be meaningless, and hence
determinate perception superimposing a different thing ona
different thing is erroncous like the illusion of a yellow conch.
This is wrong. The properties that are attributed toa thing
are not different from the thing, nor are they absolutely id-
entical with it. If a qualification were different from the
qualified, how could it be possible to cognise the latter in the
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form of the former ? An individual cow is always perceived
as cow. This could not be possible if the universal cow were
different from the individual cow. An individual coW is never
seen without its class-character while a conch on which the
form of yellowness is imposed in illusion is normally perceived
without yellowness. So the former cannot be illusory like the
latter, An illusion is detected only when it is contradicted :
otherwise, who could ever doubt its truth ? But the attribution
of cowness and other properties to an individual cow is never
contradicted. Hence it must be true.?! '

The Buddhist denies determinate perception on the ground
that the determination of an object as having a name and a
class-character is not conditioned by the object itself but is
purely a subjective construct imposed upon it by the cogniser.
The real is unique and changes from moment to moment. The
real of the previous moment is absolutely different from the
reals of the present and succeeding moments. Therefore,
there can be nothing common to the reals of different moments.
The cognition of comman character is not conditioned by the
real object because it makes no difference whether the object
is perceived from a distance or from vicinity. The apparent
distinctness of the class-character of a thing, for example, cow-
ness when a cow is observed closely is due to its association
with the svalaksana or the unique character of the cow, which
is given in indeterminate perception.  There is no proof of
this theory. Consciousness itself does not support it, because
when a person with his eyes wide open determines the object
in front of himin the form ‘this isa cow it appears to be
directly cognised. Thereis no evidence that the distinctness
of such a determination is caused by anything except the im-
mediacy of cowness. Class-character, though fit to be ex-
pressed in words, is cognised distinctly through sense-organs
and indistinctly through inference. The division of cognitions
into distinct and indistinct, immediate and mediate, is not
based on the nature of objects as the Buddhist seems to assume.
The same object can be apprehended mediately or immediately,

91. 5V, 4. 120-45.
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distinctly or indistinctly on different occasions. If mediacy
and immediacy, distinctness and indistinctness depended on
the nature of objects, the cognition of some would always be
of one kind and that of others of another kind. In that case
the cognition of universal would always be mediate and in-
distinct and that of svalaksana always immediate and distinct,
As a matter of fact the cognition of universal is sometimes im-
mediate and sometimes mediate. When a person sees a patch
of white colour at a distance he is not sure whether it is the
colour of a cow or of a horse. If at the same time he happens
to hear the sound of neighing he decides that it is the colour
of a horse. Here horseness is known through inference. Now
when he approaches the object he clearly apprehends that it
is a horse. Inthe observation from a distance his immediate
cognition was merely of a bare particular and horseness was
cognised mediately. But later horseness also was cognised
immediately. 1In fact the man himself may be heard saying :
“Though this is a horse, vet itis not revealed to the eye as
such™. Approaching the object he says : *At first horseness
Was not visible but now 1 see it with may own eyes”, Sofar
as the svalaksapa, the patch of white colour, is concerned it was
immediately and distinctly cognised even before. The diffe-
rence between the preceding and succeeding cognitions was
caused not by the svalaksana but the class-character *horseness.’
The cognition of horseness was distinct or indistinct according
as the object was near or far. Thus a classcharacter also is an
object of perception and hence determinate cognition also is
perceptual in character,?2

The Buddhist view of perception that it is devoid of kalpania
is correct so far as kalpand means the attribution to an object of
something not possessed by it. But this does not exclude deter-
minate cognition from perception because this latter does not
make any false attribution. Universal is as real as particular,
The Buddhist rejects it as unreal because of his metaphysical
prejudice.,

92. SD, pp. 38-39,
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3. Perception and Language

Determinate perception specifies its object in diverse ways
as being a thing, belonging to a class, possessing certain com-
mon and uncommon properties, related to other objects in cer-
tain ways, having certain actions, and called by a name. And
it is not invalid, since the forms in which an object is deter-
mined are not the forms of the perceiving mind but of the ob-
ject itself. Determinations appear in linguistic terms such as
‘this is a cow’, ‘this is a white’ etc. Perception thus becomes
verbalised. For almost every object and concept there are
ready-made words in language and the association between
things and their names is so deeply rooted in our minds that
names readily make their appearance as soon as the correspond-
ing things are perceived. Consequently all our determinate
perceptions automatically assume propositional forms.

Misled by this as well as by the fact that we cannot commu-
nicate what we perceive to others otherwise than through words
some thinkers have developed a curious view about determinate
perception. From the verbal images that frequently accompany
determinate perception they conclude that perception is false
because in it word-forms are imposed on object-forms. They
think like modern nominalists that universals etc. are nothing
but word-forms while an object is different from words. An
individual cow never appears in the form of the universal ‘cow’
unless the cogniser has a prior knowledge of the relation subsi-
sting between the word ‘cow’ and the object denoted by it. If
cowness were the form of that individual animal, even one who
does not know the word ‘cow’ would recognise that the percei-
ved animal belongs to the class ‘cow’. Therefore, the genus
‘cow’ is identical with the word “cow’ and the perception ‘this
is a cow’ identifying, as it does, an object with a form which
is not its own is false.

This word-imposition (gexrear) theory is wrong. There is no
identification of words with objects. What is apprehended before
the appearance of words exactly the same is apprehended even
afterwards. Just as colour, taste etc. reveal themselves in inde-
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terminate perception without words, so universal, action etc. also
are revealed in their own forms in perception without being tinged
with word-forms. But one who knows language simply reme-
mbers the corresponding names and the only additional know-
ledge he can have at the time of perceiving an object is that
the object is called by such a name. The rememberance of a
name does not make any difference in actual perception. To
say that one who does not know the word ‘cow’ cannot per-
ceive a particular object as cow is wrong, because even one who
does not know the word does have such perception. The kno-
wer of the word-object relation too does not identify word
and object. The object ‘cow’ is perceived through the eye while
the word ‘cow’ is perceived through the ear and hence the cog-
niser well aware of the difference between a visual image and
an auditory one cannot identify the one with the other. Word
is only a means of singling out one of the infinite properties of
an object. It cannot be the cause of imposing its own form
on the object. Just as other accessories of cognition e, g. light,
a sense-organ etc. do not impose their own forms on the object
cognised through them, so word too cannot. It is an illusion if
the hearer identifies words with objects and the cause of this
illusion isthat an object, its cognition and its name, all the
three are expressed by the same word. Whenever a speaker
wants to speak about the animal cow, the corresponding cogni-
tion, or the name, he uses the same word *cow’,and consequently
the hearer may wrongly think that all the three are identical.
The mistake of the hearer is like the mistake of the subjective
idealist who wrongly identifies things with cognitions. As a
matter of fact there can be no identification of the form of
the word ‘cow’ with the animal ‘cow’, because the form of the
former consists of the letters ¢, o, and w while that of the latter
consists of the dewlap and other parts.®

The function of a word is merely to remind one of the form
of an object that was perceived when the relation between it
and the object was first learnt or even prior to such learning.
A word denoting a class serves as a means of remembering the

83. 5V, 4. 171-85.
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corresponding class-character which thenis identified with the
perceived individual object. When an object is specified in
the form ‘this is a cow’, it does not mean that the object ‘this’
isthe word ‘cow’. It only means that the object possesses a
classcharacter that is signified by the word ‘cow’ and is posse-
ssed by other individual objects also commonly with the present
one, which were perceived in the past. Similarly words signi-
fying a quality, an action and a name too serve as the remi-
nders of corresponding objective facts known in the past and
thus they assist in specifying the object in front as identical
with such facts and not with words. When an individual is
determined as ‘Dittha’, we do not mean that the individual is
the word “Dittha’. By the assertion ‘this is Dittha’® we simply
recognise a particular individual as the same that we metina
particular place at a particular time and who is called by the
name ‘Dittha’. 1In all these cases word-form is not taken to be
the qualification of the object of sense. The function of words
ceases with the recollection of things of past experience and
what is predicated of an object is some fact other than a word.
Therefore, there is no imposition of word-form on object-form®*

Though a cognition arising in a cogniser after recollecting
the relation between a name and the named is mixed with
memory, yet it does not cease to be a valid perception, because
the object continues to be in contact with sense-organs. There
is no confusion between what is perceived and what is remem-
bered, because they are distinctly discriminated from each other.
A word is remembered as signifying an object, but the cogni-
tion of the object does not lose its perceptual character on that
account. The genus ‘cow’ was apprehended in the past and
now its memory is brought about by the word ‘cow’, still the
present perception apprehends something not contained in the
memory. The present cognition apprehends a new instance
of the genus ‘cow’ cra formerly cognised instance existing in
a new place or a new moment of time, which was not appre-
hended by the previous cognition. Itis nota rule that the
name perception should be restricted only to that cognition

84. NR on 8V, 4. 2795,
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which arises before the appearance of memory, Nor is the
operation of senses precluded after memory. Therefore, all
cognitions arising from sensecontact are perception and it
does not effect their perceptual character if they are preceded
or succeeded by memory. Memory of wordsis a means of
discrimination -( A%%T9rr ). Just as one endowed with sense-
organs is able to discriminate between colour, taste etc. with
their help and one not endowed with a particular sense-
organ, e. g. eye, is unable to distinguish colours or other quali-
ties, so one having a knowledge of words discriminates pro-
perly between genus, action etc. and one devoid of such know-
ledge has only an undefined perception of these. With the
help of words we distinguish among different aspects of a
thing and have their determinate perception; but those who
have no knowledge of words cognise a thing asa mass of
sensations and consequently their perception is indeterminate,
Indeterminate perception arising in the absence of a means of
discrimination, viz. words, is like the Perception of a layman
in music who cannot distinguish the different sounds in a piece
of music. The connoisseur, however, isable to distinguish
them properly, because he is equipped with the proper means
and, similarly, one equipped with the knowledge of words can
clearly distinguish between various aspects of a thing., Just
as the consciousness of the connoisseur is not illusory, so,
that of the latter too is not. With the help of words an object
is determined in its own character and hence the resulting
perception is not invalid. A perception is invalid only when
an objectis determined in the form of a different object, but
not when it is determined in its own form.%

B5. SV, 4. 220—-47.



CHAPTER V1
INFERENCE ( wgam™ )
1. The Nature of Inference

Sabara's definition of inference is contained in the state-
ment—"9qa sEETS R gTgTIEITeaftetsd gl This
is the basis of both Kumirila"s and Prabhiikara’s theories of
inference. The compound ‘sss-9#’ is interpreted by Kumi-
rila in four alternative ways. According to Prabhikara it
qualifies the word ‘es23’ in the compound ‘w¥wTsgam’, meaning
one whose invariable concomitance with another is known.?
As we shall sce presently, the various interpretations of the
compound do not make much difference in the definition of
inference. The word ‘s=fge’ is explained differently by
Kumirila and Prabhfikara. According to Kumdfrila it refers
to two things, viz. (1) that the object of inference should not
be known beforehand through a stronger pramana as possessing
the character sought tobe proved by the inference and (2)
that it should not be known beforehand as possessing a chara-
cter contrary to what is sought to be proved.® Prabhiikara
explains it as meaning that the object of inference should
not be one that is remembered (=wmfimrEm=azs )¢ What
Prabhikara emphasises thus is that inference is apprehension
( #rpify ) rather than memory. Salikanitha, however, inter-
pets the word ‘sraf¥FE' to mean that the object of inference
should not be contradicted by a stronger means of right know-
ledge® 1t is plain that all these are forced interpretations.

Li, 5B, 3.1, 8.

2, PP p. 64.

3. AN gfAe aRvdeAsR $i—SV, Acumina, 56.
4. ER,p. 103

5. PP, p. G4.
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What Sabara intends by the word is quite simple. The word
‘Gf¥s®’ has been used in NS, 1. 1.4 in the sense of sense-
contact. Though Jaimini uses the word ‘Sss@W' instead of
‘afwt’ in the definition of perception, yetits use in later phi-
losophical literature is rare and that of the word ‘afrmd" is very
common. Thus the word ‘afwsz’ means an object in contact
with the senses and the word ‘wafge’ then means an object
not in contact with the senses. Accordingly, Sabara’s defi-
nition of inference should be formulated thus: *‘When the
perception of one term of a well-known relationship leads to
the cognition of the other term of that relationship, which
latter is not in contact with the person’s sense-organs, this
second cognition is called inference.”

Kumdrila gives four alternative explanations of the com-
pound ‘arv@ET=4e4’. First, it may be explained as referring to
the person who knows well the relationship i. e, the invariable
concomitance between two things, e. g. smoke and fire. A
person knows from his past experience that smoke is always
accompanied by fire. When that person, later on, sees smoke
rising upwards from a hill, he immediately after remembering
the constant relationship between smoke and fire becomes
aware of the presence of fire on the hill. This cognition of
fire on the part of the person is inference. It is not perception,
because, though the smoke is perceived, fire is not perceived.

Secondly, the compound may be explained as referring to
the substratum ( @53f¥7 ) where the relationship of smoke and
fire is apprehended. There are innumerable places where smoke
and fire are seen together. The commonest place where none
misses to see them together is the hearth, The hearth is one
of the substrata of smoke and fire, The hill where smoke is
observed now and fire is inferred is ancther substratum. This
latter substratum is called the ‘s’ or the minor term of the
inference and the hearth and other places where - smoke and
fire were actually observed in the past are called ‘myy’, i e,
instances which resemble the g in having smoke and fire to-
gether. The paksa and the sapaksa both are ekadedins and
smoke and fire are ekadesas, the former being the container
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and the latter the contained. Now the ekadesin which is refer-
red to in the compound is one where the smoke-fire relation-
ship is known and hence it cannot but be a sapaksa-ekadesin
i.e.a known instance, Accordingly, Parthasfrathi states the
definition of inference thus: When an ekadesa e, g. smoke,
of asapnksaikadnﬁn. ¢. g. hearth, where the invariable con-
comitance of smoke and fire has already been recognised, is
perceived in the paksaikadesin, e. g. hill, and there arises the
cognition of the second ekadesa, e. g. fire, this latter cognition
is inference.

Sucaritamiéra, on the other hand, holds that the ekadedin
referred to is the paksaikadedin i. e. the hill. But this view is
beset with one difficulty. The relationship of smoke and fire
on the hill is known only through the inference, because one
of the members of the relationship is not directly observed.
So, how can it be said before the appearance of inference that
the smoke-fire relationship is known on the hill ? Sucarita-
misra tries to avoid the difficulty by asserting that the smoke-
fire relationship isa generalised relationship which is not re-
stricted to particular observed places only, so that when it is
known in the hearth the case of the hill is not excluded. The
probable existence of smoke and fire on the hill is already
known when the relationship is apprehended and so.far it can
be said that the relationship on the hill is known. The diffe-
rence between this knowledge and the present inference is
merely that the formeris a knowledge of probability while the
latter is a knowledge of actuality.

Thirdly, the compound may mean simply a known rela-
tionship and the word ‘ckadesa’ will then mean a member of
this relationship. When it is said that smoke is always ac-
companied by fire, itis the statement of a known relationship
and smoke and fire are the two members or terms of this rela-
tionship. According to this explanation inference is the cogni-
tion of the second member, e. g. fire, of a known relationship
resulting from the perception of the first member, e. g. smoke.
Inference is possible only when the constant relationship be-
tween two terms is already known. There are innumerable
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relationships between things, but their mere existence cannot
be a ground of inference. It is the knowledge—a correct
knowledge of the relationship existing between two terms,
which justifies the inference of one term from the perception
of the other term.

Fourthly, the compound may be explained as referring to
both the linga and the lingin taken together, whose relationship
is known. The linga is that which indicates the presence of
another thing and the lingin is that whose presence is indi-
cated by the linga. Smoke always points to the presence of
fire. Smoke is the indicator or sign and fire is the thing indi-
cated or signified by it. Smoke and fire are parts ( ekadedas )
of a logical whole. Accordingly, the definition of inference
will be stated as follows: When on the perception of one
part of a logical whole the cognition of the second part arises,
a known relationship of invariable concomitance between the
two parts being the ground, this qngnitiﬂn is inference.®

Let us now compare the Mimiinsi definition of inference
with the definitions offered by other schools. Gautama does
not give any definition. He simply states that inference pre-
supposes perception and is of three kinds.” Vatsydyana gives
an etymological definition of inference as that cognition of
lingin which arises after the cognition of linga.® This defini-
tion misses the most essential factor of inference, viz. the
knowledge of vyipti or the invariable concomitance of the
linga with the lingin.

Jayanta says that the cognition of the lingin which is not
perceived, after the apprehension of the linga which is of a
fivefold nature, combined with the recollection of the law of
invariable concomitance, is inference.” The fivefold nature of
linga is explained as follows : The linga is that which resides
in the paksa ( 9% #w== ) and those which agrec with the paksa

6. SV, Anu. 2-3 and NR and KK on ibid.

7. NS 1.1.8.

8. PraT fEfmpiey qurEmagaaq, —VBon NS 1.1, 3,

0. NM, p. 109,

14 P. M.
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in possessing the lingin ( 79§ &% ), which does not reside in
those in which the lingin does not reside ( Progig samfi: ), which
is mnot related with the contradictory of the lingin (saifmfysaar )
and which is not counter-balanced by another linga associated
with the contradictory of the lingin ( s@mfasgss 1. To illustrate,
smoke is the linga or sign of fire, because it resides on the hill
and also in such other places as possess fire, ¢ g the hearth; it
does not reside in the lake and other places where fire is not
found: it is not associated with a contradictory lingin i e the
absence of fire; and, finally, it is not counter-balanced by
any linga leading to the cognition of the absence of fire.

This definition of inference presupposes a complete under-
standing of the theory of inference and hence it is useless for
the beginner. A definition must state the essential natuce of
the thing defined in simpler and more intelligible terms than
the term defined. Jayanta's definition involves the use of a
term which the beginner cannot easily understand. To under-
stand inference one has to understand what is meant by the
‘fivefold nature of linga. Instead of stating the essential form
of inference it states the conditions of its validity. The Mimi-
nsd definition, on the other hand, is free from these flaws,
When two terms are known to have an invariable relation and
subsequently only one of them is apprehended, the other too
is apprehended. This is the nature of inference. This definition
does not omit anything essential nor does it add anything
inessential and at the same time it is perfectly intelligible,

The later Nyiya definitions are more technical. Visvanitha
distinguishes between anum@na and anumiti, the former stand-
ing for the process of inference, i. e, the syllogism and the latter
for the result of the process, i. e. the conclusion of the syllo-
. gism. He defines anumiti as the knowledge derived from
parimarfa,’® Annambhatja explains the term parimarsa as
meaning the knowledge of linga residing in paksa, e. g ‘the
hill has smoke’, qualified by the knowledge of vydpti, e. g.
‘wherever there is smoke there is fire’.)! Vigvaniditha alterna-

10. SM, p. 238.
1. =niefifgengedames — T8, p. 34.
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tively defines inference as the knowledge of something derived
through the instrumentality of the knowledge of vyipti'®, This
definition is incomplete as it does not make an explicit state-
ment of the apprehension of linga which is as essential as the
knowledge of vyipti. A good definition must make an explicit
statement of the connotation of the term defined. It must
not leave anything essential implied. Thus the Miminsa de-
finition is superior to the Nydya definitions in so far as it is
explicit, simpler and more intelligible,

Prasastapida defines inference as the knowledge which
results from the apprehension of a sign.’® The term ‘sign’ (fsr)
is farther explained as that which is related with that which is
inferred and is well-known to have co-presence and co-absence
with the latter. This definition does not explicitly mention the
knowledge of vyapti. It is, however, superior to the Miminsa
definition in one respect. Sridhara says that the word *daréana’
in Pragastapida’s definition does not necessarily mean the
perception of sign but that it means a definite knowledge of
sign through any means whatever,' From the perception of
smoke on the hill we infer the presence of fire there and, again,
we infer that thereis heat, Thisis an inference based on
another inference ( sigf¥mrgara ). The latter inference has the
inferred fire as its linga, which is not perceived. If perception
of linga is made the essential condition of inference, then such
an inference cannot legitimately be called inference. So, it
is not necessary that the linga should be perceived. What is
necessary is that there should be a conviction in the reality
of the linga. The word ‘darfana’ literally means visual per- ~
ception.  If this literal meaning is retained the MImAnsd des
finition ceases to apply to anumitinumana which is recognised
by Kumirila also.)® But neither Kumirila nor his commenta-
tors try to set aside the misunderstanding caused by the use of
the word ‘darfana’ whose literal meaning restrictsthe application

12, =fRETERAOE ST —SM, p. 238.

13, ferrsiam swiga SMEA—PDS, p. 200.
14. NEK op ibid.

18. SV, Anu. 170,
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of the word ‘inference’ to that inference alone in which the linga~
is directly perceived. Evenin later treatises on the Bhita
system the word ‘darfana’ is retained. In NTV ( p. 137 ) and
MM ( p. 25 ) inference is defined in the words ‘‘surcazsias=-
afwsenifivd seweaR”, Q. e inference is the knowledge that .
results from the perception of vydipya or the pervaded and whose
object is not directly perceived. The use of the word ‘grahana’
or ‘upalabdhi’ would have been more appropriate in the place
of the word *darsana’.

Dharmakirti defines inference thus: Inference is the cog-
nition of the inferrable from the sign having a three-fold
character.’® The three characteristics of a sign are: (1) its
presence in the paksa, (2) presence in the sapaksa, and ,
(3) absence from the vipaksa. Like Jayanta’s definition it
enumerates the conditions of validity rather than state the
essential nature of inference. The inclusion of the word ‘in-
ferrable’ in the definition makes it open to the charge of cir-
cularity. Thereis no mention of vydpti. Another defect is
that instead of stating that inference is a cognition resulting
from the cognition of a sign it merely states that inference is
a cognition from a sign. From a mere sigo, . g. smoke, no-
thing can be cognised. unless itis known to be the sign of
something, ¢. g. fire. Sucaritamiéra rightly says that nothing
can be cognised from the mere existence of something.!?
Anything can be a sign of anything, but it can be the ground
of inference only when itis known to be so. Dharmakirti s
quite aware of this and makes the necessary amendment in the
next siitra, but in the actual definition he misses it. The other
schools adopt one or the other definition criticised above and
hence it is useless to repeat what has already been said.

2. The Constituents of Inference

From the definition of inference it follows that there can-
not be less than three terms and three propositions in it. The

16. fsnEmL sTaaa o FagaFa—Ne, 2. 3.
17, dere: wEm e, feg wmire) g SRR 5 eii—
KK on 5V, Anu. 75.
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three terms of inference are the paksa, the vydpya and the
vylipaka. These correspond respectively to the minor, middle
and major terms of syllogism. The paksa is the substratum
possessing the vyBpya and the vylipaka, the former beinga
thing already known and the latter one which is yet to be
known. The hill, for instance, in which smoke is perceived
and fire is inferred -is the paksa. The word ‘ekadefin’ implied
in the definition of inference refers to the paksa. The vydpya
is also called ‘gamaka’, ‘linga’, ‘hetu’ and ‘sidhana’ and the
Miminsaka adds one more synonym to the list, viz. ‘nivamya’,
In the common example of inference smoke is the vydpya.
It is called ‘gamaka’ because it leads to the knowledge of
something not directly perceived. It leads to the knowledge
of something because it is the sign or indicator of that thing
and hence it is called linga., Smoke is the sign of the presence
of fire so that whenever we observe smoke we know the pre-
sence of fire. Smoke is the ratio cognoscendi, i. e. the reason
of our knowledge of fire. Therefore, it is called ‘hetu’ or
reason. Smoke is not the ratio ascendi or the cause of the ex-
istence of fire, because actually fire is the cause of the existence
of smoke. The middle term is called ‘sBdhana’ because it is
the means of poving the major term,

The major term is called ‘vydpaks’, ‘gamya’, ‘lingin’, ‘sadhya’
and ‘niyimaka’. It is called ‘gamya’ because it is known
with the help of the middle term which is its gamaka. Itis
lingin or the possessor of the linga or sign. It is sidhya
because it is sought to be proved by means of the sidhana.
The words ‘sidhana’ snd *sidhya’ are generally translated as
‘probans’ and ‘probandum’.

The names ‘vylipya’ and ‘vydpaka’ are yet to be explained.
Smoke and fire, which are respectively the probans and the
probandum in the given example, vary in their extension or
denotation. Smoke is a term of narrower denotation while
fire is a term of wider denotation. The particulars denoted by
the former are less in number than the particulars denoted by
the latter. Whenever and wherever smoke is present fire also
is present, but sometimes fire is present though smoke is not
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present, for example, in the case of a red-hot iron ball which
does not emit smoke. When we say 'a]l men are bipeds® the
term ‘man’ hasa parrower extension than the term ‘biped',
because no man is non-biped while there are bipeds other than
men. Ifthe extension of the two terms is represented by two
circles the cirle representing the term *men” will be included in
the circle representing the term ‘biped’. The former circle is
‘pervaded’ by the latter. The middle term is called *vyfipya’
or the pervaded and the major term ‘vydpaka' or the pervader,
because the extension of the former is always included in
and never exceeds the extension of the latter. The middle
term cannot be of a wider extension than the major term,
because if it is the inference cannot be valid. From a
term of narrower denotation we can validly infer a term of
wider denotation, but not vice versa. From the character of
being a cow we can validly infer the character of having horns,
because the latter pervades the former, but we cannet infer the
former from- the latter, because hornedness is possessed not
only by cows but also by baffalos etc.

The middle and major terms can, however, be of an equal
extension, for example, in the case of the inference of non-
eternality from the property of being a product, the two terms
are co-extensive. Whatever is a product is non-eternal and
whatever is non-eternal is a product. In such cases each of
the termscan serve as the probans of the other, When the
middle and major terms are of an unequal extension the relation
of probans and probandum between them cannot be reversed,
but when they are co-extensive we can safely do so.2*

The names ‘niyamya’ and ‘niyimaka’ derive their signifi-
cance from the relation of the middle and major terms, which
is called *niyama’ in Mimfnsd. The relation between smoke
and fire is niyama or rule of their invariable association. Smoke
is the ruled ( niyamya) and fire is the ruler ( niyAmaka ),

The being of the former is ruled or restricted by the being of
the latter,

18. 5V, Anu_g-9,
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The word ‘s3dhana’ has one more meaning according to
which it stands for the whole syllogism instead of for a part
‘of it. That statement istermed ‘sidhana’ or the instrument
of proof by which the knowledge of inference arises in a person
other than the one making it.!® There are three propositions
in inference. This is evident from the definition of infe-
rence according to which a relation between-two terms is
known, one of the terms is also known and .the other term is
inferred. The relation of the probans and the probandum is
called *vyipti® or ‘nivama’ and is expressed in the form ofa
proposition corresponding to the universal major premise of
syllogism. “Where there is smoke there is fire". This is the
vyapti or the relation of pervasion between smoke and fire.
The second proposition states the knowledge that the probans
is present in the paksa, e. g. ‘the hill has smoke’, and is called
‘paksadharmatd’, ‘hetuvikya’ or simply ‘hetu’. Paksadharmati
is the assertion of the fact that the probans characterises the
paksa. These two propositions are the basis of inference.
The conclusion that follows from them is called ‘nigamana’.
It states that the presence of the probandum in the paksa is
established. It is also called *pratijid’. There are two alternative
ways of stating the conclusion. It may be stated in the be-
ginning followed by the premises that prove it, or, it may be
stated in the end preceded by the premises.. In the former
case it is called ‘pratijid® or the thesis to be proved and in
the latter case it is called *nigamana’ or the conclusion that
follows from the premises. Thus a sidhana has the following
alternative forms :

Whatever has smoke, has fire ( vyapti );
The hill has smoke ( paksadharmati or hetu );
.~ The hill has fire ( nigamana );
Or,  The hill has fire ( pratijad ):
> It has smoke ( hetu );
And whatever has smoke has fire ( vyipti ).

According to the Nyidya-Vaidesika in inference there are
five propositions instead of three :

19. A7 91987 TREAFERETIN AT SNAMTISAE—SD, p. 64,
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The hill has fire ( pratijid );
Since, it has smoke ( hetu );
Whatever has smoke has fire, e. g. the hearth
( udaharana );

The hill has smoke ( upanaya );

The hill has fire ( nigamana ).
Here we see that there is no difference between pratijid and
nigamana and also between hetu and upanaya. The proposi-
tion ‘the hill has fire’ occurs twice—once in the beginning in
the form of what is to be proved and again in the end in the
form of that what has been proved. The proposition ‘the
hill has smoke" also occurs twice—once before uddharana and
again after it. MNow, what is the necessity of re-stating it after
uddharana ? Udédharana is the statement of vyidipti together
with an example. It is a memory judgment. We already
know from past experience that smoke is always accompanied
by fire and it is remembered at the time of inferring fire. Now,
if the conclusion is stated immediately after udadharapa it
would mean that it is derived from memory, i. e. that memory
is the instrument (& )of inference. But, since memory is
not apprehension ( %% ), itis held to be invalid knowledge
in which case the conclusion ‘the hill has fire’ too would be
invalid, because no valid knowledge can be derived from in-
valid knowledge. This is probably the reason why the Naiyi-
yika feels the necessity of restating the proposition ‘the hill
has smoke' after udaharana.

The Mimiinsaka rejects the Naiydyika's five-membered
inference on the pround that it involves unnecessary repitition,
Restatement is a fault. To state too much is as much a fault
as to state too little. Inan inference only three propositions
are needed, neither more nor less. That the five-membered
inference is unnecessary is admitted by the Naiydyikas also
who have stated their arguments in the form of a three-mem-
bered inference. The conclusion is the result of vydipti and
hct'!t combined together. It does not follow from vyipti alone.
It is a product of memory and apprehension. Memory too
is.: not invalid in the sense of being false as the illusion of
silver in shell is. Itis true if it reproduces the original ex-
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perience faithfully, though it does not have the status of pra-
mina, because it does not give new knowledge. The conclusion
of an inference is true because the premises, though one of them
is of the nature of memory, are true, and it is a new knowledge,
because one of the premises is of the nature of apprehension.
Therefore, only three propositions should be stated in an
inference,

The Buddhists maintain that pratijid is unnecessary and
that only two propositions should be stated. For instance,
when someone wants to prove the non-eternality of sound he
should simply say that whatever is produced is non-eterpal, as
a jar ( udiharana ) and sound is produced ( hetu). They hold
that the hearer will automatically come to realise that sound
is non-eternal after hearing the premises, so that the statement
of it becomes superfluous. What is essential in an argument is
the reason or ground of inference, not the conclusion which
follows from the premises.

This, according to the Mimé@nsaka, is stating too little.
When someone says “what i produced is non-eternal and
sound is produced” the hearer remains in a state of expectancy
{ mrstg ). Therefore, the conclusion also must be stated. Tho-
ugh the conclusion follows from the premises, yet it requires
some intelligence to extract the correct conclusion from them.
If the conclusion is not stated in clear terms and the hearer
does not possess the required degree of intelligence he may
suspect that the speaker is speaking irrelevant things, or that
what he is speaking is too obvious to be stated, or he may
draw a wrong conclusion not intended by the speaker, e. g.
that all produced things are non-eternal and of the nature of
sound or that all non-eternal things are sound. Therefore, il
is undesirable to reduce the three-membered inference to a two-
membered one,**

3. The Probandum.

Kumiirila emphasises that the probandum or object of infe-
rence is neither the lingin alone nor the paksa alone, but the

20, 8D, p. 64 and KK on 5V, Anu, 54.
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paksa qualified by the lingin. What is inferred is neither the
hill nor fire, but the hill possessing fire i. e. the firy hill. Fire
is already known at the time ofapprehending the vyipti between
smoke and fire and the hill is known through perception. These
by themselves do not stand in need of a fresh pramina, because
they are already known. The firy hill, on the other hand, was
not previously known, but is known now through inference.
The ground of inference, likewise, is not the middle term by
itself, but the minor term qualified by the middle, We infer
the firy hill from the smoky hill. The minor term has two
forms and is the gamakain one form and the gamya in the
other. It is the gamaka inso far asit is the possessor of a
known property and it is the gamya in so far as it is the posse-
ssor of a previously unknown property.

There are two optional ways of stating the object of infere-
nce ina syllogism. The major term may be stated as related to
the minor by way of identity or difference. For example, in
the inference of fire we may put the conclusion in the form ‘the
hill is firy’ or in ‘there is fire on the hill". In the inference of
non-eternality of sound the conclusion will bhe put either in
the form ‘sound is non-eternal’ or in ‘non-eternality exists in
sound’,

The objest of inference is neither the major term independ-
ently of the minor, nor the minor term independently of the
wajor, nor the two together, nor the relation between them.
The major and minor terms in their respective 'independent
forms are already known. If the existence of non-eternality by
itself is to be inferred, then the conclusion will be‘non-eternality
exists'. But then, there will be no ground for sucha conclu<
sion since the character of being a product not being a property
of non-eternality, cannot serve as the middle term, The minor
premise is ‘sound is a product’, while for the conclusion ‘non-
eternality exists’ the minor premise must be ‘non-eternality is the
character of being a product’ which is false. Similarly the exi-
stence of sound by itself cannot be inferred, because we cannot
Point out any instance of its relation with the character of
being a product in the form *what is a product is sound’. The



CHAPTER V 219

relation perceived in a jar is between the character of being a
product and non-eternality, not between the character of being a
product and sound. Likewise, we cannot argue that “firiness
exists, because it is smoky and whataver is smoky is firy’ or that
‘the hill exists, because it issmoky and whateveris smoky is hill’,
The aggregate of the minor and major terms cannot be the
object of inference. For example, we cannot prove that sound
and non-eternality exist or that hill and firiness exist, because
the character of being a product, the middle term, is not a
property of both but of sound alone, and smokiness is-nota
property of both the hill and firiness but of the hill alone,
Lastly, the relation of the minor and major termsis not the
ohject of inference, because such a relation is neither asserted
by name, e. g. ‘the relation between the hill and fire exists’, nor
by the word ‘of” e. g. ‘there exists fire of the hill". The common
mode of assertion is ‘the hill is firy" or ‘thereis fire on the
hill'.  Moreover, we do not have a vpapti in the form ‘wherever
there is smoke, there is hill-fire relation’, because in the hearth
and other instances the vylpti is observed between smoke and
fire only. Thereis no doubt that the relation between hill
and fire exists, because in the absence of any relation we can-
not assert that the hill is firy. When it is said that the hill-
fire relation is not the object of inference, what is intended is
only that it has no place in the logical form of the syllogism,
though it is implied in the assertion ‘the hill is firy". Thus the
direct object of the inference is the firy hill, not the relation
between the hill and fire, justas the direct meaning of the
word *dandin’ is a person characterised by a stick instead of
the relation between the person and the stick. Therefore, the
minor term qualified by the major ( dharmavidisto dharm1) is
the probandum in inference. ;

Though it is certain that in inference a property ( ws)
of some property-possessor ( 4ffe; )is known through another
property of it, yet some people assert that there is no restriction
as to which of them is to be made the qualification and which
the qualified ( A fidars ). They hold that the property may
be made the qualified thing and the property-possessor the
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qualification or the property-possessor may be made the
qualified thing and the property the qualification. According
to them both the modes of statement, e. g. ‘non-eternality exists
in r.;nund‘ and ‘sound is non-eternal’ are correct. But this is
wrong. The former mode of statement involves an unneces-
sary complication. Ifthe conclusion were of the form ‘non-
eternality exists in sound’ then sound would be a secondary ele-
ment and as such its connection with the middle term, ‘the
character'of being a product’ would not be clear, so that in
order to make it clear the simple minor premise ‘because it'is
a product’ would have to be changed into the form ‘because
the character of being a product belongs to sound’. Therefore,
the major term cannot be the qualified thing. Another reason
forit is the following: When the major term, e.g. fire is
made the qualified thing the possible alternatives are ( 1) fire
in general is in space in general, ( 2) the fire that was seen is
wherever it has been seen; ( 3 ) the previously perceived fire is
in space in general, (4 )fire is in this place; { 5) the fire that
was previously seen is in this place, ( 6 ) this fire is in space in
general; { 7)) this fire is in 'the previously seen place; and (8)
this fire is in this place. Now, the first two alternatives ‘state
what is already known and the other alternatives involve self-
contradiction. To take the third alternative, how can the
previously perceived fire, e. g. the fire in the hearth, be inall
places ? The fourth alternative states that all fires are in this
place and the sixth that this fire is in all places, which are
obviously wrong statements. The fifth and the seventh too are
wrong, because neither the previously eiperienced fire can be
in this place, nor the present fire can be in the previously expe-
rienced place. Lastly, to say that this fire is in this place isa
mere tautology, since the fire cannot be designated by the word
‘this’ unless it is known that it exists in this place, so that the
statement “this fire is in this place’ is equivalent to the statement
‘the fire that exists in this place is qualified by this place,” Thus
the only valid mode of stating the conclusion is ‘the hill is firy’
or *the hill has fire’ in which an unknown property, the major

term, is made the qualification of the property-possessor, i. e.
the minor term.
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It is established that the minor term qualified by the major
is the object of inference. But there are some who hold that in
the inference of fire from smoke the object of the inference is
the smoke qualified by fire, i.e. the middle term qualified by
the major.

Pirthasirathi attributes this view to the Naiydyikas. Vitsy-
dyana isnot kpown to hold this view. He holds the view
criticised in the preceding paragraph as is evident from his
assertion that in the inference of the non-eternality of sound the
object of the inference is either sound qualified by non-eternality
or non-eternality qualified by sound,®®! The view in question is
of Uddyotakara who does not oppose the general rule that the
object of inference is the major term and the minor, anyone of
the two being the qualification of the other, but simply points
out an exception, viz. the case when the locusof fire is not
definitely seen. When the hill or any other place in which
smoke exists is not visible due to distance or a large volume
of smoke, the inference that arises has this form : All smokes
are accompanied by fire; this is smoke; therefore, this is acco-
mpanied by fire. Here fire is predicated of a particular visible
smoke, not of the hill or any other place2?

Sucaritamisra commenting on SV, Anu. 48, says that this
view also is correct (azfy #n¥% ). Kumdrila anticipates an
objectibn against this view : 1f smoke qualified by fire be the
object of inference, then there will be only two terms in the
inference instead of three, viz. the middle and the major. The
reply given by Kumdrila is that the number of the terms is stillt
three—the minor term is the particular visible smoke, the mid-
dle term is general smoke and the major term is fire. From the
syllogism, however, it is obvious that the minor term is not
smoke, particular or general, but “this’, though it does not refer
to a place like the hill, Thus in this case to0 the object of
inference is not the middle term qualified by the major asis
held by Uddyotakara, but it is the minor term qualified by the

21, 'VB, 1. 1. 36.
22. Cp. A B. Dhruva's Introduction to NP, pp. XXIF-XXIIL
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major, which isin perfect agreement with Kumirila's view.
Difindga also says in NP that the minor term qualified by the
major is the object of inference. It appears that Uddyotakara,
due to his hatred for the Buddhist view, wanted to refute Difi-
niiga’s view by pointing out an exception, but, as we have just
seen, the said case is not really an exception.®3

4. The Ground of Inference : Vyapti.

Vydptiand paksadharmatd are the grounds of inference.
Paksadharmata is usually a judgment of perception. Smoke is
perceived on the hill and fire is inferred. But the inference
takes place only when the universal relation between smoke
and fire is already known. This relation called ‘vyapti’, bet-
ween the middle and major terms is @ more important ground
of inference, though the conclusion that is drawn does not
follow exclusively from vydpti but from vydpti and paksadhar-
mati jointly, Kumirila says that vydipti is not a simple asser-
toric judgment but that it is a necessary judgment. *Smoke is
accom panied by fire' is an assertoric judgment while *smoke
must be accompanied by fire' is a necessary judgment.
Vyipti is a necessary relation having the form ‘this happening
that must happen”.2¢ The conclusion that is drawn cannot be
certain unless the relation between the middle and major terms
is necessary.2®

The problem of ascertaining the necessity of a relation is
the problem of induction. How is vydpti known? Kumdrila
says that vyipti is known through repeated observation ( :=r-
754 ). When we experience smoke and fire together in a
number of cases, we connect smoke in general with fire in
general ( @rmsavdat: ) after eliminating their non-recurrent
features ( %%+ ) such as a particular shade of colour, a parti-
cular shape or size etc. Vydpti isa necessary relation gene-
rally between two universals, but sometimes between two

23, S5V, Anu, 24-51 & NR & KK on Ibid.
4. =fnT gegen Wi gear PEcsa —svy, Ao, 14,
25, Agd<fy e AT —Ibid, 15,
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particulars also, e. g. between Kritikd and RohinL?® A fre-
guent observation of two things together is not the only means
of knowing vydpti. When two things are known to be asso-
ciated together in some places ( ®=9% )and thereis no expe-
rience of their dissociation ( =fyis ), vydpti is established.??
Smoke and fire were observed together in the past and smoke
was never observed without fire. From this it is ascertained
that there is vy@pti between smoke and fire. Thus vyipti, the
universal major premise of inference, is known from anvaya-
vyatireka or the joint method of agreement and difference.
Vyiipti, according to Kumdrila, is induction per simple enu-
meration, It is extracted from a limited number of observed
cases ( fim¥7 ). In the past we perceived some positive in-
stances of smoke and fire and did not perceive any instance in
which smoke was present and fire absent. On the basis of
such a limited number of perceptions and non-perceptions we
came to know that smoke is invariably concomitant with
fire, Kumirila does not explain how a necessary relation can
be derived froma limited number of experiences. This isa
perpetual problem of induction.

Pirthasdrathi, commenting on SV, Anu.’ 12, raises the pro-
blem and gives his own solution thus : “Well, from a limited
number of ( perceptions and ) non-perceptions it cannot be
proved that (in all instances of the presence of smoke fire is
present and ) in all instances of absence of fire smoke is absent.
But who says that it is proved ? We simply say that only so
much is proved as is experienced. From the concomitance of
smoke with fire in some observed places and times together
with its non-concomitance with non-fire in as many instances
as we have actually observed the law of smoke-fire relation-
ship is known, and this is enough for the inference of fire
from smoke, As regards, the cognition ‘where there is smoke
there is fire", we say that it is inferential in nature, since it is
nota direct cognition and hence no perception.” From this

26. Ibid, 12.
27, SV, Arihmpatti, 42,
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it is evident that, according to Parthas@rathi, the ground of
the inference of fire from smoke is the premise ‘all observed
cases of smoke are cases of fire’ instead of the premise “all the
observed and non-observed cases of smoke are- cases of fire’,
In other words, in inference we reason from particular to parti-
cular rather than from universal to particular. We reserve a
fuller criticism of Parthasirathi’s view for a later occasion.
Here we may say only that what Pirthasirathi says cannot be
Kumirila’ s view. Kumidrila admits that vydpti which is the
ground of inference is @ necessary proposition. The necessary
relation of smoke with fire implies that not only the observed
cases of smoke are cases of fire, but that all the past, present
and future cases of smoke are cases of fire. Kumirila, no
doubt, says that vydpti is known from some cases of con-
comitance, but this is what everyone says, because the obser-
vation of all the past, present and future cases is humanly
impossible. Now we give in detail the various views aboat
the nature and method of vyipti and their criticism from the
Bhiitta point of view.

(A) The Nature of Vyapti

According to the VaiSesika vydpti is a relation betwesn &
cause and its effect, between an effect and its cause, between
two things one of which is either conjoined to the other or in-
herent in it, between two things inhering in the same thing or
between two things one of which is opposed io the other.2®

The Bhitta has reasons to disagree with this list of terms
between which the relation of vydpti can hold. The first
reason is that this list is not exhaustive. The astronomers
infer the rise of Rohigl following the rise of Krttiki. This
cannot be possible unless the vydpti between Krttikia and
Rohin1 is recognised, The relation, however, between them
is none of those mentioned in the Vaidesika list. It cannot be
said that this sort of relation is covered by the word ‘*sam-
bandhi’ because only two sambandhas are recognised by the

28. € w0l S FEeAwERaly RO 36 #he
—VS5, 8. 2. 1.
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Vaidesika, viz. conjunction and inherence, while the relation
in the case in question is neither of them. If the word ‘sam-
bandhi' is intended to mean all sorts of relations, then it is
useless to mention causality ete, separately, The second rea-
son is that the sOtra justifies the inference of smoke from fire,
because the former is the effect of the latter, and also of the
character of being a dindapd from the character of being a tree,
because the two characters inhere in the same substance. But
this is wrong. From fire smoke cannot be inferred, because
a red-hot iron ball has fire but no smoke. Similarly, we can-
not say thata particular tree is Sindapd from its being a tree,
because it may also be a mango tree.” The Vaidesika may say
that the reason why these inferences are false is that the rela-
tion between fire and smoke on the one hand and between
tree-ness and finsap3-ness on the other is not invariable ( faa ).
This is true; but then the Vaidesika should simply say that
vylpti is an invariable relation between two things instead of
enumerating the types of relations. That which is essential
for vydpti is its invariability alone.?®

According to the Buddhist vydpti is an inseparable relation
{ sf=maa ) between two things and is of two forms, viz. the
concomitance ( %59 ) of the middle term with the major and
the non-concomitance (=3fits ) of the middle with the nega-
tion of the major. Itis further said that such a relation can
hold between those things only which are related by way of
causality or of identity (ams®1aageier ). Smoke and fire are
related by way of effect and cause. An effect cannot be
separated from its cause, It cannot exist without a cause.
If an effect were independent of its cause it would either exist
eternally or would not existat all. Contrarily, an effect is
neither eternally existent nor non-existent, but has an occa-
sional existence. Hence it stands in need of a cause.®® Thus
the relation between smoke and fire is inseparable, because the
former is the effect of the latter. Similarly the relation of ide-

20. NRM, p. 56,

30. Cp. e weqnEss a1 WcaanyT
sitgrat & A sEfreaseas
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ntity also is inseparable. Sinfapd is a tree. Tree-ness is the
-essential nature of Sinfap, because a $infapd cannot exist wi-
thout being a tree, just as fire cannot exist without being hot.
Sinsapd-ness is identical with tree-ness. The relation of cau-
sality is one of succession and the relation of identity is one of
co-existence. There can be no other inseparable relation, and
hence the ground of inference must be arelation, either of causa-
lity or of identity.

Against this Buddhist view the Bhitta objection is that the
inference of the rise of Rohinl after the rise of Kyttika would
be invalid because the former is neither the effect nor the esse-
ntial nature of the latter. Again, a man in the dark could
not validly infer the green colour of a mango from its sour
taste, if the Buddhist view is accepted. The Buddhist says that
in this case we first infer from the sour taste its material cause
which is also the material cause of the green colour and then
we infer from the material cause of the green colour the colour
itself. But this is wrong for two reasons. People infer the
green colour directly from the sour taste, so that there is only
one inference instead of two. Secondly, the inference ofa
material cause from its effect, viz. sour taste is valid, but the
inference of an effect, viz. green colour from its material cause,
according to the Buddhist, is invalid. 1If it be accepted that an
effect can be validly inferred from its cause, then smoke too
can be inferred from fire. But this latter inference is really
invalid. As regards identity, it may be said that there remains
nothing to be ‘known ( Harr1 ) when a dindapd, for instance,
has already been known. Tree-ness is the svabhiva of $insapa.
But when we perceive a particular $infapd tree we also perceive

its character of being a tree, so that there remains no scope for
inference,3!

Parthasdrathi suggests some terminological reforms also,
The Buddhist terms the positive relation of smoke with fire as

‘anvaya’ which literally means the action of following. But
smoke which rises upwards is not seen to follow fire which is

31. NRM, pp. 56-67 & KK on SV ,Anu, 4.
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on the ground, We infer the position of the sunin the sky
from the length of the shadow cast by a stick; but the latter
does not follow the former. So ‘anvaya’ is a misleading term.
Similarly, the term ‘vydpti’ generally used by the Naiyiyikas
is misleading. It literally means pervasion. But the fire on the
ground does not pervade smoke in the sky. The right term for
the invariable relation of the middle term with the major sug-
gested by the MIminsaka is ‘niyama’™2, It was pointed out that
the term vydpti derives its significance from the fact that the
denotation of middle term is included in the denotation of major
term.  From this point of view the term vyipti is not objection=
able. However, the term ‘niyama’ ( law or rule ) is preferable,
because the term vydpti gives undue importance to the denota-
tive meaning of terms.

Niyama is the empirical law of invariable association of two
things on the basis of which the knowledge of one of the things
leads to the knowledge of the other. This empirical law may
imply any kind of relation between two things and the inference
based on it is strictly in accordance with the past experience of
the relation. When in several instances a particular something
having a particular nature and particular spatio-temporal refe-
rences has been ascertained directly or indirectly to possess
a specific invariable relation, say, samyoga, samaviya, etc.
with a second something having a different but equally parti-
cular nature and spatio-temporal references, then, whenever the
first is seen subsequently in some new instance not previously
examined, it leads to the inference of the second as related to
the first in exactly the previously known way. 'Thus smoke

rising skywards is known to be related invariably with fire
not very far away from the place of smoke. The rise of the
moon is known to be related invariably with the rise of sea
water almost simultaneously and having a measure correspon-
ding to the height of the moon in the sky. Niyama, according
to Parthasirathi, is a rule or principle realised in observed

22, 1Ihbid.
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facts and inference is an attempt to extend its application to
unobserved cases.™?

Nirdyana defines vyfipti as a natural relation. By ‘natural’
he means that which is not dependent on eliminable conditions
(swify ). The relation between smoke and fire is natural i. e,
devoid of any upddhi. *“Upddhi’ is defined as that which is
coextensive with the sidhya but less extensive than the sidhana
{ avem=agws &l aregsa=na: ). When it is said that fire is al-
ways accompanied by smoke the relation of fire with smoke is
not vydpti because it depends on an upddhi or extraneous condi-
tion, viz. the presence of wet fuel which always accompanies
smoke, the sidhya, but does not always accompany fire, the
sidhana. Similarly, there is no vyfipti between hinsitva (killing)
and adharmatva ( sin ), because adharmatva depends not nece-
ssarily upon hinsdtva but on an upddhi, viz. nisiddhatva. The
Miminsaka believes that only that act can be called sinful which
is prohibited in the scriptures and hence killing as such cannot
be sinful, because only that form of killing is prohibited which
is committed for a purpose other than religious.?,

Upddhi literally means an extraneous condition. An ex-
traneous condition is always an unnecessary condition. We
observe many circumstances which precede the rise of smoke
in a washerman’s house, but all the observed circumstances
are not necessary for the rise of smoke. There are some cir-
cumstances which are irrelevant. For example, the washer-
man's ass is irrelevant for the rise of smoke. Such irrelevant
circumstances are upddhis. Now, is the presence of wet fuel
or nisiddhatva an upadhi in this usual sense of the term ?
Certainly not. Wet fuel is the most relevant circumstance for the
production of smoke and nisiddhatva is the most relevant circums-
stance for adharmatva. From this it will be clear that Nirdyana's
use of the term upddhi in the present context is misleading.
The statement *wherever there is fire there is smoke’ is wrong,
not because wet fuel is an eliminable circumstance but because
an essential circumstance has been left outin the statement.

R n
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Similarly, the statement that killing is a sin is wrong only be-
cause an essential qualification of ‘killing’ has been left out.
These statements are wrong because they are incomplete.
Contrarily, the statements ‘where there is fire feeding on wet
fuel there is smoke’ and ‘all killing prohibited by the scriptures
is sinful’ are correct, not because an upadhi has been eliminated
but because an essential qualification which was left out has
been mentioned. Vyipti is a nirupddhika or unconditional
relation and a relation which is aupadhika or conditional, i. e,
which depends on an accidental condition, is not vyipti. But
the examples of an aupidhika relation given above are WIOng,
‘Where there is white smoke there is fire'. This is a true ex-
ample, because the white colour of smoke is an eliminable
condition or upadhi. Itis true that there is no vyipti between
fire and smoke, but it is not because of the presence of an
eliminable condition, but because of the absence of an unelimi-
nable antecedent of smoke.

Vydipti is a necessary relation according to Kumirila and his
followers. But vydpti as viewed by Parthasirathi cannot be a
necessary relation. The vydpti, according to him,.between
smoke and fire amounts to the statement that all the observed
cases of smoke are cases of fire. It expressesa regular sequence
between observed smokes and observed fires. But how can
this be a necessary relation so long as it restricts the relation
to only such places and times as have been actually observed
in the past? A mecessary relation is not subject to spatio-
temporal limitations. If I saw many instances in which smoke
and fire were found together, 1cannot say that smoke must
be accompanied by fire on merely this ground. And if there
be any necessity in this relation it can at most be only a psy-
chological or subjective necessity, in which case the person
inferring fire in an unobserved instance would be *no better
than Pavlov's dog secreting saliva on hearing a bell after it
has been conditioned to the bellfood sequence. The psycho-
logists of the associationist school, Hume, Mill etc., also reduce
the necessity involved in inference toa mere psychological
necessity. The necessity of the smoke-fire relation is, ace
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cordingly, explained in terms of neural connpections in the
brain. By the repeated experience of smoke and firea bond
of association is created in the mind and a corresponding bond
is created in the nervous system, so that whenever in future
smoke is perceived the idea of fire is revived. Thus inference,
according to the associationists, is merely a conditioned res-
ponse and the mental state during inference is that of expecting
a correlate. But if this is the whole account of inference, we
have no logical justification for inferring fire from smoke and
also for imposing our own conclusion on others. Why there
must be fire where smoke is visible, cannot be explained unless
there be a logical necessity in the smoke-fire relationship., 1f
there is no logical necessity the inference will be no better
than an argument from analogy and then the conclusion will
be merely a probable one. g

The logical necessity involved in wvyfiptiis well accounted
for by the Buddhist who says that a vyiptiis based either on
causality or on identity. 1f two things are known to be related
by way of cause and effect or if one ofthem is an essential
character of the other, the -relation. between them cannot but
~be a necessary one. If one thing is the effect of another
thing then the former cannot come to be independently of
the latter. If somethingis the nature of some other thing,
how can the latter be without the former ? Suppose A is
the effectof Band Cis its nature. To say that A can be
without B inbolves self-contradiction, because it is equivalent
to saying that B is the cause of A and B is not the cause of A.
Similarly, tc say that A can be without C involves selfcon-
tradiction, because it is equivalent to saying that A is A as
well as non-A, Theoretically this explanation of logical
necessity is quite satisfactory. But practically it is very diffi-
cult to ascertain what isthe cause of what and what is the
essential nature of what. When the relation of cause and
effect between two things is known with perfect accuracy each
of tth can serveas the linga of the other, because strictly
speaking, there can be only one cause of one effect and one
effect of one cause. In the absence of exact knowledge of
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cause and effect it is not quite safeto infer a cause from an
effect or an effect from a cause, because there is such a thing
as plurality of causes and plurality of effects, though this
conception of plurality is contradictory to the conception of
causality. Sucaritamisra says that il one thing is known to
bea dindapd it is useless to infer thatit isa tree. This criti=
cism of the Buddhist is justified so far as the given example
is concerned. It is an instance of the fallacy called petitio
principii. When it is argued that “all $insapds are trees and
this isa dinfapd, therefore this isa tree’, the conclusion is
already known through the minor premise, because to know
a thing as §indapd is to know it asa tree. Inthe words of
Locke tree-ness is the ‘nominal essence’ of dindapa. Similarly
the nominal essence of triangle is its character of being a
three-sided rectilinear figure, so that when we call a figure
‘triangle’ what we mean is that it possesses this character,
and then the inference of this character becomes superfluous
because it gives no new information. The inference of essen-
tial nature, however, does not always involve petitio principii.
When the ascertainment of essential nature is based on ex-
perience the inference is necessary as well as new. We know
that the character of having its three angles equal to two right
angles is the essential nature of a triangle, not its nominal
essence, i. e. not a character on the ground of which we agree
fo callit by the name triangle. Then, on knowing that a
particular figure is a triangle we immediately infer with logical
necessity thatits three angles are equal to two right angles
without commiting the fallacy of petitio principii. In conclu-
sion we may say that the Buddhist view regarding the nature
of vydptiis most satisfactory and it is to be regretted that
other Indian philosophers due to their prejudice against
Buddhism, could not develop this fruitful line of thought.

(B) The Ascertainment of Vyapti.
What is the means or method ( 517 ) of knowing vyapti ?
The Buddhist view :—
(1) The Buddhist answer to this question is given in the
following verse :
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FIRTTHIAR I1 SANE, 71 Frayaar ;
sfmrmafadtrdam 5 2dam

Vyapti is established neither by non-observation nor by observa-
tion. The mere observation of some positive instances of a
relation, e. g. between smoke and fire, is not enough to prove
that smoke and fire are invariably cannected, because what is
observed proves only that they -have been connected together
in the past, but this does not guarantee a universal and nece-
ssary connection between the two. The mere non-observation
of fire and smoke together in a limited number of negative in-
stances too cannot assure that there will be no instance in
future of the presence of smoke in the absence of fire. There-
fore, vydipti is proved neither by perception, nor by non-percep-
tion, but by the knowledge of causality or identity, When it is
known that smoke is produced when fire is produced and it is
not produced when fire is not produced, we conclude that
smoke depends for its existence on fire, i e. itis the effect of
the latter, and then, since the relation of cause and effect is
necessary, we know that smoke is invariably concomitant with
fire. Similarlarly, when it is known that a thing ‘A’ possesses
@ nature ‘B’ the invariable connection between A and B is

proved, because it is inconceivable that a thing can ever exist
without its nature,

The Buddhist view is rejected by the Bhitta on the ground
that causality is nothing but a law of regular sequence and
vydpti alsoisa law, sothatif a law is made the pramina of
another law there will be the fault of self-dependence
(®mems ). Whatis the proof of the vydpti that A is inva-
riably connected with B ¥ The Buddhist says that the proof
lies in their being related by way of causality. But causality
between A and B is nothing except the vyapti that A is in-
variably succeeded by B. And, then the question arises as
1o how itis known that A will be always succeeded by B in
future also as in the past. There is no extra-empirical means
of knowing that A is the cause of B, and experience reveals
nothing except that one has been observed to succeed the
other. Therefore, causality cannot'be the basis of the know-
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ledge of wydpti. The law of identity also is equally without
a proof. It istrue that ginfapd is a tree. But dindapd-ness
and tree-ness cannot be bound together for ever. That which
is the nature of one thing inheres in that thing alone. But
tree-ness does not inhere in Sinsapd alone, because there are
trees other than a dinsapd tree. It is true that tree-ness
has never been found to inhere in non-trees. But though it
has not been found, yet the possibility that it may be found
in some other place or time cannot be excluded altogether.
To give another example, gold is found to be yellow. But
merely on this basis it cannot be asserted with certainty
that yellowness is the nature of gold, because there is no
means of ruling out the possibility of a piece of pold to be
found in future turning out to be black. Experience reveals
merely that goldness and yellowness coexist and that fire is
succeeded by smoke. But it does not reveal that the latter
is the nature or effect of the former. Therefore, causality and
identity cannot be the pramfna of vyapti.3®

(I1) Some people say that vydpli is known through mental
perception ( m==aeas ).  This view is rejected on the ground
that the object of mental perception is the self and its quali-
ties, . g. pleasure, pain etc. Vydpti is nota quality of the
self, buta relation between external things. It vyidipti can be
known through perception at all it can be only external per-
ception which is the source of knowing external things and their
qualities and relations. The manas cannot function indepen-
dently of the external sense-organs in the case of external
things. The manas is inside the body while objects are out-
side. So, it cannot establish a direct contact with external
objects. It may be argued that the manas can function in
cooperation with repeated observation and then -give the know-
ledge of vydpti. But thisis wrong. In observation the eyes
and other sense-organs as well as the manas are involved.
The eyes come in contact with an external object on the one
hand and with the manas on the other. But the contact of

35. NRM, p. 58,
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the eyes with vyapti is not possible, because vydpti is nota
thing found in one particular place or time like a tres. Repea~
ted observation reveals only that smoke is connected with
fire, but this is not Vydpti. Vydptiis a universal connection
and it implies a knowledge not only of the present time and
place, but also of past and Tuture times and places. The eyes;
however, cannot come in contact with the past and future
times and places and the manas, whose functioning is depen-
dent on that of the eyes and other senses, cannot come in
contact with them independently. Even those who hold that
manas is all-pervasive cannot say that it can function indepen-
dently of eyes etc., because then all persons would be omnis-
cient. The operations of manas are restricted to ‘here and
now"in perception, so that it is impossible for it to give the
knowledge of a universal relation. Even if it be accepted
that observation can give the knowledge of vyipti, it cannot
be said that the manas is the source of such knowledge simply
on the ground that it is involved in it Manas is involved
not only in perception but also in inference and other pra-
migas. If by the mere presence of mental functioning a
Pramina can be called mental perception, then the distinction
of perception, inference etc, will vanish and there will be
only one pramiga. When the manas functions with the help
of external sense-organs the pramipa is called perception,
when it .functions with the help of lingajdna the pramdna is
called inference, and when it functions exclusively by itself
as in the case of pleasure etc. the pramiina is called mental
perception. 1In the case of vydptijiina the manas cannot
function with the help of external senses, nor with the help
of lingajadna, nor exclusively by itself. Therefore, the pramina
of vydpti is neither perception, nor inference, nor mental per-
ception, but different from them.2®

(TII ) The Prabhakara View.
Prabhikara maintains that the knowledge of vyiptiis gained
by a single act of sense-perception. The vyfipti between smoke

36. NRM, pp, 58-60.
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and fire is apprehended in the very first observation of the two
together and what subsequent observations do is merely to
remove extrancous conditions ( awfy ), if any, and thus to con-
firm the vydpti apprehended in the first observation. The
vydpti of smoke with fire, which means a relation of the two
free from all spatio-temporal limitations (ZgwEmafsaw) is
cognised through perception. Agnimattd, i, e, the property of
being conjoined with fire, belongs to smoke, and it is perceived
Jjust as the other properties, e. g. grey colour of smoke, are per-
ceived. Agnimattd is as natural a property of smoke as its
grey colour is. It may be objected that the object of sense-
perception is something existing at the present time and place
( Bfafiaaasmefioges ) while the vyapti between smoke and fire
expresses their conjunction in all times and places, so that it is
beyond the comprehension of perception. The answer is that
existence at the present time and place is indicated by the use
of the word “this’ ( &g=m ), which applies to substances only, not
to their conjunction. The perceptual consciousness arises in
the form ‘this is smoke’, not in the form “this is the conjunction
of smoke and fire’. We always say ‘smoke and fire are con-
joined’, but never say ‘this is the conjunction of smoke and
fire’. Thus experience itself reveals thet spatio-temporal limi-
tations are imposed on substances alone, while conjunction is
free from these, Therefore, the conjunction with fire thatis
independent of space and time is ascertained by perception as
belonging to smoke, and then what is required to be known in
other places and times is -the existence of smoke alone, not
its conjunction with fire which is already known. Inference,
according to Prabhdkara, is the apprehension of the apprehen-

ded ( spétnifit ). though it is not of the nature of memory. Now,
if the conjunction of smoke with fire, which is revealed by the
first perception, can acquire the status of vydpti, why should
the conjunction of fire with smoke, which too is similarly revea-
led, not acquire the same status ? Prabhiikara answers that the
conjunction of fire with smoke, though revealed by the first
perception, is known through subsequent perceptions as depen-
ding on an extraneous condition, viz. wet fuel, and on this ground
dhiimavattd of fire is determined not to be natural to fire, while
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agnimattd of smoke is determined to be natural to  smoke, for,
1o extraneous condition is observed in the latter case. Though
both the conjunctions, viz. that of smoke with fire and that of
fire with smoke are given by the first perception, yet the former
attains the rank of vydpti because it is never contradicted, while
the latter loses it because it is found to be contradicted when
subsequently fire is seen without smoke 37

Prabhiikara's view is rejected on the following grounds®® :

The view that substances are limited by space and time and
their conjunction is not, is not supported by experience. Such
commOon expressions as ‘these were conjoined’, ‘these are conjoi-
ned’ and ‘these will be conjoined’ clearly point out that it is
the conjunction that is determined by past, present and future
times. Time does not determine an agent ( &% ) but the action
of an agent ( FH=1917 ). When smoke is perceived to be con-
joined with fire it is the action of its being conjoined thatis
determined by the time when the perception takes place. Thus
the conjunction of smoke with fire cannot be proved to be per-
manent by a single act of perception, Moreover, the view that
time is indicated by the word ‘this’ { ¢% ) is wrong, because it is
better indicated by different verbal forms called tenses, such as
‘18", ‘was’ ‘will be’ etc. These verbal forms indicate the time-
relations of actions, not of substance. Time determines a sub-
stance not independently of its qualities and actions but with
all the qualities and actions inhering init. When smoke is
perceived now it is impossible that it should be apprehended as
existing at the present time while its qualities and actions such
as colour, conjunction ete, should be apprehended as existing at
all times,

Let us even accept that conjunction ‘is not apprehended as
having any spatio-temporal limitations. However, there is no
proofof its naturalness ( =spnfreey ). Non-apprehension by it-
self cannot prave that conjunction is not determined by place
and time, because there may be temporal and spatial determina-

37. NEM, P 603 Cp. FP,, pPp. 70=71.
38, NRM, Pp. 60-53,
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tion though it is not apprehended. So long as this possibility is
not ruled out naturalness cannot be proved. Or, if the conjun-
ction of smoke with fire is proved to be natural, then its
character of belonging to the present time ( sdmsar= ) also is
equally well proved to be natural to smoke. If on the strength of
perception it is said that the conjunction with fire is natural to
smoke, then it can also be said that the present time also js
natural to smoke. Time is as much an attribute of the substance
of smoke as its conjunction with fire. Just as smoke cannot
exist apart from its conjunction with fire, so it cannot exist
apart from the present moment, which amounts to saying that
smoke is momentary. Thus instead of proving his own theory
Prabhikara proves an alien theory, viz. the Buddhist theory of
momentariness. Ifin order to avoid this conclusion the rela-
tion of smoke to the present moment is not admitted to be
natural, then there is no reason why its conjunction with fire
should be admitted to be natural., If smoke can exist without
its relation to the present moment that is known to be natural
on the evidence of perception ( according to Prabhikara's
reasoning ), then its existence without conjunction with
fire can also be possible. The result is that the vyapti
between smoke and fire cannot be established by percep-
tion. It may be said that subsequent recognition of smoke
proves that it is not momentary but exists even after the present
moment is gone, while the existence of smoke without fireis
never observed. Prabhikara may, then, be asked whether he
holds the view that momentariness is apprehended by perception
and is subsequently contradicted by recognition. Certainly
such a view is not accepted by him. Even if it be accepted that
previously perceived momentariness of smoke is contradicted
by the perception of its existence at another time, it cannot be
explained how the previously perceived momentariness of fire
is contradicted when it is not actually perceived but smoke
alone is perceived and consequently how we can infer the exi-
stance of fire having relation to another time-moment. During
the first observation smoke and fire were perceived to have a
momentary character. MNow we perceive smoke alone and reco-
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gnise that it is not momentary. But we do not perceive fire.
S0, how can we know that it is not momentary 7 1If it be urged
that the momentariness of fire is contradicted by inference
which proves its relation to a moment different from the first
then the view that inference apprehends the apprehended is to
be given up, for the new moment was not apprehended by
perception. -

Again, when it is seen that the previously apprehended
relation of smoke to the moment of perception is subsequently
contradicted by recognition, then the possibility of the con-
tradiction of its conjunction with fire can never be ruled out.
It is true that its conjunction with fire has not been contradic-
ted even after a deliberate search; but who can dispel the
suspicion that it may be contradicted in future ? Perception
is not competent to do so, because its function is confined
to the present time and place. Inference also is powerless.
Inference depends on the ascertainment of vyfipti, but the point
at issue is how to ascertain vyipti, and the praminpatva of
inference depends on the settlement of this issue. It may be
urged that what is natural cannot be contradicted. It is true.
But what is the proof that conjunction with fire is natural
to smoke ? That which is natural does not depend on any
extraneous conditions, But what is the evidence to prove
that the conjunction of smoke with fire does not depend on
any extraneous condition? There may be some hidden ex-
traneous condition without revealing itself to the observer.
Itis nottrue to say that that which exists must necessarily be
open to observation. There are many things which are real
but are never observed. Inspite of the fact that fire is seen
to have conjunction with smoke and smoke is seen to have
conjunction with fire, the fermer conjunction is later seen to
be inconstant. How can, then, it be guaranteed that the latter

conjunction will never be found to be inconstant like the
former ?

The smoke and the fire whose conjunction was apprehended
by the first perception in the hearth are different from smokes
and fires existing at other times and places. How can, then

\

\
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the smoke on the hill, which is perceived now and was not
perceived before, be the linga of fire ? Tt will be said that the
universal of smoke (473 ) is the linga in the inference, not a
particular smoke. But, then, there can be no inference unless
the relation of the universal of smoke with the universal of fire
is perceived. Place, time, relation and universal all qualify
substance. There is no direct relation between two universals.
Such a relation is possible only indirectly through the sub-
stances of smoke and fire. Butthe smoke perceived on the
hill now and the smoke perceived in the hearth do not possess
an identical substance. When the substance has changed,
how can the relation mediated by it be the same? Thus the
previously observed conjunction cannot be the ground of the
inference of fire on the hill. The relation between two univer-
sals cannot be ascertained by one single observation, because
it depends on the elimination of non-recurrent particulars, for
which repeated observation is needed, and it is yet to be seen
whether repeated observation can conclusively prove a yyapti.

( IV ) Sucaritamis'ra’s View :—

The next view criticised by Parthasarathi is advocated by
SucaritamiSra. Though Parthasarathi has not named him, yet
_there is a complete coincidence between the view he criticises
and that defended by Sucaritamifra in his commentary on
SV, Anu. 12. Sucaritamiéra says that by the first perception
we cannot acquire the knowledge of vydpti. The knowledge
of vydpti arises after several observations of two things to-
gether. We know the invariable relation of smoke and fire
in one perception, but not in the first perception as Prabhikara
maintains. Before the knowledge of the vylpti arises in the mind
there must have beeén a series of experiences of smoke together
with fire. On the final experience helped by the revival of
the memory-impressions of previous experiences a person comes
to know that smoke possesses the nature of being invariably
accompanied by fire.®® Whena person has had several ex-

39, SEiMMARGAbTERRETE SR 299 Fa0 sty que
FighmasiMaed —KK on 5V, Anu. 12,
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periences of smoke-fire relationship, these experiences are
retained in the mind in the form of latent impressions and
on the final experience they are synthesised and give riseto a
single judgment such as ‘all smoky things are firy’. Aftera
uniform experience of two things together occurring simulta-
neously or in succession on several occasions the knowledge
of vvipti between them arises in the mind like a flash of light
just as the knowledge of the true character of a jewel, though
not obvious at first sight, arises after it has been examined
several times. This is the first stage in the knowledge of
vydpti. In this stagea vylptiis merely suggested by a uni-
form positive experience. In the second stage the vyapti is con-
firmed by a uniform negative experience. We not only per-
ceive that smoke is accompanied by fire but also that there
is no smoke when there is no fire, In the third stage there
is a process of reasoning. When a person has uniformly
observed smoke with fire and has not observed smoke with-
out fire, he thinks that there must be an invariable concomi-
tance of smoke with fire, since the fact that smoke follows fire
without any regard to the difference of places, times, fuel and
other conditions and that it is totally absent in the absence
of fire, cannot be explained otherwise than on the basis of an
essential or natural relation between smoke and fire. Thusa
firm conviction arises in the mind of the observer and is
supported by the evidences offered by other observers. Then,
if inspite of there being no evidence to the contrary he enter-
tains any doubt it has no foundstion. It does happen some-
times that our firm beliefs are shaken by fresh evidence, For
instance, a person having once acquired the belief that snake-
bite is fatal is shocked to learn that a person bitten by snake
did not die. However, in sach a case the vydpti between
snake-bite and death is not actually disproved but is restricted
in scope, for the fresh evidence only shows thata particular
species of snake is poisonless, Thus vylipti is known through
perception and is confirmed by the non-perception of any
Exceplion.

It may be objected that perception is confined to the pre-
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sent time and place only, while a vyapti implies the knowledge
of future times and places also, so thatif vydptiis held to be
an object of perception it would amount to saying that percep-
tion can apprehend remote times and places, which is absurd.
But Sucaritamiéra denies any such absurdity, Perception
apprehends such object-forms as are in contact with the SEnses.
Conjunction with fire is a form of smoke and hence it is pers
ceptible. When we say that there is a vydpti between smoke
and fire what we mean is that the conjunction of smoke with
fire is not transitory but permanent. We perceive both the
transitory and permanent forms of things. When we perceive
a solid wall we also perceive that its form is stable or perma-
nent and when we perceive the form of lightning we also per-
ceive its transitoriness. If a permanent form were not an
object of perception there would be no contradiction of such
an experience as ‘this is silver’ subsequently by such an exper-
ience as ‘this is not silver’, because the objects of the two ex-
periences would be as different as those of ‘this is silver’ and
“this is mango." If the ‘silver’ were perceived as transitory its
form would not last till the appearance of the consciousness
“this is not silver’, and then there would be no sublation ( a4 )
of the former consciousness of ‘silver’ by the latter. But ac-
tually we do perceive the form of ‘silver’ to be a lasting one
so that the perception of ‘silver’ has co-objectivity with the
non-perception of silver subsequently and thus the sublation
of the first by the second becomes perfectly intelligible. Thus
the vydpti of smoke with fire is a permanent form of smoke
and it is an object of perception like the permanent form
of a wall,

Parthas@rathi criticises this view as follows#? »

Vyidpti cannot be an object of perception, because it im-
plies a knowledge of remote times and places, which cannot
come in contact with the senses. It may be granted that the
vyapti of smoke with fire is a form (%7 ) of smoke; but even
then there can be no denial of the fact that it is a form which
is nevcr dmrepant ( sr=yfiraroess ), ie. is inseparable from

40, NRM, Pps 64-67.
16 P. M.
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smoke. This inseparability or non-discrepancy is nothing
other than that in whatever place and time smoke exists its
association with fire always continues. If thisis supposed to
be an object of perception the absurdity of sense-contact with
remote places and times becomes inevitable. Ifthe vydpti be-
tween smoke and fire is supposed to be a form of smoke, diffe-
rent from & universal relation of smoke with fire, and similar
to such other forms of smoke as its grey colour etc., then
let it be an object of perception, but that will not help a
person who wishes to know that smoke is accompanied by
fire in all ‘places and times. Actually the invariable relation
of smoke with fire is totally different from the grey colour and
other visible forms of smoke. The former is not apprehended like
the latter, and one who wants to infer fire from smoke stands
in need of the former instead of the latter. Even if the vyfpti
were a perceptible form of smoke, by perception it would be
apprehended as confined to the present time and place alone
and as such it would be irrelevant for the purpose at hand.

It has been said that just as we perceivea wall as having
stability ( fwtew ), s0 we perceive the association of smoke
with fire as having stability or permanence and that this per-
manence of association is what is meant by the vyipti between
smoke and fire. Now, itis true that the vyipti of smoke with
fire means the permanence of their association, but that the
permanence is an object of perception is false, Whena wall
is perceived its stability cannot be perceived, because stability
means existence extending over several moments of time, while
perception apprehends only existence at the present moment.
If perception could reveal the existence of a thing ina future
moment of the time recognition would cease to have any use.
A man was perceived yesterday and again today when we
recognise him to be the same man. By recognition we appre-
hend his persistence during the interval, but the perception
of yesterday alone could not have revealed that the man would
exist today also. The stability of a thing can be apprehended
only by the continued perception of it over a long time. But
when 1perceive a wall at this moment and apprehend its
stability without actually perceiving it over a long time my
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apprehension is really inferential. I think at the moment of
perception that this wall is solid and cannot easily be pierced
by strong weapons and then linfer that it will continue to
exist for more than one moment. Thus the stability of the
wall is inferred from the strength of its structure. The suyb-
lation of the consciousness ‘this is silver’ by the subsequent
consciousness “this is not silver’ can be explained thus : When
‘silver” is perceived it is inferred that, because an existing
thing cannot disappear all of a sudden without any cause or
because a thing of one form cannot suddenly change intoa
thing of an opposite form, the ‘silver® will persist at least for
some more time. Then, when later on no silver is perceived
in that place itis inferred that it was not actually present,
because if it were present its sudden disappearance would be
inexplicable, and thus we conclude that the former perception
of its presence was illusory. When, however, there is a long
gap between the former perception of silver and the later non-
perception of it and the observer has moved elsewhere during
the gap, he cannot be sure that his former perception was
illusory even though it may be really so, because there is every
_possibility of the real silver having been removed by someone.
‘Thus persistence or permanence is not an object of perception,
and consequently, vydpti, which isa permanent relation be-
tween two things, cannot be an object of perception.

(V) Umbeka'’s View—

' * Umbeka, another commentator of Kumdrila, holds the view
that vylpti is known through arthdpatti®! Arthapatti is the
‘presumption of something to explain a koown fact which
‘remains otherwise unexplained. When we observe smoke with
fire a hundred times and never observe it without fire, we can-
‘not explain this fact otherwise than by presuming that smoke
must be invariably concomitant with fire. If there were no
such invariable concomitance we could have observed smoke
without fire at some time or some place. But, since we have

4l. TT on 5V, Amu, 12,
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never observed such a thing we are led to believe that there is
a vyapti between smoke and fire.

Parthasirathi rejects this view. What, he asks, is that
remains inexplicable without presuming a vyipti between smoke
and fire? The fact of non-observation of smoke without fire
is quite explicable by the non-existence of smoke and the non-
existence of fire. By non-observation alone itis not proved
that future cases of the non-existence of fire will also be cases
of the non-existence of smoke. The fact of a hundred obser-
vations of smoke and fire is explained by the existence of
smoke and fire together in a hundred instances. But this

does not prove that smoke and fire will exist together in future
also. Thus arthapatti cannot prove vyipti.+2

( VI) Parthasarathi’s View—

Parthasarathi’s own view is as follows*? : Vyiptiis known
from frequent experience (y#tzsw). The Pramina through
which we have a frequent experience of the relation of smoke
and fire cannot’ be specified. It may be any of the recognised
pramipas. Whatever the pramina may be it aways works in
cooperation with the non-apprehension of contrary instances.
Itis true that frequent experience proves the linga-lingin rela-
tionship only in a limited number of cases, notin all cases,
and non-observation of contrary instances proves the relation-
ship between the absence of lingin and the absence of linga
only to the extent to which non-observation has actually gone.
It is also true that one who wishes to establish on the basis of
experience a universal relation between linga and lingin, say,
smoke and fire, can do so only after he has had an experience
of an infinite number of positive instances and an equally in-
finite number of negative instances, which is not possible during
the life-span of a person. But this presents an insurmountable
difficulty only to those who maintain that the ground of in-
ference is such a proposition as ‘all cases of smoke are cases
of fire.” For those, onthe other hand, who maintain that

42. 'NRM, p. 67,
43. 1bid, PP B7=70.
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we can validly infer the presence of fire from the Pproposition
‘all observed cases of smoke are cases of fire,' there is really
no difficulty. People are seen to infer fire correctly after this
much alone that in all the past observed cases smoke has been
found to be accompanied by fire and that no exception has
ever been observed in which smoke was present without fire,
Thus the proposition which is actually made the basis of in-
ference is easily secured through repeated experience and it
does not stand in need of the knowledge of an infinite number
of instances.

Parthasirathi makes an observed rule the ground of infer-
ence. Now, the question may be asked as to how he can
explain sucha cognition as ‘all cases of smoke are cases of
fire.” Tt cannot be said that this cognition does not arise or
that it is doubtful or wrong, because people are seen to have
such a cognition and are sure of its truth. What kind of
pramiina, then, is the basis of this cognition? Parthasarathi
answers that this cognition is inferential in nature, because
it is derived as a conclusion from an observed concomitance
of smoke with fire. Tosay thatit is perceptual in nature is
wrong. It cannot be sensuous in origin, because it is not
immediate or direct. The inference which is the source of this
cognition may be stated thus : “All the past, future and remote
cases of smoke are cases of fire, because they are cases of
smoke like the cases which have been actually observed, e. [
that of the smoke in the hearth.”

(VII) The Later Bhatta View—

Pirthasarathi's view that the major premise of syllogism
is a particular proposition and that which is called vyapti by
others is really inferential in nature is not accepted by other
Indian philosophers, not even by the later Bhttas. The con-
tribution of the later Bhattas to the theory of vyidpti is not
substantial. They follow the Neo-Naiyiyikas and recommend
that a more vigorous search should be carried on to ascertain
the vyiipti between the middle and major terms in order that
its unconditionality and the consequent validity of the conclu-
5i0n may be ensured. Over and above the method of agreement
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and difference they add one more, viz. the method of
tarka, The aim of this method is a complete elimination of’
extraneous conditions and the attainment of the uncondi-
tionality of a relation beyond a reasonable degree of ‘doubt.
The joint method of agreement and difference can eliminate
visible extraneous conditions only while tarka eliminates the
suspicion of invisible extraneous conditions,** It is assumed
that where extraneous conditions are not visible their suspi-
cion is illegitimate. ‘The method of tarka is illustrated thus :
If someone doubts the validity of the invariable concomitance
between smoke and  fire the doubt may be exterminated by the
following process of reasoning : If there were nofire there would
be nosmoke, because; if there were smoke in the absence of fire,
then an effect would be produced even when its cause is absent.
Therefore, to avoid this absurdity it must be accepted that
smoke is invariably related with fire. From this example it is
clear that tarka is reductio ad absurdum.

- Tarka is defined as a method of removing doubt regarding
the validity of a proposition by first assuming the truth of its
contradictory and then showing that such an assumption leads
to an absurd conclusion.%® In the given illustration the assump-
tion is made that there may be smoke in the absence of fire.
This is an O proposition ( some cases of smoke are not cases of
fire ) and is the contradictory of the vyipti ‘all cases of smoke
are cases of fire" (an A proposition ). The absurdity pointed
out in this assumption consists in its being contradictory to
the law of causation and thus the vydpti is indirectly confirmed.
The reasoning, however, is fallacious, because it assumes the
law of causation. Sucaritamiéra and Parthasarathi hold that the
law of causation is an empirical law of regular sequence. But
if this is true, then to prove the vydpti between smoke and fire
we have to prove the law of causation, a task much more diffi-
cult than the first. Even if the law af causation be an a priori
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law, though the Bhitta who is an empiricist cannot believe in
any a priori law, the reasoning is vitiated by the defect of
assuming what is to be proved, because it assumes that there
is a relation of cause and effect between fire and smoke which
is a thing to be proved. The Bhittas, equally with other philo-
sopers, have criticised the Buddhist view that vyidpti is based
on the laws of causation and identity and again they assume it
in'their method of tarka. This is merely smuggling through
the back door what has been refused through the front door.

The real problem of induction is that of ascertaining spe-
cific cauvsal relations among observed phenomena and the
method of tarka does not make any real advance towards the
solution of the problem. A complete elimination of extraneous
conditions cannot be achieved by arguments in a debate. The
only method is isolating the observed antecedents of a phenome-
non and experimenting with them one by one. The joint method
of agreement and difference is a method of observation recog-
nised by all Indian philosophers. Kumidrila suggests the
method of concomitant variation also, He illustrates'it as
follows : When dust is seen the question arises as to what its
cause may be. Is it produced by the movement of cows and
other hard-bodied animals or by the movement of ants ? The
latter alternative is rejected because we observe that when the
number of cattles is greater there is a correspondingly larger
quantity of the dust thrown above, while no such corresponde-
nce i5 observed between the number of ants in motion and the
quantity of dust.*®,

( VIII) The Nyaya View—

The Nydya method of ascertaining wvydpti consists of four
steps, viz. anvaya, vyatireka, vyabhicirigraha and tarka.
Anvaya is a uniform experience of two things together, i. e.
their co-presence. Vyatireka is the uniform experience of their
co-absence. Vyabhicarigraha is the non-observation of any
contradictory instance. We always observe that whenever
smoke is present fire is also present and also that whenever fire

46, 3V., Vakya, 165-66.
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is absent smoke also is absent. We never observe a casein
which there may be smoke without fire. From the observed
double agreement of smoke and fire in their presence and ab-
sence together with the non-observation of any exception the
vyiipti between smoke and fire is known. In this process such
irrelevant circumstances as may vitiate the vyipti are elimi-
nated, because when smoke and fire are observed repeatedly
under varying circumstances the conditions which are inessential
and hence non-recurrent are gradually detected and left out.
If even after this there remains any doubt regarding the un-
conditionality of the vydptiit is removed by tarka as shown
above 47

From this itis obvious that the view of the later Bhitlas
about the method of ascertaining vylpti is influenced by that
of the Naiydyikas, particularly of Gangeda and other Neo-
Naiyfiyikas. There is, however, one difference between the
two views. The Naiydyikas are conscious of the fact that the
above method is not the proof of the absolute validity of a
vydpti, because inspite of the most careful search of irrelevant
conditions the possibility of a contradictory instance making
its appearance at some future time cannot be completely ruled
out. So,the Maiyiyikas assume a kind of perception called
siminyalaksana in which, it is said, we directly become aware
of all the past, future and present instances of a class through
its universal. When we perceive fire and smoke we also per-
ceive the universals ‘fireness’ and ‘smokeness,” and through
this latter perception we perceive all the actual and possible
instances of fire and smoke. Thus we have a direct knowledge
of the vyipti between them in the form ‘all cases of smoke
are cases of fire.” The Bhaftas do not accept this method of
guaranteeing the absolute validity of vydptiand quite reaso-
nably so. The simiinyalaksana form of perception is not a
fact of experience, but only an hypothesis, as is clear from
the words of Vi$vanitha : *“How otherwise could we know all
the instances of smoke and fire than through the generality of
jinﬂh and the generality of fire ? Therefore, the siminya-

47, Cp.SM, 137,
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laksana form of perception is accepted by us.”#® This clearly
shows that the Naiydiyika takes the absolute validity of vydpti
as a fact and in order to explain this ‘fact’ he proposes
the hypothesis of simdnyalaksana pratyaksa, But actually
what the Naiyiyika takes for granted as a fact is not a fact,
but is the very problem of induction. The problem of induc-
tion is : how to secure an absolutely valid universal premise
so that the conclusion based on it may be true. The absolute
validity of the proposition ‘where there is smoke there is fire'
isto be proved. But the Naiyiyika, by assuming simdnya-
laksana, takes that which is to be proved as the proof of what
is not borne out by facts. Hence, the Bhatta does not agree
with the Naiyiyika in this respect and instead of trying to
secure the absolute validity of vyipti he is satisfied with its mere
empirical validity.

(IX) Criticism of the Different Views

We shall conclude this discussion with some critical remarks,
Parthaslirathi’s view of vydipti is an exact parallel of Mill's,
“He ( Mill ) held that the evidence for the conclusion is the
same as the evidence for the major premise, so that either
could be drawn immediately from the same data.”%9 Partha-
sirathi also holds that from the uniform experience of in-
variable concomitance between the observed cases of smoke
and the observed cases of fire you can draw the conclusion
that there is fire on the hill or that all the unobserved cases
of smoke are cases of fire. This view, however, is wrong.
The evidence on which an induction rests and that on which
a deduction rests must be different. A uniform and uncontra-
dicted experience by itsell is not the ground of induction.
Jt is merely the material ground of induction, while the laws
of causation and uniformity of nature are its formal grounds.
From a mere observation of uniform relation between parti-
cular smokes and particular fires we are not justified in gene-
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ralising that smoke as such is related with fire as such, unless
we believe that the former isthe effect and the latter is the
capse and that the course of nature is uniform, i. e. that the
same phenomenon will recur in future when exactly the same
antecedent conditions are repeated. Similarly, the ground of
deduction is not a mere uniform experience. We cannot
validly infer the presence of fire in a place where smoke alone
is perceived unless we know that smoke must be accompanied
by fire. The ground of deduction is a true universal proposition
which is an assertion about all the known and unknown
instances of the middle term.- It is not a mere summation of
past observations, because logically- we have no right toex-
pect a thing to happen now in a way it was found to happen
in the past.

Parthasdrathi is, however, right in so far as he holds that
the induction “all cases of smoke are cases of fire’ is not dire-
ctly given and hence is non-perceptual. Now, the question
arises regarding the pramina or means of cognition from
which itis derived. In modern logic all indirect knowledge
other than the knowledge from the statements of others is
called inference. Induction thus is the inference of the general
from the particular and is different from deduction which is
the inference of the particular from the general. In Indian
logic the name inference is restricted to the subsumption of
a particular case under a general rule, so that inference can-
not be the pramipa of vydpti or induction. Those Indian
philosophers who believe in only two or three praminas, viz.
perception, inference and verbal testimony, have no alter-
native other than to say that vydptiis known through percep-
tion, The Naiy@iyika too, who accepts a fourth pramina, viz.
upamiina, had to invent the absurd hypothesis of simanya-
laksana pratyaksa in order to defend the perceptual character
of vyipti, because upamiina, which gives a knowledge of
similarity, is obviously of no help. Prabhikara who reco-
gnises a fifth pramdna, arthipatti, could not take its help,
because arthapatti according to him, depends on the knowledge
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of vydpti like inference.’® The sixth pramina, anupalabdhi,
recognised by Kumdrila also - is of no avail. The Bhitta view
of arthipatti, however, is different from Prabhikara’s view.
Thus there are only three altérnatives open to the Bhipta.
Either a seventh pramiina should be recognised, or the defini-
tion of inference should be revised, or the knowledge of vyapti
should be included in arthipatti. Umbeka accepts the third
alternative. ‘This view may be defended as follows: We
have uniformly observed in the past the copresence of smoke
and fire and we have never had a contradictory experience.
From this we come to think that probably there is a necessary
relation between smoke and fire. Now we perceive smoke
alone from a distance and in accordance with our past ex-
perience we think that if there be a necessary relation between
smoke and fire there should be fire in the place where smoke
is seen. Next we go nearer and actually perceive fire. Thus
a mere guess is verified by perception. This cannot be called
inference, because before actual perception we were not con-
fident of the presence of fire. Our thinking so faris of the
nature of trial-and-error. Next we think that if the relation
of smoke with fire be a mere accidental one, why should our
suspicion about the presence of fire when only smoke is per-
ceived, turn out to be true 7 This conflict is resolved by pre-
suming that smoke is necessarily related with fire. Thus the
vylpti between smoke and fire is known through arthapatti,
and then whenever we infer fire from smoke in future our
inference follows logically from the universal proposition ‘all
cases of smoke are cases of fire.” As for the proposition ‘all
cases of fire are cases of smoke,” our guess about the presence
of smoke on the perception of fire is on many occasions not
confirmed, and so we conclude that the concomitance of fire
with smoke is not necessary.

3. The Charge of Petitio Principii in Inference
Mill adopted the view that inferential reasoning proceeds

50, suiefel sefRaaaRysAsTENs gL T
—FPP,.p..62.



252 PURVA MIMANSA

from particular to particular, because he wanted to save infe-
rence from the charge of petitio principii. It is said that when
we argue from the mortality ofall men to the mortality of
Socrates, the truth of the conclusion is already assumed in the
major premise, so that what is proved is nota real advance
from the known to the unknown. The Cirvika has levelled
a similar charge against inference. He says : “If the inference
is of the particular, viz. hill-fire, then the awareness of the
relation of concomitance ( which could be the basis ) is absent,
because the known relation refers to the universal; if the uni-
versal alone is to be inferred, then the inference proves the
proved.” N

Like Mill, Parthasirathi tries to save inference from the
charge of siddhasidhyatd ( petitio principii) by asserting that
the major premise from which the conclusion is drawn is not
a universal proposition like ‘all that has smoke, has fire’, but
that it is a particular proposition like “all that has been observed
to have smoke has been observed to have fire.' “If it be that
in all cases where the pervaded exists, the existence of the
pervader is also known, then the doubt might justly arise that
inference gives what is already known. But the fact is not so.
It is only in such familiar examples as the hearth etc. that the
coexistence of smoke with fire is observed before the rise of the
inferential knowledge but not everywhere,"5!

This answer, however, does not really set aside the charge
of petitio principii, because, as we have seen, the view that
the major premise is a particular proposition is mistaken.
Fortunately, Pirthasdrathi has met the charge from the view-
point of those also who maintain that the major premise is a
real universal proposition. The charge of petitio principii
would have been true if the knowledge of the universal major
premise were dependent on the knowledge of the conclusion,
L e, if the universal major premise depended ‘epistemically’ on
the conclusion. But such is not really the case. At the time
when the vyipti between smoke and fire was apprehended we
were not at all aware of the existence of the hill. And when

Bl. 8D, p, 61.
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the hill itself was not known, how could we have known the
the firy hili®*? Itis impossible that we could have known
that all men are mortal after an examination of the whole class
of human beings including even those who are still living and
those who are not as yet born. Therefore, to say that the uni-
versal major premise is epistemically dependent on the con-
clusion is absurd. The universal major premise is based not
on perfect enumeration but on simple cnumeration, There-
fore, there is no apprehension of the apprehended in inference.
Those who say that the existence of fire on the hill is already
known when the major premise ‘all that has smoke has fire'
‘was known, forget the function of the minor premise, ‘the hil]
has smoke.” 1If the presence of fire on the hill is a previously
known fact the minor premise becomes superfluous. In in-
ference the conclusion is drawn from two premises. It is the
joint reuslt of two premises. The minor premise is not super-
fluous. Ifit were superfluous, one who wanted fire would go
to the hill without caring to know whether the hill possessed
smoke which is the mark of the presence of fire.

Prabhakara, on the other hand, accepts the charge of petitio
principii, but at the same time he denies that inference is in-
valid. He says that the existence of fire is already known
when the invariable concomitance of smoke with fire is known,
' s0 that what we require to know later on is merely the existence
of smoke at a particular place and time. But, though in-
ference gives a knowledge of the known, it cannot be rejected
as invalid on that account, because the mark of validity is not
novelty but experience ( #3fr ) which excludes memory. Only
memory is invalid, because it arises solely from latent impres-
sions. The cause of inference is not purely the revival of
latent impression, because inference arises from the memory
of the vyipti together with the perception of the mark, e. g.
smoke. And itis not obscured memory (®frasty ) like the
illusion of silver in shell, because in it the memory-element,
viz. the vyipti and the element of experience, viz. smoke, are

52. 1Ibid, p. 62.
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clearly distinguished, while in the said illusion the remembered
silver is confused with the experienced ‘this’.

Prabhakara's view is wrong. Ifthe existence of fire on the
hill is already known, then the existence of smoke on the hill
too must be already known, because the former camnot be
known to one who is ignorant of the latter. If it be said that
‘smoke is certainly known but not asa qualification of the hill,
then, as fire too is known but not as a qualification of the hill,
there ceases to be any difference between the -middle and
.major terms in this respect, and thus Prabhikara’s assertion
that in the inference of fire the existence of smoke alone requires
1o be known in a new place and not fire, becomes a vain cry.
Again, just as by the knowledge of the vydpti between smoke
and fire the latter is said to be an already known fact, so by
‘the knowledge of the vydpti between fire feeding on wet fuel
and smoke the latter too becomes a known fact, so that both
fire and smoke being past cognitions, there remains nothing
to be gained by the perception of smoke on the hill.*

6. Kinds of Inference
(1) Svarthanumana and Pararthanumana
The most commonly recognised division of inference is one
into svarthinumina or the inference for oneself and Pardrtha-
numana or the inference for others. In earlier philosophical
literature this distinction was observed by Dinndga, Prasasta-
pada and Siddhasenadivikara. In the Sitras there is no men-
tion of these forms of inference. In the Nyfya Sitra, for ex-
ample; this division does not exist, but instead of it three other
forms of inference are clearly mentioned. Dinndga defines
“syArthinumana as the knowledge of a thing derived from the
knowledge of the mark having three characters, and parfrthd-
nuména is defined by him as the statement in words which
‘ communicates to others what has been known through svirthi-
numina.* Prasastapida uses the term ‘svanifcitirtham anu-
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minam’ instead of ‘svirthinuminam’, meaning inference for
one’s own conviction,® and defines parirthinumana as the
demonstration by one with the help of the five-membered
syllogism, of a thing that one is convinced of, to others who
are ignorant or have a doubtful or wrong knowledge of it 55
Among the orthodox philosophers Prasastapida is the first to
observe this distinction. Siddhasenadivikara is the first Jaina
thinker to do the same in his Nydyavatira. About the question
as to who started this distinction nothing can be said decisively
except that the answer depends mainly on the relative dates
of these thinkers.

In the Mimdins3 literature Sabara is either ignorant of these
two forms of inference or is opposed to them. Kumairila too
does not seem to favour the distinction, though he does say
that one who wishes to communicate to others what he knows
through inference should first mention the paksa i e. that which
is to be proved.”” Umbeka and Sucaritamiéra are definitely
opposed to.the division of inference into svartha and a’s,
Sucaritamiéra says that the Buddhists divide inference into
svirtha and parirtha, but this division is untenable. From this
remark it appears that the Buddhists, probably Difiniga, were
the initia- tors of this division, Before giving Sucaritamigra’s
criticism it may be pointed out that the author of Minameyo-
daya imports this division in the Bhifta system also.

Sucaritamisra says that a person wishing to communicate

a conclusion arrived at through inference to others makes g
verbal stitement and the hearer remembering the meaning of

‘the words arrives at the conclusion by himself, so that the
inference on the part of the latter is svirtha as on the part of

the former. Both the speaker and the hearer infer for their
own sake. Where, then, is the inference for other's sake 7 |t

is true that the statement is for other’s sake, but the statement

56, PDS, p. 206.
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is not inference. When someone learns something from state-
ments made by others the means of knowledge is verbal testi-
mony and it is different from perception, inference and other
means. A reliable person is at liberty to communicate to others
what he knows from personal experience with or without men-
tioning the reason why what he knows is as he knows and not
otherwise. He may preach that sacrifice leads to heaven with
or without saying why it must be so. Incase he supports it
by an argument his statement will be more convincing, but then
it cannot lose its character of being verbal testimony and
acquire the character of being a different pramina, say infere-
nce. Inference is defined by the Buddhist as the knowledge of
something through a mark having three characters. But a state-
ment is neither knowledge, nor does it follow from a mark.
How can, then, it be said to be inference ? If an inference is
called ‘pardrtha’ in a secondary sense ( 377 ) simply because
the statement which expresses it is meant for the information
of others, then a perception too which is communicated to
others in words should be called ‘pardrtha’. Thus like the two
forms of inference perception too must have two forms, viz.
svirthapratyaksa and parirthapratyaksa. But neither the Buddhist
nor others who uphold the twofold division of inference have
recognised this twofold division of perception. The Buddhist
may say that perception cannot be parirtha because the
object of perception is svalaksana which is incommunicable,
But this is wrong. 1f the Buddhist view of perception is
correct, then a person making a statement contradictory to
what he actually perceives cannot be opposed or corrected.
But actually when a person touching a burning coal says that
fire is cool, we do oppose him by saying that fire is hot. 1f
the object of perception be inexpressible in words, then this
latter statement cannot be explained.
(1) Visesatodrsta and Samanyatodrsta

Sabara recognises only two kinds of inference which he calls
‘pratyaksatodrstasambandha’ and ‘simdnyatodgstasambandha’.
He does not define these terms. He illustrates them thus:
When the form of fire is inferred from the form of smoke the



CHAPTER VI 257"

inference is of the first kind. When, seeing that Devadatta’s
change of position is preceded by his movement, we infer the
sun's movement -from its change of position in the sky, the
inference is of the second kind The term “pratyaksatodrsta-
sambandha’ literally means inference based on a directly ' seen
relation and the term ‘simAnyatodrstasambandha’ means infe-
rence based on a generally seen or genaralised relation.

Kumdrila does not approve this terminology and the illus-
trations given by Sabara., There is no mutual exclusiveness
between these two classes of inference. Just as the relation of
smoke with fire is directly seen, so the relation between change
of position and movement also is directly seen. It is true that
the relation between the sun's change of position and its move-
ment is not directly seen, but then in a similar way the relation
between the hill-smoke and the hill-fire too is not directly seen,
If we could observe this latter relation directly, there would be
no scope for inference. If it be said that though the relation
between smoke and Fire on the hill is not directly seen, yet it
has been directly seen in such familiar instances as the hearth
ete., then it can also be said that the relation between change of
position and movement, though not perceived in the case of the
sun, is certainly perceived in the case of Devadatta. We directly
see the movement of Devadatta. Movement is not always an
object of inference. - If movement were always imperceptible its
inference would be impossible. Now, just as the term ‘pratyaksa-
todrsta” is applicable to both the illustrations given by Sabara,
50 the word ‘siminyatodrsta’ also is applicable to both. The
sun’s movement is imperceptible. We have never observed the
sun’s movement followed by its change of position. We observe
the visible movement of moving things, e. g.a man, a cow,
@ stone etc., and on the basis of this observation we gene-
ralise the relation between change of position and movement
in the form *where there is change of position there is move-
ment,' Then we perceive that the sun changes its position in
the sky and on the basis of the generalised relation we jnfer
that the sun moves. But the same thing happens in the case

— e
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of the inference of fire also. 'We observe the relation of smoke
and fire in many instances and generalise it in the form *where
there is smoke there is fire". Just as the basis of the inference
of the sun’s movement is the vydpti between change of position
in general and movement in general, so the basis of the in-
ference of fire on the hill is the vy@pti between smoke in general
and fire in general. Thus we see that there is no difference of
kind between the two examples given by Sabara.®"

There must be mutual exclusion ( #fM%es ) among the sub-
classes into which a class is divided. But we do not find any
such thing between ‘pratyaksatodrsia’ and ‘siminyatodrsta,” The
opposite of the term ‘simiinya’ is ‘videsa." It will be shown (in
Chap. XI1I) that simlinya or general and vigesa or particular are
equally perceptible and the relation between two general things
is as much perceptible as one between two particular things.
Hence Kumdrila rejects the term ‘pratyaksatodrsta’ and adopts
the term ‘videsatodrsia’ in its place. Thus the two kinds of
inference according to Kumirila are ‘vifesatodrsta’ or speci-
fically seen and ‘simfinyatodrsta’ or generally seen. The first
kind is illustrated thus : A person perceives a particular fire,
e.g. the fire produced fromdried cow-dung and also its particular
effect, the smoke, slightly different in colour and other aspects
from other smokes. Next he goes away from the place and
returning again after some interval infers the same particular
fire from the same particular smoke. This inference is based
on an invariable relation between two particulars and hence
it is viSesatodrsta. It may be objected that though inference
may take place in the above manner, yet, since the fire is in-
ferred in the same old place in which it was perceived, there
is no novelty in it, and hence the inference is not valid. Kuma-
rila answers that though the place of the inference is not new,
yet the time is new and hence the inference is valid.®*  Other
examples of videsatodrsta are the inference by a father of the
presence of hisson from his voice and the inference of the
rise of Rohigl from the rise of Krittikii. The first example is

60. 5V, Anu. 138-40.
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given by Cidananda® and the second by Kumirila himself,
Mr. Venkataramiah gives one more example in a footnote on
page 95 of his translation of SD. The example is the inference
of sandalfire from sandal-scent smoke, This, however, is
wrong because ‘sandal-fire’ and ‘sandal-scent smoke® are genes
ral terms like ‘“fire’ and ‘smoke,’ though the particulars denoted
by the former two terms are less in number in comparison to
those denoted by the latter two terms. The inference of fire
from smoke and that of sandal-fire from sandal-scent smoke
are both based on a generalised relation, The example of
‘simdinyatodrsta’ is the familiar inference of fire from smoke on
the hi|] 83

Kumirila quotes the authority of Vindhyavisin in support
of his use of the term *Videsatodrsta,’ The identity of Vindhya-
Vasin is not certain. Some try to identify him with I$varakrsna,
the author of Sinkhyakarika s Isvarakrsna, however, men-
tions three kinds of inference instead of two, without naming
them.%” Gaudapdda in his Bhisya on SK informs that the
three kinds of inference are ‘plirvavat,’ “fesavat’ and ‘simdnya-
todrsta." The examples of the first two are the inference of
the coming rain from clouds and the inference that the remain-
ing sea-water is salt from the fact thata few drops of it have
been found tobe salt. The third kind is illustrated by two
examples, viz. the inference thatall the mango trees are in
blossom, and the inference that the moon and stars which are
Seen 1o reach from one place to another move like Caitra who
is known to reach from one place to another after moving,
From the first of these latter two examples it appears that sima-
nyatodrsia inference is induction based on simple enumeration,
Le. it is an empirical generalisation. The second example
shows that simanyatodrsta is inference based on analogy, It
seems more probable that Sabara’s siminyatodrsta also is in-
ference from analogy. His actual words are - “As an example
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of pratyaksatodrsta we have the cognition of fire following
from the cognition of smoke; as an example of simanyatodrsia
we have the case where finding Devadatta's reaching another
place to be preceded by his movement we remember movement
on the part of the sun also,” Inthe example of pratyaksato-
drsta he does not use the words ‘finding smoke to be accom-
panied by fire in the hearth’ as he uses in the example of
simdnyatodrsta. The latter example may be put in logical
form thus :

Devadatta changes his position and moves;
The sun resembles Devadatta in changing its position;
. It resembles Devadatta in having movement.
This is obviously an argument from analogy. We may now
conclude that Sabara divided inference into deductive and

analogical, and that Kumdrila did not accept any inference
which is not deductive.

Gautama®® also divides inference into the above three kinds
and this division seems to be the oldest. Vitsyiyana defines
‘plirvavat’ as the inference of an effect from its cause, . g. the
inference of future rain from clouds, ‘Sesavat’ is defined as
the inference of a cause from its effect, e. g. the inference of
past rain from a swelling river. Sarminyatodrsta has not been
defined by him, but the example given is the same as given by
Sabara, According to a second interpretation the first kind
of inference is defined as that in which the middle and the
major terms have been perceived in the past, e, g. the inference
of fire from smoke. The second is defined as the inference
based on elimination, e. g. the inference that sound is a quality
because it cannot be a substance, an action etc. The third is
defined as that in which the relation of the middle and the
major terms is imperceptible and the imperceptible major is
inferred from the generic unity ( s@rFgE ) of the middle with
some other thing. When we infer the existence of an invisible
substance called soul from desire etc. on the ground that desire
Cle. are qualities and qualities ‘inhere in a substance, it is the

65. N3, 1.1.8.
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inference of this kind. The later commentators offer many
other interpretations in addition. In° NS, 2. 1. 38-39, three
examples of inference are given, viz. the inference of past rain
from a swelling river, the inference of future rain from the
carrying off of eggs by ants, and the inference of the presence
of a peacock from its sound. If these examples are intended
to correspond to the three kinds of inference mentioned ear-
lier, then plrvavat and desavat are inferences based on the
relation of succession and s@mdnyatodrsta on that of co-exis-
tence. The cause-effect relation is a relation of succession and

conjunction, inherence and the rest are relations between co-
existing things.

Prafastapdda® divides inference into two kinds, viz. drsta
and simioyatodrsta. He explains their difference in quite
unambiguous terms. That inference is called drsta in which
the character of the familiar instances and the character that
is inferred possess specific unity ( smeg®7 ), i e in which the
two characters belong to the same species, For example, when
from the perception of dewlap alone we infer the presence of a
cow the inferred character, viz. cowness is specifically the same
as cowness characterising cows seen in the past. SAminyato-
drsta is defined as that in which the perceived character and
the inferred character have generic unity, i. e, they belong to
one genus though their species are entirely different ( sregeg-
witsas ). For example, when seeing that the actions of a far-
mer, a merchant etc. lead to some result, we infer that such
actions of the four castes as sacrifice etc. must lead to some
result, then the result thatis inferred, viz. the attainment of
heaven, which is non-secular, is of a species totally different
from the former result, which is secular.

Prabhdkara explains Sabara’s division of inference into
pratyaksatodrsta and simanyatodrsta differently. He says that
this twofold division is based ona twofold division of the
objects of inference, The probandum is sometimes one whose
specific individuality is perceptible and sometimes one whose

67. PDS, pp. 205-6.
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specific individuality ( &®47 ) is imperceptible. For example,
the specific individuality of fire is perceptible whereas that of
action or movement and potency ( 9% ) is imperceptible. Ac-
cordingly, inference is of two kinds, viz. drstasvalaksanavisaya
and adrstasvalaksapavisaya. But the difficulty is as to how
the relation of that, whose specific individuality cannot be obser-
ved, with the probans, i.e. the vyipti, can be established.
Prabhikira says that in such cases the vyaptiis generally seen,
not specifically. For example, we know in a general way that
that which has an occasional existence must have some cause.
Then, when we observe athing having conjunction and dis-
junction ( g3tafaria ) occasionally we infer that there must be
some cause which produces them. The substance of the thing
cannot be the required cause, since it is present in the presence
as well as absence of conjunction and disjunction. Conjunction
and disjunction cannot be explained by supposing a change
of substance, because we recognise that the same substance
persists throughout. Therefore, the cause, which is different
from these, must be movement ( s ). Prabhikara advocates
the view that movement cannot be perceived and that what we
actually perceive when a thing is in motion is the conjunction
and disjunction of the thing with some other thing, e. g. the
ground. Potency is inferred in the following way : Fire burns
things, but sometimes under the influence of a mantra or some
herb it does not burn things. Now, the visible form of fire
cannot be the cause of burning, because, though it is present
when it burns a thing, it is not absent when it does not burn
things. = Therefore, it is inferred that the cause of burning
must be some invisible property of fire, which is present when
fire burns things. This invisible property is the potency or
burning capacity of fire.%®

Prabhikara's view that movement is supersensuous is not
accepted by other schools, not even by other Mimansakas. It is
true that in some cases movement is not observed, for instance,
when it inheres in an invisible thing or when it is too subtle
though inhering ina gross, sensible thing, or when itis so

68. PP, pp. 78 & B1,
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slow that it falls below the threshold of sensibility. But it
is not always imperceptible. When a stone is hurled into the
sky or when Devadatta walks the movementis directly per-
ceived. Prabhikara wrongly thinks that conjunction and dis-
junction of a thing are perceived and movement which is
supposed to be their cause is inferred. A cause is different
from its effect. But movement is not different from conjunc-
tion and disjunction. The former is identical with the latter.
What is inferred is the effort ( w@e ) on the part of Devadattta,
which initiates movement in his legs, and this inference is based
on the experience of a relation between movement and effort
in one's own case, If movement is inferred from the percep-
tion of successive conjunction and disjunction, then we cannot
infar the movent inhering in the sun, because we do not per-
ceive conjunction and disjunction of the sun as we puuive
them in Devadatta’s case. The sun is always seen to be fixed.
We see the sun on the eastern horizon in the morning and on
the western in the evening, and from this observed change of
position we infer thatit must have moved from eastto west
during the interval. Again, if movement is always inferred,
Devadatta’s movement too is an object of inference just as
the sun’s movement is, so that it cannot be cited asa known
example in corroboration of the latter. If discrete conjunction
and disjunction are the marks of inferring movement, the
present tense in ‘this is moving’ cannot be explained. 'When
conjunction has already come to an end before disjunction
takes place, it has become a thing of the past, so that the in-
ferred movement too must be a thing of the past and its cog-
nition must arise in the form ‘this has moved’ instead of ‘this
is moving." Again, movement should be inferred in the case
of a fish also, because, though it be in a fixed position, it has
conjunction and disjunction with water constantly flowing to
and away from it. In the case of a fixed post also there should
be the inference of movement, because it has disjunction from
a hawk ( when the hawk flies away ) as much as the hawk has
disjunction from it. If it be said that movement is inferred
not from disjunction alone but from conjunction preceded by
disjunction, then, when the post has disjoined fom one hawk
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and is conjoined with another hawk, we should infer that the
post moves. Again, when Devadatta disjoins from a point
of space and conjoins with another point, we must apprehend
that he is still moving though actually he has stopped. It
will be said that the hawk which has disjoined from the post
is seento come in conjunction with another place and that
this fact cannot be explained by movement inhering in the
post.  This is true, and then let movement be presumed in the
hawk too, but so far as the movement of the post is concerned
nothing can debar us .from inferring it, because the alleged
marks of the inference, viz. conjunction and disjunction are
present in the post. It is again said by Prabhidkara that move-
ment is inferred only when conjunction and disjunction are
seen 1o arise in the place of the. moving object, while the hawk
is \not the place of the post, .50 that movement of the post
cannot be inferred. Let, then, there be no inference of move-
ment in the post, yet this does not affect the case'of the fish
quoted above, because water .is its own place.  Prabhikara
holds that the sky is invisible, and hence the conjunction and
disjunction of a hawk flying in the sky with parts of the sky will
also be invisible, -so that we cannot infer that the hawk moves.
We certainly apprehend the movement of the hawk. in the
sky, but this cannot be explained by its conjunction and dis-
junction with parts of light scattered in the sky ( if such be
the alternative explanation ), because when it is dark no such
thing can happen. The supposition of conjunction and dis-
Junction with parts of darkness cannot be of any avail, because
darkness, according to Prabhikara, is not a positive entity but
a mere negation of light and hence it is not capable of having
conjunction and disjunction with anything. Potency is im-
perceptible unlike movement, but it is known through presump-
tion as will be shown later on. Therefore, there being no imper-
ceptible thing to be known through the inference called ‘adrsta-
svalaksana,’ the twofold division of inference suggested by Prabha-
kara falls to the ground. Really speaking, inference always
prozeeds from an observed relationship, which cannot be possible
unless both the terms of the relationship are perceptible,5?

69. KK on 5V, Anu. 118, il
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(1) Kevalanvayin, Kevalavyatireldn & Anvaya-vyati-
rekin

Kumarila recognises only the above two kinds of inference,
Uddyotakara?™ mentions three more kinds of inference, viz.
kevaldnvayin, kevalavyatirekin and anvayavyatirekin according
as the vydipti is derived respectively from uniform agreement
in presence alone, or uniform agreement in absence alone, or
uniform agreement in presence and absence both. In the first
case the vyiiptiis purely an affirmative proposition, e. g. “all
knowable things are nameable; the pot is a knowable thing;
therefore, it is nameable.’ In the second case vyidpti is a
purely negative proposition, e. g. ‘whatis not different from
the other elements has no smell; the earth has smell, there-
fore, the earth is different from the other elements In the
third case the vydpti can be stated in affirmative as well as
negative forms. The inference of fire from smoke is of this
kind. This inference can be put in two forms, viz. ‘all cases
of smoke are cases of fire; the hill is a case of smoke; there-
fore, itisa case of fire' and ‘no case of non-fire is a case of
smoke: the hill is a case of smoke; therefore, it is a case of fire."
In the inference of the first kind no negative instance can be
observed: in that of the second kind no positive instance can
be observed : and in that of the third both positive and negative
instances are observed.

In the Bhaita system the second kind is not recognised
because it is based on a negative vydpl, while negation, ac-
cording to Kumarila is the object of anindependent pramina
called ‘anupalabdhi’ The second form of the third kind of
inference also is not recognised for the same reason. Though
in the inference of fire from smoke the wvydpti is derived from
the observation of both positive and negative instances, yet
logically the conclusion follows from the affirmative form
of the vyipti alone. Kumirila's view seems to be cor-
rect, One of the general rules of syllogism is that when the
eonclusion is affirmative both the premises must be affirmative.

70. NV 1.l 4.



266 PORVA MIMANSA

Accordingly, the conclusion ‘the hill has fire' must follow
from the affirmative premises, viz. ‘whatever has smoke has
fire" and ‘the hill has smoke.’ Thus the Bhitta recgonises
only one form of inference, viz. the mood Barbara in the first
figure.”!

7. Conditions of a Valid Inference : Fallacies.

The validity of an inference depends on the validity of jts
constituent propositions. If any of the constituent propositions
is fallacious the whole inference is vitiated. Kumadrila classi-
fies the fallacies of inference into the fallacies of conclusion
( afverars ), those of the minor premise ( #1714 ), and those of
the major premise ( germars | X

(A) Pratijnabhasas,™

An inference proceeds from what is already known to what
is inferred. All pramiinas are characterised by novelty. Hence
a validconclusion should be one which is not previously known
in the form in which it is stated ( 7z 7917 ) or in a contra-
dictory form ( affgdzat <frar). That is, the conclusion must
not already be known to be true or false, That which is already
known so does not require any proof. When a conclusion is
known to be true the inference appearing to prove it becomes
superfluous and when it is known to be false the inference has
no scope, since it is contradicted as soon as it appears by a
quicker ( sfwwify ) and more convincing pramfina. Now, the
question arises as to how one praména can contradict another
pramina. If one pramana can contradict another, how can
we have faith in the praminas ? The answer i that a pramina
is never contradicted and that what is contradicted is not apra-
mina, but a pramindbhisa, i e, that which bears the deceptive
appearance of a pramiipa. A pramina is a true and definite
knowledge. When a thing is truly and definitely known to
have a character it contradicts and resists the appearance of a
knowledge pointing 1o an opposite character. When there is

e e e
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a conflict between two means of knowledge, one which is stron-
ger prevails over the other which is weaker. Though usually
perception is seen to be stronger, yet it cannot be generalised
that it is always stronger. The strength of a pramiina lies in
its stronger appeal to the-intellect, its indubitable character and
the ease and quickness with which it arises. Contrarily, a weak
pramiina is slow in its birth and intellectual appeal and is less
convincing. Among these characteristics quickness or slowness
is notso important as the power of conviction. Perception
always arises more quickly than other praminas, yet sometimes
due to distance and other factors it remains doubtful, In such
acase itis liable to be contradicted by a more convincing
pramidna, e. g. inference, It is not a rule that a false inference
should always be contradicted by preception. It may be contra-
dicted by any of the six recognised praminas.

The conditions of a vzlid inference mentioned above are
psychological rather than logical. The logical conditions are
that the premises must be true and that they must imply the
conclusion. They are called by Stebbing the ‘constitutive’ con-
ditions of inference. From their violation arise the fallacies
called ‘*hetvibhisas’ and ‘drstdntabhdsas’. Here we are concened
with the fallacies of pratijad or conclusion which arise from the
violation of the psychological conditions. The psychological
conditions relate to the knowledge of the person who infers,
Their non-fulfilment cannot be declared to be a positive dis-
proof of the conclusion. Yet, it is their fulfilment on which de-
pends the value of the conclusion for the inferer. Stebbing calls
them ‘epistemic’ conditions. “Since, inference is a process in
which a thinker passes from something known to something in-
ferred, it is clear that we could not say wehad inferred ‘q’ if we
had already asserted *q’. It is, therefore, obvious that ‘q’ must
not be known to be true, and equally obvious that ‘g’ must
not be known to be false. We must also know that ‘p® implies
‘q". These conditions are ‘epistemic’; they relate to what the
thinker who is inferring knows. These conditions depend upon
the relation of the thinker to the propositions involved in the
process of inference.”™®

73. A Modern Introduction to Logic, p. 2185.
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The following are the fallacies of conclusion :
(1) Siddhavis'esana,

When the conclusion is already well known independently
of the inference which seeks to prove it, the fallacy is called
‘siddhavidesana’, i. e. the conclusion having a well known
predicate. For example, when an elephant is directly per-
ceived, the inference of its presence from its trunk involves
this fallacy. Another example is the inference proving the
conclusion that fire is hot which everybody knows directly
through perception.

(2) Badhita ( Sublated ),

. This fallacy occurs when a conclusion is sublated by an-
other stronger pramiina. It is primarily of six kinds according as
the sublating pramiina is perception, a more convincing infe-
rence, sabda, upamina, arthdpatti or anupalabdhi. Sublation
by perception ( 9735119 ) is exemplified in proving the conclu-
sion that fire is not hot or that sound is imperceptible. We
directly perceive through touch that fire is hot and we actually
perceive sound.

Sublation by inference ( #5414 ) is illustrated in proving
that sound is not audible. Difndga cited this exampleasa
case of sublation by perception. But this is wrong. What we
mean by audibility is that sound is apprehended by the ear. But
we do not perceive this fact, though we have a direct or perce-
ptual knowledge of sound. Audibility is really an abject of

inference. The perception of sound must have some cause and
~ the cause must be something other than utterance, because in-
spite of the utterance by the speaker we sometimes fail to
apprehend sound. We obserye that when the ears are closed
or they suffer from some disease, as in the case of a deaf person,
there is no perception of sound and that when the Cars are
not closed or diseased, though the other 5¢nse-organs may be
diseased, as in the case of a blind man, there is a perception of
sound. Thus from this agreement between the ears and the
perception of sound in presence as well as absence (s=gasgfyts)
itis inferred that the earsare the cause of the perception of
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sound, j. e. that sound is audible. The inference may be put
in the following logical form: “That on whose presence a second
thing occurs and in whose absence it does not occur, isthe
cause of the latter; the ears are the thing in whose presence
the perception of sound occurs and in whose absence it does
not occur; therefore, the ears are the cause of the perception of
sound”, This inference sublates the inference of a person who
argues that sound is not audible because it is a quality like
colour.

Sublation by $abda is of three kinds, viz. sublation by one's
words ( sfraay ), sublation by one's previous statement ( §-
H=s79ry ) and sublation by what is generally accepted by peaple
( Srsfywz ). When a person says, ‘1 have been silent throughout

my life’ the statement is contradicted by the mere utterance of
it, because as soon as he utters this sentence he gives up his

silence. If a person says, ‘all statements are false’, the predicate
‘false’ applies to this statement also. I all statements are
really false, then the statement embodying this assertion also
being a statement must be false. And if this statement is not
false, then it cannot be asserted that all statements are false,
because then at least one statement will be true. 'When some
one says, ‘my mother who gave birth to me is barren’, the state-
ment is sublated by the subject ‘my mother® which implies that
she is not barren. . All these statements  are self-contradictory.
When the Buddhist tries to prove that sound is eternal or inde-
structible it is contradictory to his own accepted tenet that
everything is momentary. Actually which of the two inferences,
one proving the eternity of sound and the other its non-eternity,
is the sublator and which the sublated depends on the compara-
tive strength of them. However, the accepted theories of a
school of thought must form a self-consistent system and if
there is any inner conflict it is a serious weakness in the logic
of the school. Sublation by what is generally accepted is exem-
plified in the statement of one who says that *$asi’ is not a name
of the moon.

Sucaritamidra says that these are notreally the examples
of sublation by dabda. A statement is really sublated by $abde-



270 PORVA MIMANSA

pramina when it is opposed to the scripture. Parthasfrathi
says that this fallacy occurs in the following examples—The
human skull is sacred, because it is a part of body like shell.'
‘Sacrifice is nota means of acquiring heaven, because it is an
action like the action of eating.' ‘Animal sacrifice is a sin,
because it is killing like killing a brihmana.’

Sucaritamiéra says that the above threefold division of the
fallacies called sabdabddha is in accordance with the view of
other logicians. The words of a speaker are not pramina,
Similarly, lokaprasiddhi or tradition is neither $abda-pramina,
por any independent pramiina, but is only one among percep-
tion, inference etc., so that opposition to it does not mean
opposition to $abda. It is, however, difficult to find who the
other logicians are, whose view Kumirila has given. The
other logicians who enumerate the fallacies of conclusion
separately are Pradastapida and Dinndiga. Praastapida men-
tions the fallacies called ‘Agamavirodha’, ‘svadistravirodha' and
‘svavacanavirodha' separately without  including them under
one head, viz. ‘fabdavirodha’"* Difnndga also mentions
‘igamaviruddha,’ ‘lokaviruddha’ and ‘svavacanaviruddha' sepa-
rately.” It seems more probable that Kumirila has given his
own view. And there is no inconsistency in it, because Kumi-
-rila does not restrict praminatva to scriptural statements alone
as Prabhikara does. According to him both kinds of state-
ment, scriptural as well as secular, are included in éabdapra-
mina.

Sublation by upamana ( s7ar9r7 ) is exemplified in the state-
ment of a person that cow does not resemble ‘gavaya' when he
tries to prove it to another person who, having perceived the
forms of both a cow and a gavays knows beyond doubt through
upamina that cow resembles giavaya.

When some reliable person reports that Devadatta is fat
and does not eat during the day, we presume that he eats at
night. Now, if someone states that Devadatta does not eat

74. FDS, p. 234,
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at all, his statement is sublated by the above arthapatti. 1If we
know that Caitra is alive and we do not find him in his house,
then we presume that he must be outside. To state that he
is fiot outside would be another example of sublation by arthi-
patti. Sublation by arthapatti is of six kinds according to the

six kinds of arthiipatti. The various kinds of arthipatti will
be described later,

An example of sublation by anupalabdhi is the statement
that a hare has horns or that fire is cold, since by anupalabdhi

or non-apprehension we definitely know that a hare has no
horns and that fire is not cold.

The fallacies called ‘badhita’ are classified from another
point of view into ‘dharmadharmisambandhabddha,’ ‘dharma-
svarlipabidha,’ ‘dharmavisesabddha,’ ‘dharmisvarfipabadha,’ and
*dharmividesabidha.’

The first of these is so called because in it the relation of
the subject of the conclusion to the predicate is sublated by a
stronger pramina. In it the subject and predicate are real by
themselves, but their relation is unreal., The examples given
above are mostly of this kind.

When a person seeing burnt straws in ice infers that ice con-
tains fire, the conclusion is sublated by perception. 1In this
example the subject ‘ice’ and the predicate ‘fire’ both are real,
but their relation is sublated. This is, however, cited as an exa-
mple of ‘dharmasvariipabidha; i. e, one in which the existence
of the predicate is sublated. When it is sajd that icve contains
fire it is implied that ice contains heat, though it is not directly
stated, and this is cited as an example of ‘dharmaviéesabadha’,
i.e. onein which a particular property of the predicate is
sublated,

When it is said that a prescribed sin, ¢. g. animal sacrifice
causes pain to the performer, the subject is unreal because it is
self-contradictory. That which is prescribed by the scripture
cannot be a sin and that which is a sin cannot be prescribed,
This is an example of the fallacy called ‘dharmisvarfipabadha’,
L e. one in which the existence of the subject is sublated, The
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statzment also implies that a prescribed duty causcs pain to the
performer, and this is cited as an example of *dharmivisesabadha’
or one in which a particular property of the subject is sublated.

There may also be a statement in which the existence and
some particular properties of both the subject and predicate
are sublated. This fallacy is called ‘ubhayasvar@pavifesabidha’.
When it is said by the Buddhist that all cognitions are false, it
involves this fallacy. The particular property of the subject
sublated is momentariness and the particular property of the
predicate sublated is absolute falsehood. The Buddhist equates
existence with cognition. Accordingly, cognition =cognition
of cognition; falsehood =cognition of falsehood; mementariness
=cognition of momentariness; and absolute falsehood = cogni-
tion of absolute falsehood. Now, if the statement “all cognitions
are false’ is accepted, then all the right-hand members of these
equations are false, which is equivalent to the negation of all the
left-hand members.

We have noted that some of the given examples are putin
wrong classes. 1f we examine these examples we shall find that
they are cases either of contradiction by one 's own words or of
contradiction by one’s previous statements. This classification
of the fallacies of conclusion based on the sublation of its
subject and predicate is not found in the works of Difindga,

Prasastapida and Dharmakirti. 1t appears that Kumirila sug-
gested it as an improvement on older classifications.  But

actually this classification presents unnecessary comphcatmns
and seems to be superfluous. This is why the later Bhajtas™

gave it up.
(B) Hetvabhasas,

Kumirila's treatment of this class of fallacies is primarily
based on the rules of debate. One of such rules is thatthe
premises must be accepted by both the parties in the debate.
This is again complicated by the observation that some party

may accept a premise doubtfully while the other party may be
E{ft\:uy convinced of it, and some party, though believing in

76. Op. MM, pp. 67-68.
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the truth of a premise, may not give its assent to it in explicit
terms. Now a classification based on these considerations is
quite possible, but it has little logical value. Probably for this
reason Pirthasirathi gives another improved classification, Here
we will follow Parthasarathi’s account™ of the hetvibhasas or
the fallacies of the minor premise, referring to Kumirila only
on controversial issues,

The fallacies are mainly three in number, viz. asiddha,
anaikiintika and viruddha, and each is subdivided as follows :

(1) Asiddha or the Non-Established Middle Term

It is of five kinds : (1) SvarOpasiddha or non-established
existence. “Buddha is the knower of dharma, because heis
omniscient.” Here the middle term ‘omniscient’ is non-esta-
blished, because omniscience is not found anywere. Omnis-
cience is an imaginary character, not an actual one. (11) Sam-
bandhdsiddha or non-established relation: “Fire does not
burn, because it is cold.” Here the middle term ‘cold® is g
real character found in other things, butits relation to the
minor term ‘fire’ is unreal. ( 111 ) Vyatirekdsiddha or non-
establishment elsewhere. “Cow is an animal having dewlap
etc., because it is denoted by the word ‘cow’.” Here the middle
term ‘denoted by the word cow’ has no existence apart from
the paksa or minor term. The middle term should be capable
of residing in things other than the paksa. This fallacy is also
called ‘asidhdrana’ or the uncommon middle. According to
some it isa variety of the doubtful middle, (1IV) Aéraya-
siddha or non-established substrate. “Space is eternal, because
itisa substance without parts.” The Sautrintika denies the
reality of space. So, from his point of view the minor term
of the inference, whichis the substrate of the middle term, is
imaginary. (V) Vyaptyasiddha or partly non-established. [
is also named ‘Bhdgasiddha’ and ‘Paksaikadesahetvisiddha,”
This fallacy occurs when the middle term resides only ina
part of the minor term. *“Airand space are non-eternal, be-
cause they are tangible.” Here the middle term resides only
in air, not in space, because space is not tangible.

77. 8D, pp. 64-67.
IBP, M.
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(2) Anaikantika or Non-Conclusive or Doubtful Middle

It is of two kinds : (1) Savyabhicara or irregular middle.
“Sound is eternal, because it is intangible.” Here intangibility
does not regularly accompany eternity. Intangibility is found
to characterise eternal things, e. g. soul, as well as non-eternal
things, e. g. action. Thus the relation of the middle term with"
the major as well as its contradictory is a source of doubt, so
that the inference of eternity becomes non-conclusive. This
fallacy is also called ‘sadh@rana’ or the common middle, be-
cause it is commonly found in the major and its absence.
(11) Sapratisidhana or satpratipaksa. Kumirila calls it
‘viruddhivyabhicari’.”® It occurs when there are two middle
terms leading to conflicting inferences and there is .no decision
as to which of the two is the real one. “'Air is perceptible, be-
cause it possesses finite magnitude and is tangible.” Again,
““air is imperceptible, because it is a substance without colour.”
Here there are two middle terms ‘having a finite magnitude
and tangibility’ and ‘being a substance without colour,” both
leading to conflicting inferences. They appear to be equally
cogent and it is difficult to determine whether air is perceptible
or imperceptible. Hence it gives rise to doubt.

Prabhikara rejects the second variety of anaikdintika. He
argues that two contradictory middle terms cannot be equally
powerful and cannot be predicated of the minor term simultane-
ously. If it were not so the resultant doubt could never be remo-
ved. In the above examples, Prabhikara says, the first middle
term is more powerful and leads to the perceptibility of air.
Parthasarathi’s answer to this objection is that cases of saprati-
sidhana are of a frequent occurrence and the doubt in such
cases is removed by some stronger pramdna. What is said
is not that two equally powerful but cotradictory middle terms
<an reside in the same paksa, but that, though one of them is
really stronger than the other, yetitis not discovered at the
time as to which one is stronger and which weaker. The
result is that doubt arises and continues till a decision is not

78. 5V, Anu. 92.
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arrived at by appealing to a stronger pramidna later on. We
have many such instances of doubt in common experience,
for example, when a man seeing a branchless tree from a
distance doubts whether it is a man or a post. Sucha doubt
18 seen 1o -be temporary. It disappears as soon as the thing
is observed closely, and similarly, the doubt produced by a
sapratisidhanahetu disappears with the help of a stronger
pramina.

Kumdrila mentions three varieties of anaikantika. In addi-
tion to the above two the third is ‘asAdharana’ or the uncommon
middle., When someone argues that “earth is eternal, because
it has smell,’ the middle term ‘smell’ is a unique property of
earth, i.e. itis not found in other elements, Since it is not
found in anything which is established to be eternal or nop-
eternal, except in earth, and since the eternity or non-eternity
of earth is yet unknown, the middle term ‘smell” capnot lead
to any inference.

Now, itis true that this uncommon middle is a source of
fallacy, but can it be a source of doubt ? The sidhirana middle °
i5s common to the probandum as well as the absence of the
probandum and it is rightly a source of doubt, because it leads
fo two contradictory cognitions, viz. the cognition of the pro-
bandum and that of its absence. But an ‘asidhdrana’ middle
being found neither in the probandum nor in its absence does
not lead to any cognition. How, then, can it be a source of
doubt? Kumirila answers that a *sidhdrana’ middle is con-
comitant with the probandum, but is not non-concomitant with
the absence of the probandum. Intangibility, for instance, is
present in eternal things, butis not absent from non-eternal
things. Invariable concomitance, which is the ground of in-
ference, depends on anvaya and vyatireka both while in the
case of a ‘sidhirana’ middle there is only anvaya but no
vyatireka. A ‘sidhfrana’ middle fulfills only one condition
of validity and hence it is a source of doubt. Similarly, an
‘asidhiirapa’ middle also fulfills only one condition and hence
it too is a source of doubt. To explain, the ‘asddhirana’ middle
‘smell’ is absent from non-eternal things, e. g. action, cognition
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etc., and so far it has vyatireka, but it being absent even from
eternal things, e. g. soul etc. there is no anvaya. The point
may be explained in a different way thus: A ‘sidhiraga’
middle produces doubt not simply because iL produces two
cognitions but because it produces two contradictory cogni-
tions which cannot be reconciled. The same thing happens
in the case of an ‘asidhdrana’ middle also. An ‘asidhirana’
middle is found to be absent from the probandum as well as
the negation of it and thus leads to two irreconcilable cognitions.,
viz. the cognition of the absence of the probandum and that
of the absence of the negation of it. Smell is not found in
eternal things and hence its presence in earth produces the
cognition that earth is not eternal. Again, smell is not found
in non-eternal things and hence its presence in earth produces
the cognition that ‘earth is not non-cternal.’ These two cogni-
tions are contradictory and so they give rise to doubt.™®

Umbeka does not say anything on this point.?® But Partha-
sirathi and Sucaritamiéra say that the above view is not
Kumdrila’s own®.. Diiniga, who precedes Kumirila by some
centuries, holds that ‘asidharana’ middle is a source of doubt.52
He cites the inference “sound is eternal because it is audible’
as an example of this fallacy. Pragastapida makes ‘asadhi-
rana’ an independent kind of hetvabhdsa and calls it ‘anadhya-
vasita’®? Sucaritamidra says that doubt is a mental state in
which the mind swings between two extremes and that there
are no extremes in the case of an ‘asddhirana’ middle, because
such a middle term is not found to be concomitant with any-
thing. Moreover, doubt pccurs only when there is a limited
number of alternatives, not when the number is infinite. In
the case of ‘smell’, however, there is an infinite number of
alternatives, because it is absent from everything other than
earth. We cannot restrict the number to two, viz, eternity

79. SV, Anu. 86-9.
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and non-eternity alone. We can do so only on the basis of
the following inference : Things having an uncommon property
are scen to be either eternal or non-eternal; earth is a thing
having an uncommon property ‘smell’; therefore, it is either
eternal or non-eternal, Thus if there is a doubt as to whether
earth is eternal or non-eternal, the source of itis not ‘smell’
which is *asidhdrana’, but it is ‘asddhdrapatva’ or the character
of possessing a unique property, which is common to earth
and other things of a doubtful character. Therefore, an ‘asi-
dhirana” middle cannot be a source of doubt. Sucaritamifra
rejects Prasastapida’s view on the ground that ‘anadhyavasiya’
is nothing but an absence of cognition® and concludes that
an ‘asidhirapa’ middle is not a source of doubt but is merely
a means of stimulating curiosity ( fesrfmmEEg ). We have
already given Pérthasiirathi's view, who includes this fallacy
in ‘asiddha” under the name ‘vyatirekisiddha', though, it should
be noted, this name secms to be improper, because in the case
of ‘asidhfirana’ not only vyatircka but anvaya also is non-
established., Sucaritamisra’s view seems to be correct, but it
is difficult to say that Kumirila has given not his own view
but that of his adversary. It seems improbable that a thinker
should propound a view which he does not accept and defend
it inst=ad of criticising without even mentioning that he does
not approve it.

Kumirila mentions that some thinkers try to reduce “sapra-
tisidhana’ to one or the other of the two fallacies known as
‘sidhdrana’ and ‘asidhfrapa’. But his own view is that itis
different from both. In ‘sapratisidhana’ there are two inferen-
ces proposed by two different parties in a debate and doubt
arises inthe mind of a third party, viz. the audience. Butin
‘sadh@rana’ and *asidhiirana’ each there is only one inference
proposed by one party and the doubt arises in the mind of the
opposite party, while the audience may not experience the
doubt. Thus ‘sapratis@dhana’ is fundamentally different from
‘sadhiraga’ and ‘asidhdrana’.*®

84. Vide Ch. 111,
85. SV, Apuv. 02-93 &k KE.
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(3) Virnddha or Contradictory Middle.

Itis called ‘badhaka” also. A contradictory middle term
establishes just the opposite of the desired major term and it is
of one kind only. If, however, it be necessary to mention
subsidiary divisions, then two only need be mentioned, viz, (I)
dharmasvaripabdha or the middle that proves the non-exis-
tence of the desired major, and ( 11 ) dharmavidesabadha or the
middle that proves the non-existence of a particular property
of the major. Some mention six varieties adding four more to
the above two, viz, (II1) dharmiévariipabadha or the middle
that proves the non-existence of the minor, ( IV ) dharmividesa-
bidha or one that proves the non-existence of a particular
property of the minor, (V) Ubhayasvarfipabidha or one that
proves the ‘non-¢xistence of the major and minor both, and
( V1) ubhayavidesabidha which is the combination of (11)
and (1V). Others exclude (V) and (V1). “Sound is eternal
because it isa product.” In this inference the middle term
‘being a product’ is invariably concomitant with non-eternity
and hence it really proves the non-existence of eternity which
is desired to be proved. “Body and sprouts have a sentient being
as their creator, because they are products like a pot”, In
this inference the middle term rules out the disembodied
character of the creator, because the creator in the case of a
pot etc. is always seen to be an embodied being. This is an
example of the second variety of “viruddha’, since it proves the
non-existence of a desired particular property ‘disembodied:
ness’ of the major “creator’. Though this property. is not clearly
stated, yet it is implied.

(C) nf!_t-hlt;hh;lll.ﬂ'

These are the fallacies of example. Example is of two kinds,
viz. similar example (&= )and dissimilar example (Fe=%),
When a similar example is stated the middle term should be the
subject and the major term the predicate. But when a dissi-
milar example is stated the negation of the major should be the

lubjgct and the negation of the middle the predicate, For exa-
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mple, in the case of the inference of [ire from smoke the similar
example should be accompanied by the statement ‘where there
is smoke there is fire’, and the dissimilar example should be
accompanied by the statement *where there is no fire there is
no smoke’. This should happen when the middle and major
terms are of an unequal extension. But when they are of an
equal extension there is no harm in making the negation of the
middle the subject and the negation of the major the predicate,
The fallacies of similar example are *sidhyasiinya’, ‘hetuélinya’,
‘ubhayadiinya’ and ‘vydptifiinya’ which arise when the example
is devoid respectively of the probandum,’the probans, the both
and invariable concomitance. *Sound is eternal because it is
formless.™ 1fthe example in this inference is ‘action’, it is
devoid of the probandum ‘eternal’; if it is ‘atom’, it is devoid of
the probans ‘formless”; if it is ‘jar', it is devoid of both; and if
it is ‘ether’ it is devoid of vydpti or invariable concomitance
though it is not devoid of the co-existence of the probans and
the probandum. 1t should be noted that vypdti is not a mere
co-existence of the middle and major terms. Some people do
not believe in the reality of ether. For them the example of
ether is an imaginary one and thus one more fallacy may be
added to the above four : Kumdrila calls it ‘dharmyasiddha’
and Nardiyana calls it ‘aérayahina’ or devoid of the base™

The dissimilar example is not necessarily to be stated. But
when it is stated the -following fallacies are to be avoided:
“Whatever is non- eternal has form; like an atom” involves
the fallacy called ‘sidhydbhivasinya’, because an atom is
devoid of the negation of eternity. When the example is ‘cog-
nition® instead of atom the fallacy is hetvibhivadiinya, because
it is devoid of *form® which is the negation of ‘formlessness’,
When the example is ‘ether’ .the fallacy is ‘ubhayibhivasinya’,
because it is devoid of the negations of both eternity and form-
lessness. Tt also involves the faflacy of Aérayahina or imaginary
example from the Buddhist point of view. When the example
is “jar’, the fallacy is ‘vylptislnya’, because, though there isa
co-existence of non-eternity and [orm in a jar, it cannot be uni=
versalised, ' ]

87. MM, p. 89,



CHAPTER VII
VERBAL TESTIMONY ( 8'ahda )]

Testimony is an important source of knowledge. A major
portion of a person’s stock of knowledge about the world is
acquired from the oral or written testimony of other persons,
The importance of testimony becomes obvious when we im-
agine a person deprived of all contact with other persons and
books in which case he would simply be reduced to the level
of a brute. Compared with what we know from testimony, the
amount of what we know through perception and inference
is extremely meagre. Testimony has been recognised as an in-
dependent source of knowledge by all Indian philosophers except
the Cirvika, the Buddhists and the Vaisesika, The Cirvika
rejects testimony in general, because, according to him, it
does not give valid knowledge, and scriptural testimony in
particular, because Vedic knowledge in his opinion is “all
fraud, a device of the cunning priests to earn their living by -
cheating the ignorant masses.” The Buddhist and the Vaide-
sika recognise testimony, but not as an independent means of
knowledge. They reduce testimony to inference.

1. Nature of Verbal Testimony

Testimony may be verbal or non-verbal, Non-verbal testi-
mony consists of pestures. But it is not important, because
it lacks precision. Verbal testimony consists of verbal state-
ments of people intended to express certain facts. Gautama
defines verbal testimony as the statement of a reliable person.!
The reliability of a person making a  statement is a condition
ensuring the validity of the knowledge derived in this way.
This definition is quite acceptable. Kumarila and other Mimin-
sakas, however, do not accept it for the following reasons :
The Nyiya definition presupposes that all verbal statements
are made by persons. But the Miminsaka has reasons to
disagree with it. At least in one case, viz. the case of Vedic
statements, he holds, there are statements which are not made by
any person. According to the Ny&ya Vedic statements are state-
_ments of God who is a supernatural person.  But according to

1. =T ge: NS, 1.1, 7. F
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the MImansaka there is no God, and hence Vedic statements are
impersonal. The Nydiya definition thus is too narrow. There-
fore, following Sabara, Kumarila® defines verbal testimony as
a statement which producesin the mind of the hearer, who
knows the meaning of words, a knowledge of facts that lie
bevond the range of his perception.®  Explaining this definition
Parthasarathi says that a verbal statement gives the knowledge
of a fact through an understanding of the statement depending
on the meaning of words which the statement is composed of
and that it is an independent means of valid knowledge in so
far as the assertion contained therein is not already known by
other means to be true or false* This latter qualification is
added because whatever is a prampa must give a new kno
ledge. -
Knowledge based on testimony is of two kinds, one arising
from the words of a person and the other arising from the
words of impersonal origin ( fh¥awdtald 5 ) according as the
testimony is secular or scriptural® Secular testimony is the
statement of a trustworthy person, and. scriptural testimony is
the statement of the Veda. Scriptural sentences are eternal,
having no human or divine authorship., A sentence uttered
by a trustworty person issues from a faultless source. There
being no defect in the source, both the kinds of sentences are
valid. Words are not created by any agency. A pramdna is
invalidated by the defects of its source. The Veda, as it has
no author, has no. cause or source. Therefore, there is no
possibility of its being invalidated by defects of the source.

A sentence is of two kinds, one which expresses some
existing thing ( Prardarey ) and the other which expresses some-
thing to be done { frsmwarey ). The former is the statement
of a fact and the latter is that of a command. The former
refers to such facts as ‘this is a man' and the latter to com-

5V, Sabda, 65-53.
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mands such as *do this’, *avoid this’ etc. We divide fictual -
statements into affirmative, negative, hypothetical, disjunctive
ele. According to Kumdrilaa word directly denotes a uni-
versal or class concept. When a word is not used in a sentence,
it means the universal for which it stands, and it does not
refer to the existence of the universal, for, a universal is eternal
and no question of jts existence or non-existence arises. An
affirmative factual statement, which contains the verb ‘is’,
refers to the existence of something. But this something is
not the universal directly denoted by the subject-word. It
rather is the individual qualified by the universal, Regarding
negative factual sentences Kumarila says that they refer to
non-existence which also isa fact like existence. The word
‘not’ occurring in a factual sentence sometimes serves the
purpose of differentiating one existing thing from another ex-
isting thing, ‘A cow is not a horse' means ‘a cow is different
from a horse’. The function of the word *not’ occurring in a
factual statement is to remove ignorance or doubt or to reject
a false idea (womefamfmimrimor). When a person is
ignorant of something, a negative statement removes his igno-
rance by pointing out that something does not exist. When a
person is in doubt about something, as when oneis not sure
whether a thing is a man or a post, his doubt is removed on
hearing a statement negating one of the alternatives. When a
Person falsely perceives as nake and another person who per-
ceives correctly makes the statement ‘this is not a snake’, then
the falsehood of the former's perception is exposed by the
latter’s statement. It may be pointed out here that the first
two functions of a negative statement are not peculiar to it,
since an affirmative statement also removes ignorance and
doubt. The third function alone seems.to-be peculiar. When
I make the statement “this is not P’, it may be taken as exposing
the falsehood of an actual or possible assertion in the form
‘this is P, Thus my statement is _equivalent to the assertion
that the assertion “this-is P* is false. There is no need of ano-
ther person even, I myself might have made the assertion
‘thisis P on some earlier occasion and now discover its false-
hood. In this case my statement ‘this is not P* rejécts my
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own previous cognition as false (gdwmlewd=® ). In case] or
anyone else has never made the assertion ‘this is P’, even then
the negative statement ‘this is not P' may be tiken as réjecting
a mere supposition. Regarding a disjunctive statement Kumas
rila says that it refers to a subjective attitede of doubt towards
some fact. Reality is not disjunctive. When our knowledge
of reality is not definite, we make disjunctive statements like
‘this is @ man or a post', ‘this is moving or stationary”.® etc.

2. Criticism of the Buddhist and \F:iu’egih Views

The Buddhist and the VaiSesika do not accord the status of
an independent pramfina to verbal testimony. The Buddhist
maintains that the intention of a speaker finds expression in
his statement. The .intention is the cause and the statement
its effect. When a speaker uttersa word, the hearer infers
his intention as he infers the presence of fire from its effect, viz.
smoke. In this inferential process the speaker is the minor
term, his intention is the major term and the word is the middle
term.” Sridhara also remarks : “Just as the inferential process
functions through invariable concomitance, so do words
also............ As a matter of fact, we know that a word never
denotes anything unil it is known for certain that it never fails
in'its concomitance with such denotation; and when it does
denote an object after the unfailing concomitance has been
ascertained, it becomes an inferential sign pure and simple,” #

The Buddhist maintains that when a word is heard the
hearer infers the intention of the speaker. But how can one
infer the said intention unless he has already understood what
the word means ? Whatever the intention of the speaker may
be, the meaning of the uttered word has already been cognised
by the hearer without the help of syllogistic reasoning. The
Vaidesika holds that the meaning of a word is cognised through
inference, because just as the cognition of fire from smoke
depends on a positive and negative experience of smoke-fire

6. SV, Vikya. 301-21, P
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relationship, so the cognition of the meaning of a word too
depends on the experience of a positive and negative experience
of word-object relationship. This experience we have in child-
hood when adults utter the word ‘cow'and a cow is present
and when they donot utter this word and the cow is absent.

Kumdrila says that when we have already learnt the meaning
of a word in the said manner and then afterwards hear that
word, the cognition of its meaning arises in our mind through
memory and not through inference. Thus the understanding of
the word being of the nature of recollection, it is not a pramana
atall. The Buddhist and Vaisegika attempt to reduce our cog-
nition of meaning on hearing a word to inference is futile,
because what constitutes the pramiipa called verbal testimony
is not a word but a sentence. Even if the meaning of a word
be cognised through inference, the knowledge of a fact on hear-
ing a' sentence is not inferential and hence the Buddhist and
Vaidesika arguments are irrelevant.?,

The knowledge of the meaning of a sentence arises through
the meaning of words whose relation was not apprehended
before. Therefore, even the suspicion that the meaning of a
sentence is known through inference is. illegitimate. An infe-
rence presupposes a knowledge of the invariable relation be-
tween the probans and the probandum. In the cognition of
sentence-meaning the constituent words may be said to serve as
the probans, butthere is no vyiipti, The relations between
words are infinite. It is not possible to know in advance the
infinite relations between words. 1t is an indubitable fact that
when somebody talks of distant countries, the particular mean-
ing of the sentences uttered by him are comprehended through
word-meaning even though they refer to entircly new and
strange things. It shows that sentence-meaning does not depend
ona previously known relation between the utterance of a
sentence and a fact. Therefore, our knowledge of a fact from
4 sentence is not inferential,1?

Some people argue that verbal testimony is of the nature of

9. BV, Sabda. 60 and 104-108,
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inference, because the validity of a sentence is inferred from the
trustworthy character of the speaker. It may be true, but it
does not make the knowledge of a fact on hearing a sentence
inferential, because the inference of validity takes place only
after the meaning of the sentence has already been comprehen-
ded. The meaning of a sentence is grasped exactly after it is
heard, for which no knowledge of the trustworthy or untrust-
worthy character of the speaker is needed. Even when the
speaker of a senlence is not known at all, the meaning of the
sentence is immediately grasped and itis only later that we
have a recourse to inference when the validity of his assertion
is doubted. Thus verbal testimony is independent of inference, 't

3. Refutation of Prabhakara’s view. ,
Prabhiikara is unwilling to accord the status of pramaina to
human statements, though he recognises scriptural statement as
&n independent source of knowledge. He maintains that human
statements -are apt to be falsified by the inherent defects of
men. They are frequently found to be invalid, so that no relia-
nce can be placed on them. They simply convey what the
speaker knows through other means of knowledge, and depend
for their validity on verification by other means. So they are
not recognised -as an independent praména in the world too,
When a person utters a sentence the hearer infers his intention
from the words that are heard. So, because human words lead
to the inference of the intention of the speaker, whatever incon-
sistency there may be it belongs to inference only and notto
the words. But if this inconsistency is held to pertain to the
words only and not to inference, as is the opinion of the Bhatta,
then words will be intrinsically invalid. The defects of g person,
however, cannot contaminate words, since the function of a
person is only to manifest words which are eternally there.
This view is criticised by Parthasirathi'? as follows : If
secular statements are not pramdna in their own capacity, then,
how can scriptural statements be so? Both are words; and if
one is accepted to be pramina, then the other too has to be

11, SV, Vikya, 243-46.
12, 5D, p. 24.




286 PORVA MIMANSA

accepted to be pramina. The charge that if inconsistency is
held to belong to human statements words will be intrinsically
invalid has no foundation. It would be a real charge if it were
accepted that a speaker merely gives manifestation to eternally
existing words. But such is not the case. Letters and words
are eternally there, but, as regards sentences, they are constru-
cted by human beings : they are not eternal. If it be supposed
that sentences.too are cternal and speakers only manifest them
by their speech, then they will become impersonal like scriptural
sentences. In that case the intentions behind the sentences
will not properly belong to the speaker, just as the intentions
behind scriptural sentences do not belong to the chanter of
Vedic hymns. As the intentions are not of the speaker's own,
their inference from' the words will then not be legitimate. It
is generally seen that the construction of a sentence is at varia-
nce with the intention of the speaker. An individual often fails
to express his intentions in language correctly, so that the
inference of his intentions from his speech is generally found to
be invalid. The conclusion is that if sabda is not recognised to
bea pramiina in the empirical sphere on the ground of its
proneness to doubts of incoherence, then it will equally apply
to the inference of the speaker’s intentions too. If secular state-
ments are not pramina, then inference of intention too cannot
be so. Moreover, the eyes etc. often reveal things not as they
actually are, yet they do not cease to yield valid knowledge.

Perception sometimes gives wrong knowledge, but it is not
discarded on that ground. Similarly, words sometimes are

vitiated by the faults of the speaker, but their power to give
knowledge cannot be denied for this reason. Therefore, human
statements area means of knowledge as much as perception
and inference are. We know the facts of the world as much
from statements made by other persons as from the perceptual
and inferential processes going on in our minds, It is no
doubt true that sometimes the knowledge of facts derived from
Statements of other persons is not found to be true; but this
canbe no reason to deny praminatva to human statements,
because this defect is common to perception and inference also.
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4. Conclusion

The Bhitta arguments are sound and convincing and hence
it has to be recognised that verbal testimony is an independent
means of knowledge. The Buddhist wrongly denies the ip-
dependence of verbal testimony. The argument that verbal
testimony is reducible to inference because the hearer infers the
intention of the speaker from the latter’s words is irrelevant,
We can infer anything about the mental state of the speaker
or about his personal life from his speech. But this is not
verbal testimony. When someone says that “flying saucers®
come from Mars, the statement is primarily intended to convey
the information about the objective fact that there are “flying
saucers" and they come from Mars, I may personally see the
fact or infer it from some other knowledge about Mars: -and
in sucha case the source of my knowledge of the fact will
be perception or inference. But when I know this fact from
the statement of another person the source of my knowledge
is quite different. Though my hearing of the statement is
auditory perception, yet my knowledge of the fact is not per-
ception, since perceiving the words “flying saucers come from
Mars™ is not the same thing as perceiving the objective fact
expressed by these words. So far as the objective fact is con-
cerned, my belief, if there be any, in it depends on my suggesti-
bility and not on the intellectual processes involved in deduction,
and for this reason my knowledge is non-syllogistic. From
this statement I may infer that the speaker knows this fact or
that he has seen “flying saucers” or that he is insane; but
these are only secondary things with which the statement is
not directly concerned. Again, verbal testimony is reduced
to inference on the ground that the validity of human state-
ments is ascertained inferentially. But this is wrong. Some-
times the validity of perception too is ascertained inferentially,
but this does not reduce perception to inference. Knowledge
of fact and knowledge of validity are two different things. We
acquire knowledge of facts from verbal testimony more fre-
quently than from the sense-organs and inference, We acquire
from verbal testimony not only a knowledge of facts but also
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of validity. 1 perceive something and if 1 have any doubt
about it 1 judge the validity of my perception by the state-
ments of other perceivers. But this does not reduce perceplion
to verbal testimony. Hence verbal testimony is an independent
source of knowledge. It may be said that verbal testimony
:s not independent, because the speaker's statement depends
on his perception or inference. Thisis true so far as the
speaker is concerned. But so far as the hearer is concerned,
the speaker’s statement is an independent source of knowledge,
because the knowledge that he acquires from it is independent
of his own perception and inference. The speaker’s statement
is intended not for his own information, but for the information
of others who do not know a fact.

Let us conclude this section with some remarks on the
Vaidesika view. The Vaifesika holds that the meaning of a
heard word is known inferentially as fire is known from smoke,
This is wrong. We have learnt that smoke is always accom-
panied by fire; then we perceive smoke and infer fire. We
have learnt that the word ‘cow’ means the animal ‘cow’; then
hear- the word ‘cow”: but we do not infer the meaning of the
heard word. All smokes are particular smokes belonging to
a single class "smoke.” The particular smokes that 1 have seen
and from which 1 have learnt that smoke is always accompanied
by fire, are different from the particular smoke that I see now.
But the words ‘cow” do not form a class. The words ‘cow’
that different people utter at different times cannot be called
members belonging to a class. When I hear the word ‘cow’
now Idonot perceive a new member of a class as I perceive
a new member of the class ‘smoke’. 1 hear the same word
‘cow’ that 1 heard in the past for the first time and 1 already
know its meaning. Therefore, my knowledge of its meaning
now again is not inference but memory as Kumdrila rightly
says. Kumdrila is again right when he says that a word is
not verbal testimony. A factis stated not ina word butina
sentence. Thus the Bhifta view of verbal testimony is quite
correct. Of course, the Bhifta view that words are eternal
and language does not depend on convention should be rejected.



CHAPTER VIII
UPAMANA OR COMPARISON

1. The Nature of Upnm;m

Upamina as an ind;pend:nt source of valid -knowledge has
been recognised by Mimdnsd, Nyiya and Advaita Vedinta.
The Miminsi and MNydya viewson the nature of upamina,
however, are fundamentally different. Between the Pribhikara
and Bhatta schools of Mimiinsd there is a minor difference,
viz. that sidréya or similarity, which is the object of upamina,
is an independent category, not reducible to substance, quality
action, universal etc,, according to Prabhikara, while, according
to Kumdrila, it is nothing but an assemblage of common
features. The Advaita Vedinta view! is identical with the
Bhitta one.

According to Sabara, “upamina is resemblance which brings
about the cognition of an object not in contact with the
senses™.?  The subject of this definition is obviously upamina,
the means, though in the cases of pratyaksa, anumiina, fabda,
arthdpatti and anupalabdhi Sabara has defined the result. In
the Nydya system the meansis always clearly distinguished
from the result., Accordingly, there -is a difference between
‘upamina’ and ‘upamiti’, the former being the means of cogni-
tion ( gmm ) and the latter the result ( gfafy ). Sabara, on the
other hand, might have been conscious of this difference,
yet he uses the same term for the means as well as the result
Consequently, we observe that in his definitions of the praminas
the subject is sometimes the means and sometimes the result.
In the present case the subject is the producer of a cognition
( cp. ‘buddhim utpadayati’ ), i. e. the means.

We have already remarked that the Miminsi view of upa-
mina is fundamentally different from the Nydya view. If, how-
ever, we take into consideration only the above-guoted part of

1. VP, pp. B6-87.
2, SyAMAlY GEeawaweE si Ifegarafi—ss, p. 107,
19 P. M.
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Sabara’s statement and leave aside the example of upamina
given by him, we find that Sabara’s definition of upamfina is
not inconsistent with the Nyiya definition, since, according to
the latter too the means of cognition in upamina is a well known
resemblance ( Sfiganest ). A man goes to the forest and
perceives on animal resembling the cow. This observed resem-
blance is the means of knowing something not given by percep-
tion, inference and verbal testimony, but by upamina. But,
what is the result of upaména ? According to Nyidya the result
is the cognition of the relation of a name with the named, e, g.
in the given case, the cognition that the animal which is found
to resemble cow is called ‘gavaya’.

According to Prabhdkara, Kumadrila and Vedinta the result
is the cognition that a cow resembles a gavaya, From Sabara’s
statement? it is not clear whether he means the same thing as is
meant by Prabhikara and Kumirila, though it is clear that he
does not contribute to the Nyiya view. Upamina is *sadriya’
and in the given example ‘gavayadariana’ is upamipa. From
this we conclude that the perception of a gavaya qualified by
its similarity to a cow (simrmfienvasdas )is the means,
and not the perception of a gavaya in its unrelated character,
as the compound ‘gavayadarfana’ would literally mean. The
result of this means in Sabara’s words is ‘gosmarana’ which
literally means the remembrance of a cow. Now, if the cog-
nition that results from upaména is of the nature of remembra-
nce, then, itis nothing but the revival of a past impression
through association, the observation of a similar thing being the
stimulus for the revival, in which case upamiina ceases to bea
pramina. Kumirila rejects this interpretation of Sabara's
statement, saying that “the cognition of a thing observed in the
past, resulting from the perception of a thing similar to itis
memory exactly like the memory of a thing arising from con-
centration without any external stimulus” and that *itis nota
pramina because ynlike recognition the remembered thing in
this case has the same old spatiotemporal context”* Proba-

3. T WITE reaTIET—Ibid,
. 5V, Upamina, 4-G.




CHAPTER VIII 201

bly the word ‘smarana’ used by Sabara is not intended to mean
an exact reproduction of a past cognition. In giving the exam-
ple of ‘simanyatodrsia’ inference also Sabara uses the word
‘smaraga’ ( “=ifei=f affsmoom” ) but the movement of the sun
there cannot be an object of remembrance, because it has never
been experienced in the past. Hence, it should be concluded
that Sabara uses the word ‘smarana’ in the sense of a cognition
which is partly memory and partly fresh experience. Now,
in the case in question the cognition of a cow on perceiving a
gavaya definitely involves an element of memory, but it is not
as yet certain what the element of experience is.

According to Kumdrila's interpretation the resolt of upam-
fnais the cognition ofa remembered thing qualified by its
similarity to a perceived thing ( #rzsag=id). A man who has
never seen a gavaya but has seen a cow goes to the forest and
sees 4 gavaya there for the first time. Then he observes that
the gavaya is similar to a cow. ‘The gavaya is similar to a cow”
isa judgmcnt of perception, because it arises immediately after
perceiving the gavaya. From this judgment the cognition that
next arises in the observer’s mind is that the remembered
cow is similar to the gavaya. This cognition is the result of
upamfing.®

Pirthasarathi defines upamiina as the cognition that a for-
merly perceived object, which is now recollected, bears resem-
blance to the object which is now perceived.® Unlike $abara,
Parthasdrathi here defines upamiti, i. e. the result of upamina,
Thus upaména is a knowledge of similarity, and upamiti too is
a knowledge of similarity; but the difference between the two
similarities is that the former is a perceptible similarity while
the latter is not. In the given example the perceptible similarity
to the cow existing in the gavaya is the means (avsr ) and
the similarity to the gavaya existing in the cow is the respltant
cognition (=z9fify ). The gavaya is the subject and cow is
the counter-correlative ( afidifirg ) of the similarity existing in
the gavaya.

5. TIbid, 185,

gk WAT T URIRTTR TN, —SD, p. 74,
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Sucaritamiéra’ defines upamana as the cognition, arising
from an observed similarity, of the counter-correlative, which
is not perceived, as qualified by similarity to the object which
is perceived. What is perceived is that the gavaya is similar to
the cow and this leads to the cognition that the cow is similar
to the gavaya. Inthe judgment of perception the gavaya is
the subject and its similarity to the cow is the predicate, while
in the judgment of upamiti the cow is the subject and its simi-
larity to the gavaya is the predicate. The latter judgment is
neither recollective nor perceptual in nature, It isnot recollective,
because, though the cow is recollected, its similarity to the
gavaya is not recollected. Recollection presupposes experience;
but as the gavayais perceived for the first time now, the
similarity of the cow to it could not possibly be experienced
prior to the perception of the gavaya. Ytis not perceptual,
because the cow which is now known to be similar to the
gavaya is not actually in contact with the eyes. Hence, upa-
miti cannot be reduced to memory or perception. Though the
cow is recollected and similarity is perceived, yet the know-
ledge of the cow qualified by the similarity is not given either
by memory or by perception. Thus upamiti is different from
them and is a pramina like the inference of fire on the hill,
in which too the hill is perceived and fire is remembered, but the
knowledge of the hill qualified by fire is not given either by
perception alone or memory alone.®

$alikanatha’s interpretation of Sabara’s view is identical
with Kumdrila’s. He says that upaména is the cognition of
similarity brought about by the perception of similarity and
exemplified in the cognition of a cow as being similar toa
gavaya, arising in the mind of a person who has already per-
ceived a cow in the past and observes now the similarity of
the gavaya to it.? This is exactly what he says in the following
verse of Rjuvimald, a commentary on Prabhakara's Brhatt :

7. KK. on 8V, Upamina, 1.
8. SV, Upamina, 37-39.
9. FPop.110.
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AT, TR, 9% /il e
FrgmaiaTd sragTEE ag=aa | (RV, p. 109)

Dr. Jha, however, has a different opinion. He remarks that
“according to Rjuvimald, the meaning of the sentence (i. e.
Sabara’s statement) is ‘the sight of the gavaya' brings about
the analogical cognition that ‘the animal seen is called gavaya’,
to the man who has remembered the cow.” He further remarks
that “‘this is the same as the Ny@ya view which has been con-
troverted by the Slokaviirtika.” % Dr, Jha’s view will be found
to be entirely mistaken by one who reads the Rjuvimald. In the
whole section of the Rjuvimald dealing with upamina there is not
a single word which can directly or indirectly be interpreted
as favouring the Nydiya view. On the contrary, Silikandtha
reduces the Naiydyika's upamina to inference. “The know-
ledge that the animal observed to be similar to a cow is called
gavaya is not upamina but anumfina”.)* Silikanatha certainly
ciriticises Sabara on the point that he has used the word ‘sma-
rana’'? But this criticism does not imply that Sabara accepts
the Nydya view, because in the Nyliya view what is remembe-
red is the name ‘gavaya’ instead of the name ‘go.’ Really the
critic is not Silikanitha himself but some opponent, because
Silikanditha further says that the compound ‘gosmaranasya’
does not mean ‘of the remembrance of cow’ but it means ‘of
the person who has already seen a cow and remembers it
now".13

Here it should also be pointed out that Dr. Jha's rendering
of the term ‘upamfina’ as ‘analogy’ is quite misleading.
Analogy is a form of argument in which from a resemblance
between two things in some known respect, a further resem-
blance in some unknown respect is inferred. For instance,
when we infer from the known resemblance between Earth

10, 5B, Trans. p. 16.
11, igaeq aeggETa=Taaty: ST eagsIRamE A

— PP, p. 112,
12, sremnafy ssgagwe; A fi e fiswws — RV, p. 107,
13. Ibid
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and Mars in such respects as the presence of atmosphere etc.,
there is life in Mars as itis there in Earth, the argument is
analogical. But such is not the nature of upamina in the
Mimdnsi or the Nydya system. In Miminsi upamina isa
form of immediate inference in which from the similarity of
A to B we infer the similarity of B to A. In Nydya upamina
is the means of knowing the denotation of an unfamiliar name
and is thus allied to the process of identification.

2. The Nyaya View of Upamana

According to NS, 1. 1. 6 ““upamdna is the knowledge of
what is to be known from a well known similarity” ( sfiszans=tr
sreramgas YA . What is to be known through upamina, i e.
the result of upamina, is according to Vitsyfiyana, the relation
of a name with the named ( sy=iesa=7 |. There is a difference
of opinion about the exact means { %™ ) in upamdna, heltwcan
the older and later Naiydyikas. The older Naiydyikas define
upamiina, the karana, as the statement ( =f¥gaer ) of a reliable
person asserting similarity between a known and an unknown
thing and resulting in the cognition of the relation between a
name and the named. A citizen, having a desire to know what
a gavayais, but having not ever seen a gavaya, asks a forest-
dweller as to what a gavaya is like, and the latter informs him
that' a gavayais like a cow. This statement of the forest-
dweller declares that the unknown animal is similar to the
well known cow. This is upamfna, and it results in the recog-
nition, when the. citizen goes to the forest and perceives an
animal similarto a cow, that the animal is called ‘gavaya.
The reason why the statement of the forest-dweller is a different
pramiina instead of verbal testimony in which the statements
of reliable persons are generally included, is that the reliable
person in the present case points out the means of knowing
something and that the hearer does not solely depend on his
statement for the required knowledge. In pardrthinumina a
person having already known the presence of fire on the hill
makes the statement that ‘the hill is firy because itis smoky,’
The hedrer does not cognise the presence of fire on the hill
from the mere statement of the speaker but from the presence
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of smoke which is the linga or mark of fire and occurs in the
statement. The speaker by drawing the attention of the hearer
to the linga, points out the means of knowing the presence of
fire, and the hearer, on hearing the statement, infers for him-
self. Thus the statement of the speaker is a different pramina,
viz. inference, though it is a statement like the statements in-
cluded in verbal testimony, because in it a new principle be-
comes operative. Similar is the case of upamina., Had the
forest-dweller not stated the means of knowinga gavaya, his
statement would not have been different from verbal testimony.
But just as in parirthinumina the speaker states the means
of knowing the presence of fire, viz. the linga ‘smoke,’ so here
too the forest-dweller states the means of knowing a gavaya,
viz. similarity. Hence, upamdna is an independent pramé@na
like parirthdnumina and is different from the latter because
similarity is not a linga.

The later Naiydyikas define upamina, the means, asthe
sensuous cognition of a person, who has heard the statement
of similarity, thatan unfamiliar object bears similarity to a
familiar object, which results in the cognition that the unfami-
liar object is called by the name mentioned in the statement.
Accordingly, the citizen’s perception of an animal resembling
acow is upamidna. Like the perception of smoke, which is
the linga of fire, the perception of similarity also is a pramina
different from perception, because both are the means of
knowing a thing not revealed by perception, viz. the fire in
the case of inference and the relation of the name ‘gavaya’ to
the animal perceived in the case of upamdna. The mere per-
ception of an animal having similarity to a cow does not lead
to the cognition that the animal is called gavaya unless the
perceiver remembers the statement that a gavaya is similar to
a cow,

Combining both these views we may say that upamiina, i e.
the means of upamiti, in Nydya is the perception of similarity
together with the remembrance of atidedavikya or the statement
of similarity. But, it may be asked, is not the relation of a
name with the named, which is said to be the result of upamina,



206 PUORVA MIMANSA

known from the atidesavakya? If it is not, then the atidesa-
vikya serves no purpose; and if it is, then upamina cannol
be different from verbal testimony. The Naiyiyika escapes
from this dilemma by asserting that, though from the atidesa-
vikya the said knowledge is gained, yet the knowledge is not
definite for the reason that the gavayais not perceived at the
time of hearing the atidesavikya. The atidesavikya declares
thata gavaya is similar to a cow, yet, the term gavaya being
unfamiliar, the meaning of the statement cannot be fully com-
prehended unless a gavaya is directly seen. The statement
gives only a general notion of whata gavaya is, and the notion
becomes well defined only when the hearer actually perceives
a gavaya in the forest. The hearer receives a second-hand in-
formation from the atidesavikya and when he actually sees
an animal similar to a cow he directly knows what the deno-
tation of the word ‘gavaya’ is. In other words, what we gain
from the atidefavikya is the knowledge through description
and what we gain from the perception of similarity is the know-
ledge through acquaintance. Thus upamina is different from
perception and verbal testimony like inference. In inference
the perception of linga is aided by the memory of vyapti while
in upamfina the perception of sidharmya is aided by the
memory of atidesavikya. Upamina is different from inference,
because a person recognises the animal similar to a cow as
having the name gavaya independently of the knowledge of
vydpti between that animal and the name gavaya. The know-
ledge of vyipti depends on the knowledge of anvaya-vyatireka,
i. e. -agreement in presence and agreement in absence, while
in the case of upamina there is no knowledge of anvaya-
vyatireka.¢

Now, if the result of upamdna is a first-hand knowledge of
the relation between a name and its denotation, then the appli-
cation of the term ‘upamina’ should not be restricted to the
Pﬂ:ﬂlﬂhn of similarity alone, because we recognise the deno-
tation of a name by other means also. For instance, whena
person, not knowing what a horse is, is told that a horse, unlike

14, NM, pp. 41-44.
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cow, has no cloven hoofs and later, perceiving such an animal,
he comes to know that this is what is called a horse, we have a
case in which the means of knowing the denotation of an un-
familiar name is the perception of dissimilarity. Sometimes
we recognise an unknown object neither from its similarity nor
from dissimilarity to another well known object but from its
own peculiar characteristics. For instance, one who does not
know what a camel is, is told that a camel is an animal having
a long neck and drooping lips and feeding on thorns, and later
when he comes across an animal of this description he imme-
diately recognises it ‘as a camel. Thus we see that a state-
ment may contain the description of an unknown object not
only in terms of its similarity toa well known object but also
in terms of its dissimilarity or peculiar propertics and that in
all these cases the person who has heard the statement, later
recognises the object on finding that it tallies with the given
description. Varadardja, a Naiyiyika belonging toa still later
period, unlike his predecessors, includes all the above cases
in upamina and accordingly gives a wider definition of upa-
mana. He says that upamina is the recognition, through per-
ception, of an object denoted by a name occurring in the
statement of an authoritative person, by a person who does
not know the meaning of the name.’® Upamina, then, in this
wider sense, is the identification of a previously unknown
object from its description given by a reliable person.

3. The Bhatta Criticism of the Nyaya View.

Kumdrila rejects the Nyaya view of upamina, According
to him, upamina as viewed by the older Naiyllyikas is not diffe-
rent from verbal testimony. The Naiydyika defines verbal testi-
mony as the statement of a reliable person ( #i§i2y ). Upamina
100 is a statement of a reliable person. A man does not know
what a gavaya is, but when he is informed that a gavaya is an
animal similar to a cow, he knows what he did not know pre-
viously, believing that the information is correct, just as an

18, sigeaEaaEEnEeE 3 dhf;
rEgRERagATay =aa — TR, p. 85.
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ignorant person comes to know what dharma is from scriptural
statements, or a thirsty person, not knowing where he would
get water, knows from another person that ke would get it down
in the valley,® Jayanta saysthat upamina is different from
verbal testimony like pariirthinumina, because the reliable
person in his statement merely shows the method by which the
hearer can discover a thing for himself. This, however, isa
weak argument. A person may tell an ignorant person that in
order to know a gavaya the latter should go to the forest and
carefully look out for an animal closely resembling a cow. The
ignorant person certainly knows the method of knowing a gava-
yain this way, yet whatever he knows is based entirely on
the statement of a reliable person, so that it cannot be a
pramina different from abda. The definition of fabdapramina
does not exclude those cases in which the aim ofa statement
is to inform about a way or method instead of an object. A
thirsty person is told that he should go ahead, take a right-turn
and then he will get water ata distance of halfa mile. Can
Wwe say that it is a pramna different from éabda simply because
@ method has been pointed out here ? Parirthinumdna has
been cited as a parallel case, But, as has been shown in the
previous chapter, parirthinumina is not really inference but
verbal testimony, differing from ordinary dogmatic statements
of authoritative persons in so far as it appeals to suggestibility
as well as reason.

According to later Naiydyikas upamiina consists in the per-
ception of similarity by one who has heard an atidesavakya.
This view also is wrong, because in the given illustration the
gavaya is known through perception and similarity is remem-
bered. It may be said that, though the gavaya and its similarity
10 a cow are separately known through perception and memory,
yet their combination, viz. the gavaya qualified by similarity
15 known neither by perception and nor by memory alone but
by a different pramiina, viz. upamina. It may be true. But
the Naiylyika may be asked whether the cognition of similarity

16. 8y, UpamZna, 13,
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does or does not contain some novel feature not contained in
the atide$avikva. Ifthere is no novelty init, it cannot be
different from memory and, hence, is not a pramina. Just as
the knowledge of meaning from a word is not a pramina
because there is no novelty in such a knowledge, so here too
the cognition of similarity is not a pramina for the samereason.
A gavaya is perceived as similar to a cow; but this isal-
ready known from the atidedavikya. Ifit be said that the
novelty in the cognition of similarity consists in its being a
specific cognition while from the atidefavikya we have only a
general cognition, then the novelty can be explained as due to
perception alone, so that upamina becomes unnecessary. It
may be said that the gavaya qualified by its similarity toa
cow cannot be an object of perception because a cow is not
perceived at the time. But this is wrong. Perception is the
cognition which appears when the sense-organs become active
and which disappears with the cessation of sense-activity. We
know that the present animal is similar to a cow when the
eyes are open and we ceaseto know when the cyes are
closed. Therefore, the cognition of the animal qualified by
similarity is perceptual. The similarity of the gavaya to a
cow does not reside partly inthe gavaya and partly in the
cow, and hence the non-perception of the cow cannot be an
obstacle to perceiving the similarity. The gavaya is perceived,
and the similarity, which resides in it in its entirety, also is
perceived. Again, the hearing of the atidedavikya is useless,
because even those who have not heard it apprehend that the
animal which they perceive in the forest resembles the cow
which has been perceived in the city. OF course, such persons
cannot know that the animal is called gavaya unless they have
already heard the atidesavikya. Yet, there is no harm because
upamina in common parlance means similarity and similarity
is perceived even without the atidesavikya. Let ‘upamina’ be
used in the sense of knowledge of the relation between a name
and the named, yet the relation is already known from the
atidedavilkya, so that there is no necessity of a2 new pramfna.
The subsequent cognition arising from the perception of a
gavaya in the form ‘this is called gavaya’ cannot be different
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from perception, -since, though it is mixed with the use of a
word, it has been shown in the chapter on perception that such
verbalised cognition is a form of determinate perception.}?

Some critics reduce the Naiyiyika upam@na to anumina.
Upamiéna can be reduced to inference thus :

All animals similar to a cow are gavayas ;

This is an animal similar to a cow ;

Therefore, this is a gavaya.
This inference differs from the inference of fire from smoke
in one respect : The vyipti ‘all smoky things are firy', which
15 the ground of the latter inference, is derived from the ex-
perience of agreement in presence and agreement in absence
( s=ag=afydw ), while the vydpti ‘all animals similar toa cow
are gavayas', which is the ground of the former inference, is
derived from verbal testimony, viz. the statement of the forest-
dweller. We have mentioned that Jayanta refuses to reduce
upamina to anumina on the ground of merely this difference.
But this is a very weak ground. There is no rule that al]
Vydptis must be derived by the person, who infers, from his
personal experience of anvaya-vyatireka. When 1 see a cobra
I cognise that it is poisonous. The vyapti ‘all cobras are
poisonous’ is not the result of my personal investigation. This
isa knowledge gained by me from the statements of others,
Can, then, it be said that my cognition “this is poisonous’ is
not inferential ? Parthasdrathi’s view ( mentioned in a pre-
vious chapter ) that a vyapti may be derived from any pramina
and that the evidence on which it rests may be perceptual or
non-perceptual is correct. In inference the major premise
must be & universal and necessary proposition. This condition
is fulfilled in the present case too. Hence, the Naiydyika's
upamina is not different from inference.

4. Can the Bhatta Upamana be reduced to Anumana ?

The term ‘anumana’ means inference ina parrower sense,
viz. that of syllogistic reasoning only and hence the question
asked above means not whether the Bhitta upamfina’ can be

17. Tbid 6-18 and EK.
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reduced to any form of inference, but whether it can be reduced
to the syllogistic form. Kumdrila strongly opposes the attempt
to reduce upamina to anumina'® In the given example of
upamina the resultant cognition is in the form of the judgment
that the cow which has been observed in the city is similar to
the gavaya which is’ observed in the forest. Now, if upamina
is not different from anumdna this cognition should be the con-
clusion following from two premises, viz.a vydpti and a paksa-
dharmati or a major and a minor premise. The major premise
should state a universal relation between some middle term
and the predicate of the conclusion in the form ‘whatever is
so and so is similar to gavaya’, and the minor premise
should state a relation between the subject of the conclusion
and the middle term in the form ‘a cow is so and so.’
But what can be the middle term here? The ground of
upamiti, i. e. the cognition arising from upamina, is the ob-
served similarity of a gavayatoa cow and this could likely be
made the middle term in the corresponding syllogism, But
we cannot do so, because it cannot be predicated of the minor
term ‘cow.” The observed similarity to a cow resides in the
gavaya and hence it is a property of the gavaya, while what
is required here must be a property of the cow. The similarity
to a gavaya is certainly a property of the cow, but it cannot
be made the middle term, since it would otherwise be identical
with the major term. The gavaya too cannot be the middie
term, because it cannot be predicated of the cow, nor can there
be an invariable concomitance between the gavaya and the
probandum, viz. the cow qualified with its similarity to the
gavaya. Even if there were any invariable concomitance, it
could not be known prior to the inference, because the gavaya
is observed for the first time while the knowledge of invariable
concomitance presupposes a frequent observation of the middle
and major terms in the past. The property of having horns
etc. too cannot be the middle term, because, though we know
that a cow possesses this property, its function in the present
case ceases with giving rise to the knowledge of the gavaya

18. 5V, Upamina, 42-51,
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alone, We observe the horns etc. as belonging to the animal
in contact with the eyes and not to the cow which is obsent.
Even if there be the cognition of a cow from the perception of
horns etc., it would be & cognition devoid of similarity, i. e. it
would simply be a case of memory. We have seen cows with
horns frequently in the past, so that the idea of horns and that
of acow have been linked together in our mind and then
whenever the idea of horns is revived in the mind the idea of
a cow also is revived. In the case in question the cognition of
the cow qualified by its similarity to the gavaya is not the
direct result of the observation of horns etc. From the observa-
tion of horns ete. there arises ‘the cognition that the gavaya
is similar to the cow and then arises the cognition that the cow
is similar to the gavaya. Thus unlike a middle term which is
the immediate cause of inferential cognition ‘hornedness’ is a
remote cause of the cognition of the cow qualified by similarity,
so that it cannot be the middle term. Moreover, the observed
hornedness is a property of the gavaya and not of the cow
which is the minor term, while in inference the middle term
should be a property of the minor term. Therefore, upamiina
cannot be reduced to anumdna.

Jayanta'? reduces upamina to the following syllogism :
Whatever has some points in common with something is
similar to that thing ;

- The remembered cow has some points in common with the
perceived gavaya ;
Therefore, the remembered cow is similar to the perceived
gavaya.

Parthas@rathi puts it in a slightly different form :20

Whatever is the pratiyogin ( counter-correlate ) of similarity
observed in something is similar to that thing ;
The cow is the prativogin of similarity observed in the
gavaya ;
Therefore, the cow is similar to the gavaya.

In both of these syllogisms we have four terms instead of thr ee.

19, NM, p. 148.
20. 8D, p. 75,
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In the s=cond syllogism the term ‘the pratiyogin of similarity
observed in something’ occurring in the major premise is diffe-
rent from the term ‘the pratiyogin of similarity observed in
the gavaya® occurring in the minor premise. The same is the
case in the first syllogism. Hence, there being no middle term,
the conclusion is fallacious. The conclusion would have been
correct if the major premise were in the form ‘whatever is the
pratiyogin of similarity observed in the gavaya is similar to
the gavaya'. But this is not known to the person who has never
previously seen a gavaya. Nor is it essentially the ground of
the knowledge thata cow is similar to a gavaya, because a
person who has never seen a cow and a gavaya together, also
has such a knowledge on the first perception of a gavaya. Thus
the inference becomes superfluous. Pirthasdrathi rejects the
inference for this reason. He remarks : 3} & zrdf fpy: sgad
ITIN TEAR , CHINT  AEIEET A% a9 795 7fy, 5 <fy of amwmea-
Ffmeravfirde, mememaea" 21 Mr. Venkataramiah, however,
gives a wrong interpretation of this remark. He says in a foot-
note : ““The point is that the man in whom the upamiti arises
is not perc=iving at the time the paksa, viz. cow, which is esse-
ntial for inferential cognition."** As has been shown in a
previous chapter, the perception of the minor term is not an
essential condition of inference. So, the difference of upaména
from anumina cannot be justified merely on the ground that the
cow is not perceived.

The major premise in the syllogism given above, is really
the principle according to which the conclusion is drawn. We
infer that a cow is similar to a gavaya in accordance with the
principle that * whatever is the pratiyogin of similarity observed
in something is similar to that thing’, but not from thisasa
premise. The difference between a principle and a premise
may be illustrated thus : In the mathematical reasoning “B is
equal to C, and A is equal to B; therefore, A is equal to C” the
principle that is involved is that ‘two things which are equal to
the same third thing are equal to each other’, while the premises

21. 1Ibid. p, 76.
22. Sp, Tram., p. 99,
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from which the conclusion °A is equal to C follows are ‘B is
equal to C" and ‘A is Jequal to B The principle is not one of
the premises. The conclusion follows not from the principle
but in accordance withit. Thus the conclusion ‘the cow is
similar to the gavaya’ follows from a single premise, viz. ‘the
gavaya is similar to the cow’ in accordance with the principle
pointed out above and hence it cannot be reduced to a syllogi-
stic form.

5. Th-lh;if.tla\?iawufllpum;ﬂu-iﬁﬁud.

dantarksita, Jayanta and Sridhara are unanimous in their
opinion that the Miminsaka's upamina is nothing but me-
mory.?* Though we have already referred to Kumdrila’s remark
that the similarity to gavaya existing in cow was not previously
experienced, since the gavaya which is the counter-correlate of
similarity existing in the cow is perceived now for the first
time and that for this reason upamana is different from memory,
yet we will reconsider here the question whether upamina is
indistinguishable from memory.

Kumdrila has said that “similarity resides in its entirety,
like the universal, in each of the correlates™ and that “for this
reason it is perceived in a correlate even though the other
correlate is not perceived”.**  All the three critics of Kumdrila
have quoted this remark in favour of their criticism that upa-
ména is nothing but memory. Itis true, they say, that the
gavaya was not perceived when the cow was perceivedsin the
city, but, since the similarity to gavaya existed in the cow in
its entirety even when the cow alone was perceived, it must
have been perceived at the time along with the cow, so that
the present cognition that the cow is similar to the gavaya can-
not be different from memory. This criticism appears to be
justified, but when we examine Kumirila’s remark it loses all
its force. Similarity has been defined by Kumfrila as the ex-
istence in two things of a plurality of common properties or
parts. When we say that A and B are similar to each other,

28, Vide TH, 1551-53; MM, p. 221,
24. SV, UpamZna, 35,
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what we mean is that there are some properties or parts which
exist commonly in A as well as B. The objective basis of our
notion of similarity between A and B is the presence in A and
Bofx,y,z and other common features. The feature x does
not reside partly in A and partly in B, but resides in its entirety
in each of them. When Kumérila says that similarity resides
in its entirety in each correlate, he means that the objective
basis of similarity resides in its entirety in each correlate,
Thus the common features x, vy, z etc., which we observe in
the gavaya now, must have been present in the cow when the
cow alone was perceived, though there was no idea of the
gavaya. The consciousness, however, that the cow is similar
to the gavaya could not have appeared prior to the perception
of x,y,zetc. inthe gavaya. Memory is a reproduction of
some former experience. But when formerly there has been
no consciousness of the similarity of cow to gavaya the question
of its reproduction does not arise. Though x, v, z etc. were
perceived in the cow, yet the awareness that they exist in the
gavaya too cannot be possible unless the gavaya is perceived,
and hence the cognition that the cow is similar to the gavaya
is not a revival of a past experience, but isa new experience.
The second part of Kumirila's remark, viz. that similarity can
be perceived even when the counterorrelate is not perceived,
simply means that when the gavaya is perceived its similarity
to the cow also is perceived, though the counter-correlate, ‘cow’
i5 not bodily present along with the gavaya. The perception
of the countercorrelate is not essential for the appearance of
the notion of similarity. But this does not imply that the
memory of the counter-correlate also is inessential. The critics,
on the other hand, wrongly interpret Kumirila's remark as
implying this. What Kumarila intends is merely that a present
object can be compared toan absent object provided that the
latter is present in the mind, while his critics wrongly interpret
him as intending that a present object can be compared to an
object whose existence we are absolutely ignorant of.

The second point on which Kumarila is criticised is as
follows : If for the cognition that a cow is similar to a gavaya
20 P. M.
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we require an independent pramina, then in a like manner
we require an independent pramdna for each of the cognitions
‘this is dissimilar to that’, ‘this is larger than that’, ‘thisis
posterior to that’ etc., so that the total number of pramanas
cannot be limited to six only. We see that ‘A is dissimilar to
B’, ‘A is shorter than B, ‘A is prior to B' etc., and from these
we know that ‘B is dissimilar to A", ‘B is larger than A', ‘B is
posterior 1o A" etc. Just asthe cognition ‘B is similar to A’
arising from the perception ‘A is similar to B’ cannot be reduced
to perception, memory, or inference, so these latter cognitions
too cannot, and thus the number of pramipas becomes more
than six.2® To the above list we can add such cognitions also
as ‘B is the father of A’, ‘Bis north of A’ etc. arising from
such cognitions as ‘A is the son of B, ‘A is south of B’ etc.

This criticism is quite justified. Kumdrila and his com-
mentators have not anticipated it. MNar3yapa, who is compara-
tively .a recent author, anticipates the objection that if the
cognition of similarity requires an independent pramina then
the cognition of dissimilarity should require another indepen-
dent pramfna; and the answer that he gives is that dissimila-
rity, being the negation of similarity, is cognised by anupalabdhi,
the sixth pramina.?® This answer has been anticipated and
criticised by $antaraksita who precedes Nardyapa by several
centuries. 1f dissimilarity is equated to the negation of simi-
larity, then similarity can also be equated to the negation of
identity. Two things are identical when all the features of
one are common to the other, and they are similar when some
of the features of one are common to the other though the rest
are uncommon, Thus if dissimilarity is cognised by anupa-
1abdhi for the reason that it involves negation, then similarity
100 should be cognised by anupalabdhi for the same reason, so
that upamina becomes superfluous.®’

The argument offered by Santaraksita is quite valid. The
fact that Nariyana repeats a reasoning which was refuted

_:i!i. TH, vv, 166758,
26, MM, p. 111.
27. TH, vv 1659=62,
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several centuries ago, is the sign of stagnation in the Mimansa
system. We can generalise this remark and say that by the
time when the later commentators flourished practically every
Indian philosophical system had lost its vitality and ceased to
be a living and growing one. To return to Santaraksita’s
criticism, if we include all the above cases of immediate infe-
rence in upamina it wounld not conflict with Kumirila’s posi-
tion, because in all of them we compare a physically absent
but ideally present thing to another thing which is physically
present.

The third target of the opponent’s criticism is the practical
utility of upamiina mentioned by Kumdrila. In the ‘Saurya’
sacrifice the details of performance are not described. Kumi-
rila says that the required details are known through upamana,
The *Saurya® sacrifice is similar to the ‘Agneya’ sacrifice in the
respect that both have a common deity. The details of the
performance of the latter are known and on the basis of the
similarity they are transferred to the former, Again, when
‘vrthi’, which is preserved for oblation, is spoilt or stolen we
can use ‘miviira’ as its substitute, believing that the result will
be similar. This also, according to Kumirila, isa practical
utility of upamana, .because ‘nlvira’ becomes a substitute by
virtue of its similarity to ‘vrihi’. 2%

Criticising Kumdrilas view Jayanta says thatthereis no ag-
reement between the Bhatta definition of upamiina and the said
utility.*® Through upamana we judge an object to be similar
to another object on the basis that the latter is similar to the
former, Now, from the cognition that the ‘Saurya’ sacrifice
is similar to the ‘Agneya’ sacrifice what we know through upa-
mina is simply that the ‘Agneya’ sacrifice is similar to the
‘Saurya’ sacrifice, But this much alone cannot justify the trans-
ference of the details of the former to the latter. In the second
example too upamina helps us in knowing only that *yrihi' is
similar to ‘nivdra’. But this does not justify usin treating the
latter as the substitute of the former.

28. SV, Upamina, 52-53,
29. NM, p. 147.
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Jayanta's criticism is right. 1 see @ woman who looks very
much like my wife and then 1 conclude that my wife is similar
to her. On the basis of this knowledge 1 cannot treat her as
my wife's substitute. On a closer examination we find that the
said practical utility presupposes analogy rather than upamdna.
The first example of the said utility presupposes the following
réasoning :

The ‘Saurya’ sacrifice resembles the *Agneya’ sacrifice;

The ‘Agneya’ sacrfiice has such and such details of

performance ;

Therefore, the ‘Saurya’ sacrifice also has the same details.
The second example presupposes the following reasoning :
*Nivira' resembles ‘vrihi’;
“Vrihi’ is used for oblation;
Therefore, ‘nlvira’ also is used for oblation.
These are really instances of analogy rather than of upa-
miina, because in them similarity in some unknown respect is
inferred from similarity in some known respect.

6. What is similarity ?

Kumirila defines similarity as the presence in one class
of objects of the universals inhering in a number of parts of
the individuals belonging to a different class.®® The simila-
rity of an individual belonging to the ‘cow’ class to an indivi-
dual belonging to the ‘gavaya’ class consists in the presence
in the former of the universals inhering in a number of such
parts of the latter as horns, earsetc. In other words, by the
similarity of acowlo a gavaya we mean the presence ina
cow of a number of features common toa gavaya. The word
‘universal’ in the definition simply refers to the fact that the
parts of one thing in their particular character cannot cOmpose
another thing, i.¢. that what is common to things cannot be
particular but universal. The notion of similarity e. g. ‘Ais
similar to B', arises when the perception of a number of fea-
tures in A is accompanied by the consciousness that they are
present in the counter-correlate B also. Sometimes similarity

30, ArAS4HIAAANT M a1 —SV, Upamiina, 18,
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is observed not between two individual objects composed of
parts ( sragfysr ) but between their parts ( s7ag) as, for in
stance, between the petal of lotus flower and the eyeof a
beautiful woman. The definition of similarity applies here too,
because the two parts that are compared are wholes ( w33y )
in relation to the parts that they are composed of. Thus the
similarity between a lotus-petal and a woman's eye also con-
sists in their having a number of common parts. Whenever
similarity is perceived the things that are compared are always
divisible into parts. We can go on comparing two wholes,
their parts, the parts of their parts and so on till we arrive at
the atoms which are not divisible into further parts and at
this stage there is no consciousness of similarity but of the
universal ‘atom-ness’ alone.®' We cannot say that the atoms
of one thing are similar to the atoms of another thing, because
they have no constituent parts. Similarity exists between two
composite things alone. It should, however, be remembered
that similarity is not always described in terms of common
parts but also in terms of common qualities, relations ete.
Sometimes the similarity between two things consists in their
common origin. A Brihmana is said to be similar to fire,
because the two have a common origin, viz. the mouth of
Prajipati. Sometimes similarity consists in the possession by
two objects of common qualities. For example, the similarity
between a drawing and the thing which is represented in it
consists in the presence in the two of such common qualities
as colour, shape etc. Sometimes similarity can also depend
on some common action. An aeroplane is similar to a bird,
because the two possess the common action of flying in the
sky. In the case of the similarity between a wrestler and
Bhima the common feature is strength, Thus similarity is
not confined to those things alone which have common parts,
Any two things may be similar to each other in any one or
more of the respects enumerated above,® but they should al-

31.  1bid. 19, 27-28.
32, lbid 20.



310 PORVA MIMANSE

ways be complex entities analysable into constituent parts,
qualities etc.

From the definition it would appear that similarity can
exist between two classes only. But this is not Kumdrila's in-
tention. He holds that sometimes similarity is observed be-
tween two individuals also, as, for example, in the case of
twins. When we say thata cow is similar to a gavaya the
correlates on the two sides of the comparison are classes, be-
cause any member of the class ‘cow’ is similar to any member
of the class ‘gavaya’. In the case of twins, however, the corre-
lates are individuals, and, though they belong to the same
class ‘human beings’ yet the features common to them are more
numerous than the features common to any two human beings.

But if, the opponent may object, similarity between twins
is recognised, it would, according to the definition, mean that
a number of universals inhering in the one inheres in the other,
which implies that such universals would be destroyed with
the destruction of the twins and this would conflict with the
Bhétta view that universals are eternal. To this the answer is
that neither it is accepted as a rule that universals are eternal
nor that thereis destruction of universals inhering in twins
with the destruction of the latter. Universals are held to be
eternal in the sense that we cannot think of a time when all
the individuals in which a universal inheres are destroyed.
There will be a time when the present individual cows will be
dead, yetthen new substrates of the universal ‘cow-ness’ will
be born and the process will continue for ever. Similarly, the
universals inhering in twins will not be destroyed when the
twins are dead, but will continue so long as the other subs-
trates are there. But, it may again be objected, if there are
other substrates in which the universals inhering in twins in-
here, then how is it that they are not observed to be similar
to twins 7 The answer is that the universals that explain the
similarity existing in twins inhere in them in groups, whereas
in other substrates they inhere singly. Let a, b, c etc. be such
Un'l'-‘_ﬁﬂl]i- In each of the twins, X and Y, the set ofa, b, ¢
etc. inheres. These universals inhere in other.objects too, e. g.
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ainheres in A,bin B, cin Cetc.. But A is pot so similar to
X as X isto Y, because A and X possess only a in common,
while X and Y possess a, b, ¢ etc. in common,® Similarity
is a matter of degrees. The amount of similarity varies with
the number of common features. The greater the number of
points of comparison, the higher is the degree of similarity.
In Kumirila’s language the degree of similarity corresponds
to the number of universals inhering commonly in the objects
compared.

The recognition of similarity between twins shows thatit
is not necessary that the correlates of similarity should belong
to two different classes. But there occurs a verse which
creates a different impression. The wverse runs as follows :
“In a case where we have the recognition of a single class as
belonging to the principal objects themselves ( and not to the
parts ), there we havea notion (of identity ) such as ‘this is
that very thing’; and where there is diffecence, there we have
the notion of similarity only.”3 This verse explicitly says
that the notion of similarity arises only when the objects be-
long to different classes and that when the objects belong to
the same class then the notion that appears is one of identity.
Umbeka® also says that in this verse Kumdrila states what is
to be excluded by the inclusion of the word ‘jatyantara’ in the
definition ( smgwr1 smege=mvsmmes sma=@d T9Afy ). But then we
cannot say that twins are similar to each other, because they
belong to the same class ‘human beings’, and for the same
reason we cannot say that one cow is similar to another cow.
Extending this reasoning, we cannot even say thata cowis
similar to 2 gavya, since both belong to the same higher class
*animal’.

Kumdrila’s statement may be interpreted as meaning that
the consciousness of identity arises when the essential features

33. Ibid. 22-26.
34 SNmE g SEET IR G9EET ;
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of two things are the same, though there may he superficial
differences, and that the consciousness of similarity arises
when the essential features are different though the superficial
ones may be the same. But in that case the consciousness of
identity or similarity will be relative to the attitude of the
observer at the moment, because our conception of what is
essential and what is inessential differs from time to time.
Thus when we need a horse to ride we do not distinguish be-
tween one of Indian breed and one of Arabian breed : but when
weare on the polo ground we distinguish between them. In
the former case there isa consciousness of identity and in the_
latter there is a consciousness of similarity,

The other commentators™ take this verse as an answer to
Prabhikhara’s objection. Prabhiikara says, “Some people
have stated that the universal itself i similarity; but this is
wrong because a universal like cowness gives rise to the
notion of identity in the form ‘this is-the same thing’." %
Parthasirathi explains Kumirila’s answer as follows : “We
do notsay that universal is similarity, nor that the presence
in one thing of the universal inhering in another thing is
similarity. What we say is that the assemblage in one thing
of the universals inhering in the constituent parts of another
thing is similarity. Thus two things are similar not because
the principal universal in each is one and the same, but be-
cause a number of universals which are different from the
principal universal resides in the constituent parts of one thing
and also of the other thing. If the principal universal, e. g.
cowness, is the same it gives rise to the notion ‘this is the
same thing’.”%% This also shows that in two identical things
the unity isin essential respects and the difference is in in-
essential respects and that in two similar things the unity is in
inessential respects and the difference is in essential respacts,
Thus Kumirila’s view of similarity appears to differ from the
common-sense view that similarity is partial identity.

36. Vide KK & NR on Ibid.
37. BR, p. 109,
38. NR on SV, Upamsna, 29,




CHAPTER IX
ARTHAPATTI ( PRESUMPTION )
1. The Nature and Forms of Arthapatti.

Sabara defines arthdpatti as, *““the presumption of something
not seen on the ground that a fact already perceived or heard

would not be possible without that presumption; for instance,
it is found that Devadatta who is alive is not in the house, and
this non-existence in the house leads to the presumption that he
is somewhere outside the house™.! Kumirila elaborates Sabara’s
view. The element which distinguishes arthdpatti from the
other praminas is the presence of inexplicability in some ob-
served or well-ascertained fact. Parthasfrathi says that when
we observe that a well-ascertained fact cannot be explained
without another fact, we presume the latter in arder to account
for the former and this presumption is arthapatti® We know
with perfect certainty that a man is alive, yet we do not find
him in the house. The man exists, vet he does not exist in the
house, This fact appears to be conflicting. How can a man
¢xist and not exist at the same time ? This conflict cannot be
resolved unless it is presumed that he exists outside. The
supposition of his outside existence explains his non-existence
in the house. The means ( & ) of such a supposition is the
consciousness of an inner contradiction ( sguwfar ); and the
result of the supposition is the reconciliation of this contradi-
ction ( @mfa ). Of course, the contradiction is. not real but only
apparent. When there is a real contradiction in facts, there
cannot be any reconciliation, [ perceive silver in a place from
a distance and when 1 come nearer and pick it up 1 find that
there is no silver. Between the cognitions ‘there is silver’ and
‘there is no silver' there is 2 real conflict and the conflict can
be resolved only by assuming that one of the cognitions is

1. sfafeafy g gAt anifsequr stvoed cadeegan gwr aaat %5
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false. Similarly when some person says that there are fruits
on the river bank and another person says that there are no
fruits on the river bank, the two statements really contradict
each other. We cannot accept both the statements. When there
is a real conflict the only way of resolving it is the rejection
of one of the cognitions'as false. But in arthipatti the cogni-
tions are both true, though at first they appear to be conflict-
ing. In such a state there is produced a feeling of tension in the
mind, because neither any one of the cognitions can be
accepted or rejected, nor can they be synthesised together. This
tension leads to and is removed by presuming something.® The
conflict which is the cause of presumption is always between
two praminas. In the example given above the two praminas
are inference and non-apprehension. From inference it is known
that a living man exists somewhere and from non-apprehension
it is known that Devadatta does not exist in the house where
he would be normally expected. What is known from the in-
ference is that Devadatta exists somewhere. There is no speci-
fication as to the exact place where Devadatta exists, so that
he may also exist in the house, But from non-apprehension
he is known notto exist in the house. This conflict between
inference and non-apprehension leads to the presumption that
Devadatta exists outside. This presumption of outside existence
explains Devadatta’s non-existence in the house and thus
resolves the conflict. The two pramfnas which conflict with
each other and lead to arthdpatti cannot both of them be spe-
cific, because, if they were specific, they could not be reconciled
with each other, for example, the praminas ‘there is silver” and
‘there is no silver’ both are specific and hence irreconciliable.
Thus one of the conflicting pramanas, which lead to arthiipatti,
must be general and the other specific.?

The words ‘drstah éruto v’ in Sabara’s statement do not
appear to refer to two different forms of arthipatti, viz. drstir-
rthipatti or presumption from the seen and $rutirthdpatti or

3. 1Inid, p.o78.
4. EXK on'SV,.Arthfiparti, 1.
5. &% sl s — NTV, p. 138,
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presumption from the heard. Sabara has given only one exa-
mple of arthipatti, but in case if he intended two forms of
arthipatti, he should have given two instead of one, Kumi-
rila, however, interprets Sabara’s words as referring to two
main forms of arthipatti. He again sub-divides the first, viz.
drstarth@patti, into five forms and thus we have six forms of
arth@patti in all. The example given above is that of abhdva-
plrvikd arth@patti i. e. presumption based on non-apprehension.
Devadatta’s non-existence in the house is ascertained from non-
apprehension and this isa fact which remains inexplicable
without the presumption of Devadatta’s outside existence.
Here the inexplicability lies in a fact given by non-apprehension.
But this is not always the case, since the inexplicability may
also lie in a fact given by perception or any other pramina.
Thus arthipatti is of six forms, viz. that based on perception,
based on inference, on verbal testimony, on comparison, on
another presumption and on non-apprehension.®

The first form of arth@patti, viz. pratyaksaplirvika arthapatti,
is illustrated in the presumption of burning power in fire. In
this kind of arthapatti the inconsistency lies in a perceived fact.
We perceive that fire burns things. This fact remains inexpli-
cable without the presumption of burning power in fire. Power
is an imperceptible entity and i considered to be a category
different from substance, quality, action and universal. Kuma-
rila does not clearly show in what the inexplicability consists
that leads to the presumption of burning power. Sucaritamisra
says that the inexplicability consists in the inconsistency of
the perceived fact with another praména. From perception it
is ascertained that fire burns things. We perceive the form of
fire, its conjunction with a thing and then the fact that the thing
is burnt. Thus perception reveals that fire is the cause of bur-
ning things. But this is found to be inconsistent with the
experience that sometimes an object, e. g. & human body, is not
burnt when some medicine is applied to it, though at other times
it is burnt. The visible form of fire or its conjunction with an
object cannot be the cause of burning, because a causein always

6. 5V, ArthEpatti, 2.
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followed by an effect while the visible form of fire or its con-
junction with an object is not at times followed by the effect,
viz. burning. Burning, however, being an occasional phe-
nomenon cannot take place without a cause, Thus the inexpli-
cability of the fact of burning consists in the inconsistency
between two cognitions, viz. that an effect takes place and that
its cause is apparently absent, and this inexplicability leads to
the presumption that there is some invisible cause of burning,
viz. the burning power of fire, Then, why objects are sometimes
burnt by fire and sometimes not becomes fully intelligible on
the ground that when the burning power is present burning
takes place and when it is destroyed, though the visible form
of fire is not destroyed, burning does not take place.” Here we

need not dwell on the arguments for and against power as a
distinct category.

In arthapatti based on inference the inconsistency lies in an
inferred fact andit is illustrated inthe presumption of moving po-
wer in the sun, It is known through inference that the sun moves.
But how can it move unless it has some means ? We generally
see that living and moving things possess such limbs as legs
elc., but we do not find any such limbs in the case of the sun.
Thus there is a conflict between two pramiinas, viz. that the
Sun moves and that it possesses no means of motion. This
conflictis resolved by the presumption of moving power in
the sun.®

Arthapatti based on upamiina is illustrated thus : Through
upamiina it is known that a cow is similar to a gavaya. But
there is some incxplicability involved in this cognition of
similarity. How can the cognition of the cow’s similarity arise
now on the perception of the gavaya and not at the time when
the cow was actually perceived for the first time ? The similarity
of the cow to the gavaya consists in the presence in the former
of the universals of the limbs of the latter and these universals
Were present in the cow even when it was perceived for the
first time; but the cow was not then cognised to be similar to
_______—-———____

7. KK on 8V, Arthpas, 3.
8. Ibid
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gavaya. This conflict is resolved by the presumption of some
power in the cow which is manifested by the perception of the
counter-correlative and gives rise to the cognition of its simila-
rity to the gavaya.?

Arthipatti based on arthdpatti is illustrated in the presum-
ption of the eternity of words. A word is heard and then the
cognition of the object that is denoted by it arises in the mind.
From this it is concluded that the word is the cause of the cogni-
tion of the corresponding object. But there can be no causality
unless there is some action. Thus some action inhering in the
word is inferred and this action is known as ‘abhidhd’ or deno-
tation. This denotativeness that inheres in the word becomes
inexplicable on the ground that when the word was heard for
the first time it was not followed by the cognition of the object.
The meaning of a word is known only after its relation to the
corresponding object is comprehended. But the relation between
a word and an object is not found to be of the nature of such
usual relations as conjunction, inherence etc. Thus the inex-
plicability is resolyed by the presumption of a peculiar power
residing in the word. The relation between a word and an
object is of the nature of a power and the meaning of a word
is not uwnderstood unmless this power is apprehended. This is
the denotative power ( sfirargfs Jof & word. Again the deno-
tative power of a word cannot be possible without the eternity
of the word. This impossibility leads to the presumption of eter-
nity of words. A person orders his servant using the words
‘bring the cow' and the servant brings the cow because he
understands the meaning of these words, and he understands
because he has already comprehended the denotative powers
of the words ‘cow’ and ‘bring’. The understanding of the mean-
ing of the word ‘cow’ cannot be explained otherwise than on
the ground that the ‘cow” uttered by the master and heard by
the servant now is the same as was heard by the servant ona
past occasion when he comprehended its power of denoting
the animal cow. Thus it is known through arthdpatti that the
word *cow” is eternal,™”

0. Ihid, 4.
10, Itid, 5-7.
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Srutirthipatti differs from the other kinds of arthipatti in
the respect that it is based on verbal testimony. But the more
important difference is that in it words are presumed while in
others some fact is presumed. It is illustrated in the presum-
ption of the sentence ‘Caitra eats during the night’ on hearing
the sentence ‘Caitra who is fat does not eat during the day'.
The sentence that is heard involves an inner incompatibility
because fatness is concomitant not with fasting but with feast-
ing. From Caitra’s fatness it is gathered that he must be eating
voraciously. But contrarily to what is expected the other part
of the sentence says that he fasts during the day. The meaning
of the sentence appears to be self-contradictory. Caitra's fatness
cannot be explained unless it is presumed that he eats at night.
Thus to remove the inconsistency in the meaning of the heard
sentence, the sentence ‘he eats at night’ is imported. Srutértha-
patti is the importation of a sentence or word to complete the
sense of a heard sentence, Some person utters ‘water’. The
word “water’ does not give a complete meaning and the hearer
knowing the context in which the word is uttered completes the
sentence by importing the word ‘bring’. This is another example
of Srutdrthdpatti. The fact that Caitra eats during the night
without which Caitra's fatness remains inexplicable is not dire-
ctly denoted by the sentence that is heard, because the heard
sentence does not contain such words as *night’ etc. What is
directly denoted by the sentence is the fact that Caitra is fat
and does not eat during the day. A sentence gives out only
one particular sense. Therefore, ‘eats at night’ is the meaning of
a different sentence not uttered by the speaker but presumed
by the hearer.!!

2. Arthapatti according to Prabhakara.

Prabhikara'® begins his discussion with the query asto
what anyath@nupapatti is. The meaning of Sabara’s statement
is that arthipatti is the presumption of a factexplaining another
fact which is otherwise inexplicable. Prabhikara asks as to
What this inexplicability is and the answer that he gives is that

L1, 5V, Aribapatti, 51 & 67-568; 5D, p. 80.
12. BR, pp. 110-185,
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inexplicability means the impossibility of the existence of a
thing without another thing. But if this be the case, then artha-
patti is nothing but the inference of a cause from its effect,
because the existence of an effect cannot be possible without its
cause and thus it ceases to be a different pramiana. Prabhikara
tentatively says that arthdpatti is different from inference on
the ground that in inference the conclusion is drawn from a
known relation between the probans and the probandum while
in arthdpatti there is no knowledge of such a relation and
again rejects this distinction saying that the cognition of in-
explicability, i e. of the fact that this is impossible without
that, cannot arise unless we already know a relation between
what is not explained and what explains it. Inexplicability is
not perceptible. It is known when we already know that one
thing ( effect )is invariably concomitant with another thing
(cause ), but actually see only one of them (effect). Thus
arthipatti too would be based on the knowledge of a relation
like inference. What then is the distinctive element in arthd-
patti ? Prabhakara finally says that in the inference of a cause
from its effect the probans, viz. the effect is inexplicable and
the cause which fis the probandum is what explains, while in
arthapatti the probans is that which explains and the proban-
dum’is that which is inexplicable without the former. In other
words, in inference the movement of thought is from the “anu-
papanna’ to the ‘upapddaka’ while in arthdpatti the movement
of thought is from the ‘upapidaka’ to the ‘anupapanna’.!®
Thus the distinctive element in arthdpatti according to Prabhi-
kara is the knowledge of that which is not explained from the
knowledge of that which explains it. Accordingly in the given
example of arthapatti the fact of Devadatta’s non-existence
in the house explains the fact of Devadatta’s existence outside,

Prabhikara’s view is just the reverse of Kumirila's view,
because Kumirila says that the fact of Devadatta's non-existe-
nce in the house is explained by the presumption of his exis-
tence outside. Prabhikara’s view is not consistent with Sabara’s
view even, because Prabhdkara says that that which is to be

13, ¢ § §EI9T9q AXETTE —BR, pe 112
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known through arth@patti is unexplained while Sabara says
that a seen or heard fact is unexplained and that this inexpli-
cability is the means of knowing what explains it. Prabhikara
tries to avoid this inconsistency by changing the order of words
in Sabara’s statement from ““drstah $ruto virtho’ nyathd nopapa-
dyate ityarthakalpand” to “drstah Srato virtho' rthakalpand
anyathd nopapadyate iti", which means that in arthdpatti a
seen ot heard fact is the means of knowing another fact which is
inexplicable without the former.'#

Prabhikara’s view is wrong, because there can be no cogni-
tion of the inexplicable from that of which explains. If such be
possible, the cognition of *fimfapd-ness’ from the perception
of tree-niess would be correct, because $imsapd-ness cannot be
explained without treeness......4imdapi cannot be simsapd
unless it is a tree. But as a matter of fact, we cannot say that
a tree is §imdapd because it is atree. Therefore, in arth@patti
the upapidaka is known from the anupapanna. In the given exa-
mple what is known is Devadatta’s existence outside and it
explains his non-existence in the house.'® Prabhikara says that
the known fact of Devadatta’s non-existence in the house is not
inexplicable. But then there should be no need of presuming
his existence outside, because the known fact is supposed to be
intelligible by itself. Prabhlikara says that Devadatta’s existence
outside is inexplicable. But the consciousness of the person
who does not see Devadatta in the house is really different.
When he is aware of Devadatta’s absence what he cognises is
not that Devadatta’s presence outside is inexplicable but that
Devadatta is out.'®,

Salikandtha tries to make Prabhiikara's position more accepta-
ble in the following way: It is not existenceoutside that remains
inexplicable without non-existence in the house, but it is the exis-
tence of Devadatta that remains inexplicable without presuming
his stay outside when he is not found in the house. Inexplicabi-
lity arises when a fact is opposed to some pramidna. Though

14. 1bid, p. 113.

16, 8D, pe 77,
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Devadatta is known' to be alive from some pramana, yet itis
opposed by the knowledge that he is not present in the house
where he is generally seen. This opposition renders the fact
of his being alive doutful. The person who does not find Deva-
datta in the house doubts whether Devadatta is really alive,
and the doubt is not dispelled unless it is presumed that Deva-
datta is outside. There are three steps in the arthipatti, viz.,
first, there is cognition of non-existence in the house, second,
this cognition conflicts with the fact of Devadatta’s being alive
which is thus rendered doubtful, and third, his existence out-
side is presumed and this presumption removes the doubt.
Thus the cause of inexplicability is the cognition of non-
existence; that which is inexplicable is the fact of Devadatta’s
being alive; and that which results from the presumption of
outside existence is the conviction of Devadatta’s being alive.?
The element that distinguishes arthdpatti from inference, ac-
cording to Salikandtha, is doubt rather than apparent incon-
sistency. He says that in inference a well-ascertained and in-
dubitable thing is the producer of cognition, but in arthdpatti
a doubtful thing is the producer of cognition.'® .
Parthasarathi criticises Salikandtha’s view as follows :
When Devadatta’s life itself has been rendered doubtful, it can
never be the ground of his existence outside. How can it be
said that since Devadatta is either dead or alive therefore he
is outside? When one is in doubt about Devadatta’s life,
the doubt cannot be removed by presuming that he is outside.
A doubt is removed only when its cause is destroyed or when
either of the alternatives is confirmed by a stronger praminpa.
The cause of doubt in the present case is non-existence in the
house. Now, when existence outside is presumed it will only
confirm the cause of doubt, viz. non-existence in the house,
because the fact of outside existence is merely a supposition
and is not known indpendently through a stronger pramina
like perception or inference, This supposition cannot even
confirm anyone of the alternatives. The alternatives are stated

17. RV, pp. 112-13.
18. FP., p. 115,
21 P. M.
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in the form ‘Devadatta is either alive or dead.’ Staying out-
side is one thing and life or death is a different thing. Arthi-
patti based on non-existence in the house cannot remove the
doubt. Itis absurd to say that because Devadatta is not pre-
sent in the house, therefore he is outside and alive. Deva-
datta’s life, which was first known as certain, was rendered
doubtful because of his non-existence in the house. How can
the cause of doubt itself be the cause of its removal ? The
fact is that Devadatta is already known to be alive beyond
any shade of doubt. But if for some reason a person happens
to entertain doubt about Devadatta’s being alive and wishes to
dispel it, then he should first approach some reliable person
for the correct information. If he is able to ascertain in this
way that Devadatta is alive, then he can say that because
Devadatta is alive and not present in the house therefore he
must be out. Thus doubt cannot be the distinguishing factor
of arthapatti.1?

According to Kumdrila, the words ‘drstah éruto vA' in the
Bhisya refer to two Kinds of arthdpatti. But Prabhikara in-
terprets the words as meaning the same thing : *Drsta’ means
well known and ‘fruta’ is another word meaning the same
thing in common usage.”® Thus according to Prabhakara there
is no srutirthdpatti or presumption of a sentence or word.
Salikanatha says that what is presumed on hearing the sentence
*Caitra who is fat does not eat during the day’ is the fact of
eating at night instead of the sentence ‘he eats at night’. The
inexplicability thst is removed by the presumption consists
in the conflict between fatness and fasting, not between the
words ‘Caitra is fat’ and *he does not eatin the day’. So the
conflict between two facts must be resolved by presuming another
fact. Even when the words ‘eats at night’ are uttered after utter-
ing the sentence “Caitra who is fat does not eat during the day’,
the conflict arising in the mind of the person on hearing the
latter sentence is not resolved if he does not know the meaning
of the word ‘night’. Therefore, it should be admitted that

0. 5§D, p, 77.

20. BR,p. 118,
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the immediate cause of resolving a conflict is the presumption
of a fact, not of words. Itis true thatin the case of all who
know the use of language determinate ( "fa#=9% ) cognitions
are always accompanied by the memory of words; and ac-
cordingly when a person cognises the fact that Caitra eats at
night his cognition is verbalised, yet this is not an uncommon
thing, because even in drstarthapatti the cognition of the pre-
sumed fact, e, g. Devadatta’s existence outside, is verbalised.®!
The only argument that Kumirila offers in favour of Srutér-
thiipatti is the one refuted by Salikandtha. Kumirila says that
all determinate cognitions ( Sf¥%=qs frgr=) are accompanied
by the memory of words and the cognition resulting from a
verbal inconsistency is a determinate cognition.®? Salikandtha
has exposed the weakness of this argument and Kumirila's
commentators admit the point raised by him.Sucaritamisra offers
another argument : It is true that the inconsistency in a heard
sentence is primarily an inconsistency in facts and that which is
presumed to remove this inconsistency is also primarily a fact,
yet the inconsistency of a sentence can be removed only by the
presumption of another sentence. An inconsistent sentence is
really an incomplete sentence and it can be completed only by
importing another appropriate sentence or word. When some-
one utters the word ‘pacati’ ( cooks ) the hearer expects another
word, say, ‘odanam’ (rice ) and is not satisfied merely with
the perception of rice before him. The expectancy is relieved
only when the speaker himself adds the word ‘odanam’ or when,
in case he does not add it, the hearer imports it, Similarly
when an incomplete sentence stands in need of another sentence,
the expectancy thus created can be relieved only by importing
that sentence, not merely by presuming the corresponding fact.®

3. Arthapatti according to the Advaita Vedanta.

Dharmardjidhvarindra defines arthipatti as the presumption
of a fact to account for an inexplicable fact. In arthdpatti the

21. PP, p. 117.
22, SV, Arthapatti, 78.
23. KK on ibid.
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knowledge of an inexplicable fact is the instrumental cause and
knowledge of the fact that explains is the result. The fact that
a person is fat, though he does not eat in the day, cannot be
intelligible unless he eats at night. The fatness of the person
is to be explained and eating at night explains it. The inexpli-
cability of fatness in the absence of eating in the day is removed
by the presumption of eating at night. Like Kumdrila Dhar-
mardija also distinguishes between two kinds of arthdpatti, viz.
drstarthdpatti and frutirthdpatti, A man observes that there is
silver in front of him and immediately afterwards he observes
that there is nosilver atall. The second cognition denies
the presence of silver.. But this denial cannot be explained if
the first cognition ‘there is silver’ be true, Therefore, it is pre-
sumed that the first cognition was false. The perception of
silver isa fact and the non-perception of it also isa fact.
The fact of non-perception becomes inexplicable if the silver
perceived at first be real. This inexplicability is removed when
it is presumed that the silver was unreal or illusory. This is an
example of drstarthapatti,

SrutdrthApatti is of two kinds, viz., one which is due to the
failure on the part of a speaker to make a grammatically com-
plete statement ( ®fivrmiifs ) and one which is due to the
unintelligibility of the meaning of a grammatically complete
statement { #ffeArgeafs ). In the former only a part of a sen-
tence is spoken, which does not express the speaker’s intention
fully and the hearer presumes the missing word or words,
When the speaker utters merely the word “dviiram’ ( door), it
is incomplete without a verbin the imperative mood and the
hearer cannot understand what to do with the door. The spea-
ker knows what the hearer should do, but since he has missed
to utter the appropriate word, the hearer cannot follow his
command unless he presumes the missing word, say, ‘pidhehi’
(close ). Similarly when one hears the scriptural command
‘vidvajitA yajeta ( should perform thé visvajit sacrifice ), the
sentence is found to be grammatically incomplete without a
subject and hence the word ‘svarga-kiimah’ ( one who desires
heaven ) is presumed. In the second kind of Srutirthipatti
the inexplicability of the meaning of a sentence leads to the
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presumption of a fact. For example, the inexplicability of the

meaning of the sentence “svargakdmo jyotistomena yajeta’ ( one

who desires heaven should perform the jotistoma sacrifice )

leads to the presumption of apiirva, a potency produced by the

performance and abiding in the performer’s soul till the attain-

ment of heaven. The performance of the sacrifice isa transi-*
tory event while heaven can be attained only after death. 1If the
performance of the said sacrifice is the cause of attaining heaven

the latter should follow immediately, since a cause is always
followed immediately by its effect. Thus the meaning of the
sentence is unintelligible because jyotistoma is said to be the
cause of heaven, the effect, though the cause does not imme-
diately produce the effect. This unintelligibility is removed by
presuming an intermediary in the form of aplrva. Another
example is the presumption of the illusory nature of bondage
on hearing the scriptural statement “Tarati “Sokam dtmavit’ ( the
knower of self transcends grief ). Griefis another name of
bondage and the statement declares that knowledge is the means
of freeing oneself from bondage. But if bondage is a real thing,
how can knowledge help ? Therefore, in order to avoid this
incongruity it is presumed that bondage is not real but illusory.
The illusion of rope-snake can be avoided only by the right

knowledge of the rope and similarly the illusion of bondage

can be avoided only by the right knowledge of self.%4

The Vedantic account of arthapatti differs from the Bhitta
in three main respects : ( 1 ) Dharmarija does not specify the
cause of inexplicability while according to the Bhitta apparent
contradiction is the cause. In most of the examples of artha-
patti given by Dharmardja we find that an element ef contra-
diction is involved. But in the example of the first kind of
$rutArthapatti we do not find any contradiction, though inex-
plicability or unintelligibility is there. According to the Bhigta
too, importation of & word in order to complete a sentence is
an instance of srutirthdpatti ; and hence according to the rule
that apparent contradiction is the instrumental causeof pre-
sumption, we should expect apparent contradiction here also.

24. VP, Chapier V.
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But actually there is no contradiction of any sort here. There
is contradiction when a known fact conflicts with our past gene-
ral experience, i. e. when what happens is opposed to what
we expect to happen according to our past experience. But
when someone utters the word ‘dvAram’ there is nothing
which happens to conflict with our past experience. What we
expect is that the speaker should speak something more while
he does not speak more. It would involve contradiction if we
expected one additional word appropriate in the context and
the speaker uttered a different word. For example, if the spea-
ker says ‘close the door’ when it is too hot inside, the sentence
gives rise to a conflict because the word ‘close’ cannot be
expected in the situation. Of course, ina way the utterance
of the word ‘dvaram’ also produces conflict in so far as the
hearer does not know for the time being whether he should
close the door or see it or break it. But this is not a conflict
between two cognitions or facts, because it occurs between two
or more subjective responses of the hearer aroused by the word
‘dviiram’, while the word itself is not one of the conflicting
parties. Therefore, the unintelligibility caused by the utterance
of the word ‘dviram’ is not due to its incompatibility with our
experience, but due to the failure on the part of the speaker
to express his intention fully. The presumption of the word
‘pidhehi’ in this case is like framing an hypothesis, and the
situation that it seeks to explain is far more complex than the
mere utterance of the word ‘dvram’. The hearer presumes
the appropriate word not merely on hearing the word ‘dviram’
but also on perceiving the other details, e. g. the existing state
of the door, the weather etc.

(2) The contradiction in the example of drstarthapatti
is between two specific cognitions, viz. ‘this is silver’ and ‘this
is not silver’ and it is not apparent but real because the two
:‘:ugnixions cannot be simultaneously true. This seems to be
inconsistent with the Bhifta view. According to the Bhaifta
view a contradiction can be reconciled through presumption
only when one of the conflicting cognitions is general and the
other specific, in which case the contradiction is merely appa-
rent. The Bhifta view that a real contradiction cannot be
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reconciled seems to be true because the term ‘reconciliation’
implies that the claim of the conflicting cognitions to be true
is justified through presumption, while in the case of real con-
tradiction one of the cognitions is really false and hence its
claim to be true can never be justified. Thus there can be no
reconciliation in the proper sense between the cognitions ‘this
is silver’ and ‘this is not silver’ through the presumption that
the first one is false. However, itis wrong to say that the
contradiction which leads to presumption lies between two
cognitions. “The contradiction which is reconciliable primarily
lies not between two cognitions but between a fact and our
general experience or between two facts whose co-existence
seems to be inexplicable, The fact that living Caitra is not
present in the house is inconsistent with my general experience
that he was found in the house whenever 1 wentto see him.
This inconsistency is not logical but psychological. In Dharma-
rija’s example of drstarthdpatti the contradiction lies between
the facts that silver is perceived from a distance and that on
making a closer approach it is not found where it was per-
ceived; and this contradiction is reconciled by presuming that
what was perceived from a distance was not real but illusory
silver, because if it were real it could not hgve disappeared
so soon without any visible cause. The co-existence of silver
and no silver is inexplicable otherwise than on the presumption
of the illusory nature of silver.

(3) In érutdrthdpatti, according to the Bhitta view, there
is always the presumption of a word or sentence, while ac-
cording to the Veddnta view there is sometimes the pre-
sumption of a word and sometimes the presumption of a
fact. The Vediinta view seemsto bea compromise between
the Bhitta and Pribhikara views. When a person utters a
grammatically incomplete sentence, i. e. a sentence in which the
subject or the object or the verb is missing, the hearer always
presumes 8 word or words. Itis true that the incompleteness
of the sentence is detected by understanding the fact to which
the sentence refers, for example, one who hears the word
*dvaram’ discovers that the speaker’s statement is incomplete
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only when he understands the situation that the weather is
cold and the door is open. But then the incompleteness is not
removed simply by presuming the fact that the door is to be
closed. Suppose the speaker utters the word ‘door’ and makes
a gesture to close it or utters the word ‘close’ and points with
his finger towards the door. Yet the expectancy created in
the mind of the hearer is not relieved unless the required word
is uttered. We actually find that sometimes the hearer him-
self utters involuntarily the word or words left unuttered by
the speaker. This fact favours the Vedinta view. On hearing
the word ‘dviram’ the hearer closes the door, but at the same
time he feels that the speaker ought to have spoken the com-
plete sentence ‘dviiram pidhehi’, and thus he himself supplies
the word ‘pidhehi’. When, however, a sentence is grammati-
cally complete but the sense involves some inconsistency, it
is not a word thatis presumed but some fact. A man says
that Devadatta is fat and does not eat in the day. The state-
ment is grammatically complete. But the hearer who pre-
sumes that Devadatta cats at night does not feel that the speaker
ought to have spoken the clause ‘Devadatta eats at night’ in
addition. Devadatta’s eating at night isreally a fact implied
in his fatness in the absence of eating in the day. ' The speaker
himself may be ignorant of this implication. How can then
the hearer feel that the speaker has missed to utter the said
clause ? Hence it is more reasonable to say that the object
of arthiipatti in the present case is a fact rather than a clause.
This type of arthdipatti is equivalent to drawing the impli-
cation of a statement. Thus the Vedinta view of drutdrth@patti
is: more reasonable than the Bhijta and Pribhikara views.
Abhidhan@nupapatti leads to the presumption of the word
which together with the actually uttered word forms a com-
plete statement; and abhihitinupapatti leads to the presump-
tion of afact which resolves the conflictin thesense of an

already complete statement.

4. Arthapatti is different from Anumana

’ Let us tnku‘ the example of Caitra’s presence outside his
ouse and see if it can be satisfactorily explained as a case of
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anumdna, The given fact in this example is Caitra’s absence
in the house. That which isto be known from this fact can
be stated in two forms, viz. ‘Caitra is present in outside space’
and ‘outside space is one in which Caitra is present” Ac-
cordingly the minor term is either Caitra or outside space,
But what is the middle term ? The middle term is always the
property of the minor term. In the present case absence can-
not be the middle term since it is mota property either of
Caitra or of outside space, Absence is apprehended in the
house. Therefore, it can reasonably be the property of the
house alone. Can then the house qualified by the absence be
the middle term ? No, because the house can never be a
property of Caitra or of outside space. What is apprehended
is the absence and the house. Caitra and outside space are
not apprehended at the time. How can then absence in the
house be related to Caitra or outside space ? However, im-
perceptibility can be related to Caitra because when the person
goes to Caitra’s house he does not perceive him there. Can
we then make the imperceptibility the middle term and say
that Caitra is present in the outside space because he is im-
perceptible inside the house? No, because imperceptibility
is not directly related to the major term, viz. presence outside.
From the imperceptibility it is directly ascertained that Caitra is
absent from the house. It cannot have the double function
of leading simultancously totwo inferences, viz, that Caitra
is not in the house and that he is outside. Thus impercepti-
bility and absence in the house both singly are useless for our
purpose, because the former is related to the minor term,
Caitra, but is not related to the major term ‘presence outside
the house’, and the latter may be related to the major term
but is not related to the minor term. There is another diffi-
culty also. In anumina the minor term is apprehended prior
to the major term. 1t seeks to prove that a formerly unknown
property (% ) belongs to a well known property-possessor
(wf@ ). Butin the casein question the property-possessor,
viz. Caitra or outside space, is not apprehended. -So, how
can anything be proved about it through anuména? Here
Kumirila anticipates the following objection. From the rise
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in river-water rain in higher regions is known and this is re-
cognised by all asa case of inference. But according to the
above reasoning it cannot be so, since the minor term *higher
regions” is not seen, so that there can be no paksadharmati:
i. e. the middle term ‘rise in river-water’ cannot be related to
the minor term. Kumirila’s answer is that the minor term
in the said case is not *higher regions’ but it is the ‘region in
which the rise in river-water is seen’ and then the conclusion
of the syllogism will be “this place is one whose higher regions
have rain' instead of ‘the higher regions are such as have rain.’
But this answer does not seem satisfactory. It is a mere verbal
manipulation. Inspite of the change in statement the facts
are not altered because the rain occurs in the higher regions
while the rise in river-water is seen in this place. And if the
change in statement can make the syllogism flawless, then in
the case of Caitra’s presence outside too we can make the
house minor term instead of Caitra. Anticipating this ob-
jection Kumadrila says that the knowledge of rain in the higher
regions is not a case of inference but of arthipatti.”®
Pérthasarathi says that Kumdrila's answer is futile ( sreget ).
There is no lack of paksadharmatd, i. e. the relation between
the minor term “Caitra’ and the piddle term ‘absence in the

house’. The relation is obvious when we go to Caitra’s house
and find that he is absent. It is not a condition of inference that
the minor term should always be perceived. Though Caitra is
not perceived, yet he is remembered. Thus the syllogism “Caitra
is present outside the house because he is absent in the house,
and whoever is absent in the house is present outside, like
myself’, is quite valid and similarly the syllogism which proves
be occurrence of rain in the higher regions also is valid.
Therefore, cither arthdpatti is not different from anumdna or
it is different the proper reason should be stated.2®

What follows is the proper argument for the non-inclusion
of arthdpatti in anumana. Those who attempt 1o reduce artha-
Patti to syllogistic form cannot make Caitra's non-existence in

25. SV, Arthapatti, 10~18 & NR and KK on ibid,
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the house the middle term, since by itself it is non-conclu-
sive—when a man is not present in the house we cannot
say that he is present outside, because he may be dead. Non-
existence in the house devoid of Caitra’s beéing alive is nota
proof of Caitra's existencg outside. The fact of Caitra’s being
alive too cannot be made the middle term, because itis as
much concomitant with his existence in the house as with his
existence outside, Therefore, the opponet should say that
Caitra’s non-existence in the house together with the fact that
he is alive is the middle term which proves the major term
‘Caitra’s existence outside’. This, however, cannot be done. We
cannot apprehend the togetherness of the fact of Caitra’s non-
existence in the house and the fact of his being alive without
the knowledge of his existence outside. In a syllogism the
knowledge of the major term follows from the knowledge of
the middle term and the latter knowledge is independent of the
former. For example, the knowledge of the smoke is indepen-
dent of the knowledge of fire. Smoke is perceived independen-
tly of fire. Smoke is the middle term and fire the major term.
First we have the cognition of the middle term and subsequen-
tly the cognition of the major term. But in the present case
we cannot have the cognition of the middle term independen-
tly of the cognition of the major term; and as soon aswe
cognise the middle term, viz. the togetherness of Caitra’s non-
existence in the house and his being alive, we also cognise
simultaneously Caitra’s existence outside. Caitra’s existence
( being alive ) and non-existence (in the house ) cannot be
combined together without dragging in or including difference
of place. There is an incompatibility between existence and
non-existence, so that they cannot be combined together. We
cannot make simultaneously the two assertions, viz. thai
“Caitra exists’ and that ‘he does not exist’ without implying that
he exists in one place and does not exist in other place. Thus
the cognition of Caitra’s existence in general and his non-
existence in the house itself is the cognition of his existence
outside the house, so that there remains nothing to be known
after knowing the middle term. The minor premise *Caitra
exists and does not exist in the house’ cannot be possible unless
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the fact of Caitra’s existence outside is introduced. Caitra’s
existence outside is presupposed by the fact of his being alive
and absent in the house. The former does not follow from the
latter. Hence if the former is made the conclusion of'a syllo-
gism in which the latter is the minor_premise, the syllogism
will involve the fallacy of petitio. principii.  Arthapatti, how-
ever, is free from this fallacy because itis a syllogistic fallacy,
and arthiipatti is different from syllogistic reasoning in so far
as in the former we proceed from the awareness of a conflict
between two well ascertained facts through the presumption of
some other fact to the resolution of the conflict, while in the
latter we proceed from the cognition of the middle term through
the remembrance of its invariable connection with the major
term to the cognition of the major term. Arthapatti, unlike
syllogism to which it is proposed to be reduced, is not invalid,
because the causes of invalidity, viz. doubt, illusion and non-

cognition, are absent and the cause of validity, viz. non-contra-
diction is pesent 27

Another reason why arthipatti cannot be included in anu-
- mina is that it does not stand in need of the knowledge of
Vvyapti while the latter cannot proceed without it. Vyidpti is
a generalization based on a frequent and uncontradicted expe-
rience of two things together and in anumana vydpti which
constitutes the major premise is known prior to the conclusion,
Arthfipatti, on the other hand, is independent of the knowledge
of vylipti. 1t is true that there is vylpti between non-existence
inside the house and existence outside, but it is not known
prior to the presumption of Caitra’s existence outside, so that
it cannot be the cause of the cognition that Caitra is outside.
Even one who has never experienced the concomitance of non-
existence inside and existence outside presumes that a person
who is not inside is present outside. Moreover, the proof of
the said concomitance is no other than arthdpatti. From the
inexplicability of the fact that Caitra exists and does not exist
in the house it is presumed that he exists outside and then we

become aware of the relation between non-existence inside
—-.-__———_ -

27, SV, Arthtpatti, 19-29 and KK & NR.
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and existence outside. The conclusion of a syllogism is the
result of applying a general empirical rule to a particular case:
but in the case in question arthdpatti is the means of knowing
the general rule. This establishes the distinctness of arthiipatti
from anumina 28

The opponent may object that arthipatti is not the only means
of knowing the relation between non-existence in one place
and existence elsewhere, because it is just possible for one
who stands at the door and perceives Caitra in the garden to
know the relation. This is true and in this way there may be
no need of arthipatti for knowing the vyaptiin the caseof
some person in some instances. But we cannot do away with
arthipatti for ever, because though in some cases arthapatii is
an alternative means of knowing the vyapti in others it is the
only means. For example, the vydpti between existence in
one place and non-existence in all other places cannot be
known otherwise than through arthdpatti, The relation be-
tween existence in one place and non-existence in all other
places cannot be established by experience, since, though one
of the terms is directly known, the second is not known—we
can know Caitra’s non-existence in those places only where
we actually goand do not find him, but the number of such
places is strictly limited. Non-apprehension cannot be the
means of knowing the second term, viz. Caitra’s non-existence
in all places other than the place where he actually exists,
The person who perceives Caitra in one place knows through
non-apprehension his absence in those places only which are
visible to him. But non-apprehension cannot ascertsin Caitra’s
absence in distant places which are not in contact with his
eyes. To ascertain Caitra’s non-existence through non-appre-
hension the person must go to every place other than where
he exists, which, since the number of such places is unlimited,
is impracticable. The opponent says that if non-existence is
ascertained not merely by non-apprehension but by non-
apprehension in a place where one actually goes, then since
it is impossible for one to go to all the places where fire does

_-_23- Ibid. 30-38.
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not exist, the proposition ‘where there is no fire there is no
smoke' cannot be established. The answer is that this fact
undermines the position of only those who hold that the vyapti
from which an inference is drawn, must be universal and
negative in form. It has, however, been already shown that
vyipti is affirmative in form and that it is established by a uni-
form and uncontradicted experience of the coexistence of the
probans and the probandum ip a limited number of instances,
so that there is no necessity of knowing all the instances of
the negation of the probandum and the negation of the probans,
Now if, the opponent again objects, the universal relation be-
tween smoke and fire can be established through the experience
of a limited number of the places where they co-exist, then
the relation between existence in one place and non-existence
in all other places alsocan be established through the experience
of Caitra’s presence in one place and his absence in the ad-
joining place—we know from the co-existence of smoke and
fire in a few places that they co-exist everywhere and likewise
we can know from the absence in a few places of Caitra who
is known to be present in one particular place that he is absent
everywhere else. To this the answer is that the two cases are
not parallel. In the case of the vyipti between smoke and
fire the terms are of a limited extension and are found to be
present in their entirety in the few places in which they are
observed together. Butin the case of the vylipti between ex-
istence ‘in one place and non-existence everywhere else, the
latter term of the relation is of an unlimited extension, so that
it cannot be known in its entirety in a few experiences, though
the first term is known in its entirety. The opponent again
says that we can know Caitra’s nonexistence through inference
as follows: All places are devoid of Caitra, because they
are places other than the one in which he is present, like the
place in front. But this inference is inconclusive because it
can be counter-balanced by the following inference. All
places are those which are not devoid of Caitra, because they
are other than the ope in front, like the place where Caitra
18 present. Thus Caitra’s non-existence everywhere else can
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be known neither by non-apprehension nor by inference so
that the vyipti between existence in one place and non-exis-
tence in all other places cannot be established in the above
ways.2?

How then is it known that Caitra who exists in one place
does not simultaneously exist in other places? Kumirila
says that it is known through arthdpatti : “The fact that the
man asa wholeis found in one place cannot be establish
otherwise than through the fact that he does not exist in other
places, so that the knowledge of his non-existence everywhere
else is based on arthipatti”3 Sucaritamiéra explains the
process of arthdipatti involved here as follows : The fact that
Caitra as a whole is apprehended in one place would be ip-
explicable if Caitra existed in some other place also. Existing
things are of two kinds, viz. those having a finite extension and
those having an infinite extension. The objects of the latter
kind are in contact with every point of space. But Caitra is
not of this kind. He has a limited number of parts joined
together. If he were partly elsewhere we could not perceive
him here as a whole. Therefore, he has a finite extension and
thus when he is in one place, it is absurd to think that he is in
other placesalso. Now what is the inexplicability in the fact
of Caitra’s presence in one place which leads to the presumption
of his absence everywhere else ? The presence of Caitra ag
a whole in one place does not appear to be inconsistent with
anything, while the source of inexplicability is said to be an
apparent inconsistency. Sucaritamifra’s answer is that the
presence of Caitra as a whole in one place is inconsistent
with the inference of his presence elsewhere and that the pre-
sumption of Caitra’s absence elsewhere confirms the inference
of his absence elsewhere by sublating the inference of his
presence elsewhere.

This answer is, however, not at all satisfactory. From Cai-
tra’s presence in one place we know that he is absent every-

29, 1Ibid. 3345,
30. Ibid. 46—47.
31. KK on ibid.
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where else. Caitra’s presence in one placeis the given fact.
There is no inconsistency in it which may be removed by pre-
suming his absence elsewhere. There isan inconsistency between
Caitra’s simultaneous presence and absence in the same place;
but this is not a given fact.

Parthasdrathi explains the process of arthdpatti in a diffe-
rent way. It is known through inference that Caitra who has
limited dimensions cannot simultaneously reside in different
places, and it is known through perception that he resides in
the place in contact with the eyes. If Caitra is supposed to be
present in other places, then the inference that he capnot exist
in two places simultaneously is contradicted ; and ifhe is
supposed to be non-existing here then the perception of his
presence here is contradicted. To avoid this contradiction it is
presumed that Caitra is absent everywhere else.?

Pirthasarathi's explanation too is unsatisfactory. The con-
tradiction pointed out by him lies not between the inferred fact
and the perceived fact, but between the inferred fact and the
. perceived fact on the one hand and a mere supposition, viz.
presence elsewhere, on the other. As a matter of fact, Caitra’s
absence everywhere else is a deduction from ‘a finite thing exis-
ting in one place cannot exist in other places’, as the major
premise and “Caitra is a finite thing existing in this place’ as
the minor premise. It follows not from any opposition between
these two, as it should have been if it were a case of arthdpatti,
but from a cooperation between them, as is the case in anu-
mina. There is one important difference between the expla-
nations offered by Sucaritamiéra and Parthasirathi., According
to the former the relation between existence in one place and
non-existence in all other places is given by arth@patti, while
according to the latter it is a generalization from the experience
of one's own body which, everyone knows, is not in other places
when it is in one place. As a matter of fact this is not a gene-
ralization from experience, but is a necessary implication of the
notion of finitude. Thata finite thing cannot exist in more
than one place at a time is a werbal or analytic proposition,

32, NR on ibid,
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i, e, the predicate here is a partofthe connotation of the subject.
To say that a thing is finite is to mean that it occupies a limited
portion of space and that when it is occupying one limited
portion of space it cannot occupy other portions, because
portion of space cannot be identical with the whole of it. Thus
the universal proposition ‘no finite thing can exist in different
places at the same time’ is not an empirical generalization as
Parthasairathi thinks. That it is a case of arthdipatti is not true,
because, according to the definition, there should be some
inexplicability in a well ascertained fact, while there is no
inexplicability in the perceived fact of the presence of a person
in one place, and this has been admitted by Sucaritamisra
also. The fact becomes inexplicable only when Caitra,
who is a finite being, is supposed to be present simultane-
ously in other places also. But this sort of inexplicability is
different from the one which leads to arthdpatti, e, g. the
inexplicability involved in Devadatta’s fatness inspite of his
fasting during the day. The contradiction in the present case
is not real but hypothetical. The assertion that a thing can
be present in many places at the same timeis inconsistent
with the fact thatit is finite; therefore, we have to deny it.
Thus the said instance is nota case of arthipatti. It is how-
ever a case of arthdpatti according to an earlier definition
which is found in Vatsydyana's Bhisya on NS. By arthapatti
Vitsydyana means “apprehending from opposition what is not
directly stated in a proposition.”3® From the proposition
that a finite thing is present in a particular place at a particular
time we apprehend that it is not present in other places at the
same time, because the denial of this latter factis opposed to
the notion of finitude. Arthapatti in this sense is implication
rather than presumption.

5. Can Anumana be reduced to Arthapatti ?
Parthasdrathi raises the question whether anumina could
be included in arthdpatti, Letus consider the case of the in-
o nET TR IEEt T TeEETER,  araah: —
Bhisya on NS 2. 2, 2,
22 P.M.
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ference of fire on the hill. We know that where there is smoke
there is fire and we perceive smoke on the hill. Now if there
were no fire on the hill the proposition *where there is smoke
there is fire’ would be false or our perception of smoke would
be false. This is the element of conflict; and the inference of
the presence of fire may be taken as a means of resolving this
conflict, in which case the inference is arth@patti only. Partha-
sarathi’s answer is that though the cognition of fire on the hill
arrived at in the aforesaid manner may be arthipatti, yet the
cognition that where there is smoke there is fire is not arrived
at through arthipatti The vydpti between smoke and fire
is the result of anumina based on the experience of particular
instances of smoke and fire. Smoke and fire are seen together
in the hearth and this fact does not involve any contradiction
if the invariable concomitance between smoke and fire is not
recognised. The proposition ‘some cases of smoke are cases
of fire' is true even though the proposition ‘all cases of smoke
are cases of fire' be false, Thus there being no contradiction
here there is no scope for arthipatti, And as some cases at
least of anum@na cannot be brought under arthdpatti, the two
should be admitted to be distinct pramiinas. The distinction
between the two having been recognised there is no harm if
the same cognition arises through anuména or arthipatti. The
knowledge of fire on the hill may be arrived at by anumina
or arthdpatti, yet this does not mean that anumdna and arthi-
patti are not distinct from each other. When the knowledge
of fire on the hill arises from the recollection of the vyapti
between smoke and fire it is anumana; and when it is preceded
by the consciousness of inconsistency it is arthdpatti. Thus
the processes are different and none can be reduced to the
other. ™

Pirthasdrathi’s answer, however, is not accepted by the
later Bhittas. It has been shown on the Chapter on Anumina
that Parthasarathi’s view that the knowledge of vydpti is based
on avumana is not accepted by others. Asa matter of fact,
there is no conflict between the knowledge that all cases of

34. SD,p. 70.
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smoke are cases of fire and that the hill has smoke. The pre:
sence of fire on the hill is inferred from the perception of
smoke on it consistently with the knowledge that where there
is smoke there is fire. There is no inconsistency heré, so that
it cannot b2 a case of arthipatti. Thus the presence of fire
on the hill is known through anum@ina. But when the fire
known in this way is not found in the higher regions of the hill
its presence in the lower region is presumed to remove the
inexplicability of the fact that fire is present though it is not
present in the higher regions of the hill.3®

6. Conclusion

In the course of our exposition we have also critically exa-
mined the various arguments for and against arthipatti and
there is no need to repeat the criticisms here. We found thé
Bhatta arguments partly confused and wrong. But inspite of
this arthipatti may be accepted asa distinct form of know-
ledge. 1Ininference there is no element of conflict while in
arthipatti there is. When the smoke is perceived on the hill
there is not felt any conflict between this perception and our
previous experiences. We infer the presence of fire in accor-
dance with our past experience of the concomitance of smoke
and fire. In inference an unperceived thing is cognised with
the help of a linga consistently with the past knowledge of
vydpti. In presumption, on the other hand, something is assu-
med to remove the conflict of a known fact with our past
experience. Thus the one difference between inference and
presumption is that while the former does not start from the
consciousness of contradiction the latter does. This is
because in the former something usual or familiar is appre-
hended while in the latter something unusual or strange is
apprehended : in the former something is cognised which
fits in well with the other known facts while in the latter some-
thing is cognised or not cognised which does not fit in with
the other known facts. This is the difference between the two
in their starting points. There isa difference in their ends

35. MM, p. 125.
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also. In inference the process starts from the cognition of onz
thing and ends in the cognition of an unknown second thing.
But in presumption the process starts from a factas unexplained
and ends in the same fact as explained without stopping at
the intermediary which is presumed. In the inference of fire
on the hill the process starts from the perception of the smoke
and ends in the knowledge of fire. Butin the presumption of
Devadatia’s presence outside the house the process starts from
his absepce in the house which is unaccounted for and through
the presumption of his stay outside ends in the absence in the
house as fully accounted for. In inference the beginning is diffe-
rent from the end, while in presumption the beginning and the
end co-incide with each other, and the process is not complete
till there is a return to the starting point. Thus inference and
presumption are fundamentally different processes. However,
we can test the validity of the presumption by putting it ina
syllogistic form. In the end it should be remarked that presu-
mption is not the same thing as disjunctive syllogism. Some
modern writers think that presumption is disjunctive syllogism.
This is untenable, because there is no element of contradiction
in & disjunctive syllogism, It is, however, easier to give pre-
sumption the form ofa disjunctive syllogism and then judge
its validity by the rules of disjunctive reasoning.



CHAPTER X

NEGATION

We frequently use sentences containing the word ‘not’. In
logic the distinction of affirmative and negative judgments is
well known. A judgment may be true or false. Itis said to
be true or false according as there is or is not a fact correspon-
dingtoit. Afactisa thingora thing having a property or
4 thing having a certain relation with some other thing. Itis
& mode of existence. Now so far as a true affirmative judg-
ment is concerned there is some positive fact corresponding
toit. Buta true negative judgment creates a problem, It
would seem proper to assert that as in the case of a true affir-
mative judgment so in the case of a true negative judgment
also there is some corresponding negative fact, But the
term “negative fact’ appears to be self-contradictory. Negation
is non-existence. ‘Thereis no book on the table’ means the
non-existence of a book on the table. Buta factis a form of
existence. Thus a negative fact would mean that non-existence
is a form of existence. The problem of negation has provoked
much thought in modern philosophy, and in view of the solu-
tions so far offered itseems to be a hard nutto crack. The
problem may be stated in the following forms: Are there
negative facts ? If there are, what is the source of our knowledge
of them ? 1 there are not, what is the explanation of negative
judgments ? An affirmative answer to the first question will
give an objective view of negation and a negative answer will
give a subjective view. Modern philosophers are generally
inclined to favour the subjective view. Bradley and Bergson
are some of the important names. Russell is another. Accor-
ding to Russell the word ‘not” can safely be eliminated from
language. He says, “......... the question whether there are ne-
gative facts......... raise difficulties. These niceties, howaver,
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are largely linguistic.” The problem of negation was as alive
in ancient India as it is today and in the following pages we
will see what solution the Indian philosophers offer.

1. Kumarila’s View?

Kumdrila holds an objective view of negation. Negative
facts are classified into four groups, viz. (1 ) prior negation
{ grmsra ). ( 2 ) posterior negation { w#mE ), (3 ) mutual ne-
gation ( s=i=gms ) and (4) absolute negation ( w&Fare -
The negation of an effect, e. g. curds, in its cause, viz. milk,
prior to its birth is an instance of prior negation. The child
born in 1955 did not exist in 1954. The marks of ink on this
paper were absent some moments ago. These are negative
facts of the first kind. The negation of a cause in its effect
after the production of the latter is an instance of posterior
negation. The non-existence of a thing after its destruction is
a negative fact, The non-existence of a man after his death
is a fact of the second kind., A cow is not a horse and a hosse
is not a cow. The paper which is blue in colour is not at the
same time green, and another which is green is not blue. These
are cases of mutual negation. The non-existence of a sky-flower,
the absence of horns on a donkey's skull etc. are instanges of
absolute negation.

We frequently have such negative judgments as ‘the soul
does not have a shape’, ‘there is no poton the ground' etc.,
and they are found to be valid. This is a sufficient ground for
the reality of negation. If there were no negative facts corres-
ponding to our valid negative judgments, the latter would
always be false. The falsity of a judgment implies the truth of
its contradictory. If negative facts are not recognised, the con-
tradictories of ‘there is no milk in curds’, ‘a cow is not a hogse’,
‘the soul has no form’ etc., viz. ‘there is milk in the curds’, ‘a
cow is a horse’, “the soul has form’ and so on would be true. To
avoid such an absurdity we are forced to recognise negative
facts. Our discrimination between cause and effect and the

1, Hyman Eoowledge, p. 160.
1, 8V, Abava.
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differences among things are grounded on the reality of ne-
gation. There are four wvarieties of negation. If negation were
unreal it could not have varieties. A sky-flower which is an
unreal thing can have no varieties,

The knowledge of a negative fact arisesin the form of a
negative judgment. When there is no jar before me, I judge
that ‘there is no jar’. This judgment is as primary as the judg-
ment that I make when there is a jar before me. Affirmative
and negative judgments are equally primary psychologically
as well as logically. Tam not conscious of any other judg-
ment from which the negative judgment ‘there is no jar’ is
derived, nor does this judgment stand in need of premises
from which it can follow as a conclusion. A thing has a double
form, one positive and the other negative. A jar is a jar be-
cause it is a jar, and because itis not a cloth or some other
thing. It is positive in its own form and negative in the form
of other things. Both the positive and the negative forms of
it constitute its being and hence they are equally fundamental.
Therefore, both the affirmative and negative judgments, which
represent the positive and negative aspects of a thing respe-
ctively; are equally fundamental. Though a thing possesses a
positive as well as a negative form, yet sometimes it reveals
one form to our consciousness and sometimes the other. Some-
times we judge that a particular thing is blue and sometimes
that it is not green. What determines our judgment is largely
our interest at the moment. The moment when we are inter-
ested in the positive aspect of a thing that aspect is revealed
to us and the negative aspect in which we are not interested
remains concealed. Some people hold that a negative judgment
presupposes an affirmative one, while an affirmative judgment
does not presuppose a negative one. When, for instance, we
judge that a thing is not blue our judgment implicitly refers
to the affirmative judgment that the thing is green, but when
we judge that the thing is green there is no implicit reference
to its not being blue. On this ground it is concluded that
affirmative judgments are primary and negative ones derivative.
1t is also said that the positive form of a thing constitutes its
being and the negative form is super-imposed on it by thought.



344 PURVA MIMANSA

But this is wrong.. When we say ‘this is the same thing’, it is
implied that it is not some other thing. And when we say ‘it
is not that thing®, it is implied that *it is something else’. Posi-
tion and negation are thus complementary to each other. If
we describe a thing in terms of what it is our description would
not be complete until we describe it in terms of what it is not.
Thus the function of the word ‘not’ is obviously very important
and it cannot be eliminated.

Now what is the pramina involved in our knowledge of
negative facts 7 The pramina according to Kumdrila is non-
apprehension ( #5v=f%: ) and it is a distinct means of cognition.
The source of our negative judgments is neither perception nor
syllogistic inference, Perception, inference etc. are the means
of knowing the positive aspect of things. In perception the
objectis some positive entity. The sense-organs and manas
act in some positive way and there isa corresponding modal
change in the soul. But when the object concerned is negative,
¢. 8. the absence of a jar on the ground, thereis no sense-
activity and no corresponding modification of the soul. What-
ever sense-activity or modification of the soul there may be,
it pertains not to the absent object butto the object that is
present instead of the former. Absence of knowledge is thus
the means of the knowledge of absence. 1In knowledge there is
a subjective activity corresponding to some objective fact. When
the objective fact is positive, the corresponding subjective actj-
vity also is positive, and it takes the form of a positive pras
mina, & g perception, inference etc. When the objective
fact is negative, the corresponding subjective: activity in a simi-
lar way should be negative. The means of knowing negative
facts cannot be perception or inference, which are positive
means. In perception there is a contact of a sense-organ with
an appropriate object. Contact is possible only between two
existing things. The eye of the perceiver, and the jar on the
ground both are existing things and from the eye-jar contact
the perception of the jar arises. But when the jar does not
exist onthe ground, how can there be any sense-conmtact ?
Hence the knowledge of the absence of the jar cannot be per-



. CHAPTER'X 345

ceptual. There is no doubt that we make the judgment ‘there
i§ no jar on the ground’ validly with our eyes open and fixed
on the spot where the jar would he expected. Buthere the
eye-functioning pertains to the ground which is a positive
entity. There can be no pure negation. Negation is always
of some positive entity in some positive locus. Sofar as the
positive ‘locus of the jar is concerned, the cognition is per-
ceptual and so far as the counterorrelate of negation, viz.
the jar, is concerned the knowledge is memory, but the negation
itself is known neither through perception nor through memory
but purely through the manas.®

Here we should guard against some possible misinterpreta-
tions of Kumdrila's view. It is obvious that the words ‘purely
through the manas’ cannot mean that the negative judgment
is an ideal or intellectnal construction, since, otherwise, nega-
tion would be deprived of its objective character. The possibility
of interpreting the words as meaning that negation is mentally
perceived also is ruled out, since only the soul and its quali-
ties such . as pleasure, painetc. are the objects of mental per-
ception. Mental perception is what is gencrally called in-
trospection. But negation which is supposed to be an objec-
tive fact cannot be an object of introspection. The negation
of the jar on the ground is a fact belonging to the outside
world. How can it be known through introspection ? More-
over, when Kumirila says that non-apprehension is different
from perception, it is clear that it is different from introspection
also which is a form of perception. Hence the remark made
by Dr. P. T. Raju, viz. “The Mimdansakas, for example,
Kumirila, hold that it (negation) is not perceived by our
senses but by our mind, though it isreal. It isan object of Méana-
sapratyaksa, not of indriya-pratyaksa™,* is totally misleading.

The absence of sense-functioning in the cognition of nega-
tion is proved by the following example. A man goes out
in the morning. In the evening somebody asks him if Caitra

3. IpfreET qEgaRaTd a5 siygifieeg ;
ars FifEamme S AsgElggr — 8V, Abhava, 27.
4. Proceedings of the Indian Philosophical Congress, 1939, p. 64.
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was in his house in the morning, and he answers that Caitra
was not there, Now there is no sense-functioning in this case.
And henceit cannot be a case of perception but isa case of
non-apprehension. Sucaritamiéra points out that it is nota
case of memory even. It cannot bea case of the memory of
an earlier perception. In the morning when the man was in
his house, the idea of Caitra did not occur to him and so he
could not be conscious of the absence of Caitra at that time.
He becomes conscious of Caitra’s absence in the evening only.
So it cannot be said that he perceived Caitra’s absence in the
morning and remembers it in the evening.

The cognition of negation is not a result of syllogistic
reasoning even, since, unlike the latter, it arises immediately
without being preceded by the cognition of a middle term and
the memory of a vyidpti. The belief in the absence of a jar
on the ground does not seem to derive its strength from any
other belief. In the syllogistic process there must be some
middle term. What can in the present case serve as the middle
term ? Not the jar, since it is not present at the time. The cog-
nition of the absence of the jar arises when its presence is not
cognised, But if the jar itself be present to serve as the middie
term there can be no cognition of its absence. The ground
too, which is perceived, cannot serve as the middle term,
since it is mot invariably related to the absence of the jar.
The present locus of the absence of something is at times
found to be associated with the presence of that thing. More-
over, sometimes we cognise the absence of a thing in a place
where we never previously cognised it. Let, for argument's
sake, it be admitted that a vydpti between a locus and absence
is possible. Now a vydpti between two terms requires a
frequent past experience of the terms related, which must be
independent of the knowledge of the vydpti. This shows that
our first experience of absence cannot be derived through
syllogistic reasoning. It may be said that the non-perception
of the jar can serve as the middle term : ‘the jar is absent, be-
cause it is not perceived.,’ But here, it may be asked, what
exactly is the middle term ? Is it absence of perception in
generol or the absemce of the pesception of the jar in parti-
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cular ? It cannot be the former, since absence of any per-
ception is not concomitant with absence of the jar, It ean-
pot be the latter for the following reasons. The middle term
should be the property of the minor term. Butif the ground
be the minor term, non-perception cannot be related to it,
since it is actually perceived. Let, then, the jar itsell be the
minor term to which non-perception is related. But the jar
is not the probandum i. e.the object to be known through
inference. The probandum is always the minor term qualified
by the major, so that in the present case it would be the exis-
ting jar qualified by some property, while the jar is actually
non-existent. The non-perception is related to the non-exis-
tence of the jar, but the latter cannot be the minor term,
because it is not known, and if it is already known then the in-
ferential process becomes superfluous, The non-perception
of the jar cannot be the middle term for the following reason
too. A thing which is unknown cannot serve as the middle
term. So the non-perception of the jar must be known before
it can serve asthe middle term. But, since, it toois of the
nature of negation and negation, by hypothesis, is known
through non-perception as the middle term, 5o We need another
non-perception to know it. The process, however, involves
the fallacy of infinite regress. And hence the cognition of
negation cannot be syllogistic. Nom-perception immediately
results in the cognition of negation without the intervention
of any other cognition. Therefore, the formeris the pramina
or means of the latter and is different from perception and
syllogistic inference, Non-perception has some affinity with
perception in two respects, viz. that it is immediate like the
latter and that it gives the knowledge of non-existence without
itself being known® just as sense-activity gives the knowledge
of existence without itself being known.

2. Prabhakara’s View®
Prabhikara’s view is opposed to Kumdrila's view. He does

5. N. B, Kum#rila does not actually say this but it is implied in
bis critigism of the view that negation is known infereatially,
6. PR, pp. 120-24.
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not recognise negation as a separate category and non-apprehe-
nsion as a separate pramipa. Non-existence is nothing over
and above existence, and non-perception is nothing over and
above perception. Is then a negative judgment such as “there
is no jar on the ground' invalid ? Mo, it is valid, but there is
no reality corresponding to the word ‘no’. Reility is alweys
positive, and a negative judgment is a subjective mode of appre-
hending it. A negative judgment is valid, not because & nega-
tive fact corresponds to it, but because it refers indirectly to
a positive fact. 'When we say ‘there is no jar on the ground’ it
does not imply that we cognise non-existence in the same
manner 8s we cognise existence, ‘There is a jar' refers to the
existence of the jar as a positive fact. - But ‘there is no jar'
refers to the subjective fact that we do not perceive the jar.
The knowledge of ‘no jar® is not a positive knowledge of a
negative entity, but is a negative knowledge of a positive entity
and the negative knowledge too is not a mode of knowledge
different from positive knowledge. Non-perception of a jar
means perception of the bare ground together with the idea
of the jar which could have been perceived if it were present
there. A positive entity is perceived in two ways. It is per-
ceived sometimes with another positive entity and sometimes
by itself. We perceive the ground sometimes with a jar and
sometimes without it. The perception of a positive entity by
itself is of two kinds according as the other entity is impercepti-
ble or perceptible. When two things are equally perceptible
but we perceive one of them alone, then there arises a valid
negative judment. The ground and the jar are equally per-
ceptible while the ground alone is perceived. This gives rise
to the judgment ‘thereis no jar on the ground. Here an
Objection may be raised. We perceive two things, e. g. the
jar and the ground, and later on we perceive the ground alone.
Now, what is the cause of this difference if not the removal or
destruction of the jar ? 1f it is the latter then Prabhikara must
admit the reality of negation, simce it is what is known as
pradhvansibhiiva or posterior negation, Prabhakara’s answer
10 this objection is that the cause in question is the presence
of the jar elsewhere or the two halves or the pieces into which
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the jar is reduced in case it is destroyed, and these are positive
facts, so that there is no need of admitting posterior negation.
Thus the cognition ‘there is no jar on the ground’ is nothing
but the cognition of the ground alone in terms of a second
thing, viz. the jar which is elsewhere, and this cognition does
not stand in need of another pramfina, because it is self-lumi-
nous ( =917 ).

The Bhitta view that non-perception gives rise to the know-
ledge of negation without itself being knmown is criticised as
follows. There is non-perception when a man is in deep sleep,
but there is no knowledge of absence. This shows that the
knowledge of absence arises only when non-perception itself
is known. Wedo not perceive the jar on the ground and
later on, when someone brings it there, we perceive it. Now,
if non-perception by its mere existence were the ground of
the knowledge of absence there could be no knowledge of the
previous absence of the jar now, since it has come to an end
by the present perception of the jar. Therefore, it must be
admitted that though the previous non-perception has come
to an end, yet by remembering it we come to know the previous
non-existence of the jar. Thus just as an eye taken off from its
socket cannot give the knowledge of presence, so an un-
known non-perception -cannot give the knowledge of ab-
sence. From this what follows is this. To know the absence of a
thing we have to know the absence of the corresponding per-
ception, but as this latter too is absence it can be known only
by another non-perception which is to be known by a third
one and so on ad infinitum, To avoid this infinite regress we
should admit that the absence of a thing is nothing except the
non-perception of it and the non-perception is nothing except
the perception of something else in disguise and that this
latter is self-luminous. This satisfactorily explains the exis-
tence of negative propositions in language.

3. The Buddhist View

The Buddhist view of negation is akin to Prabhikara’s view,
The ‘so-called’ negation is never experienced independently.
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Negation is always expefieniced as pertaining to a particuldar
time, a particular place and 4 particular object which is the
counter-correlate of negation, as, in the case of the négation
of a jarin this room at this time. Now, there would be no
dispute about the reality of negation if it were really related
to the particular time, place etc. But as a matter of fact no
relation is possible. The relation of conjunction { =dt1) sub-
sists between two substances, while negation is not 4 substance,
There can be no samaviya or inhereénce, since othérwisa the
place itself would be non-existent. There can be no rélation
between negation and its counter-correlate, say, jar, becaiise
they are not simultaneous. When there is a jar thete is no
negation of it. How can there be any relation unless the
terms are present at the same time 7 It may be said that there
is the relation of opposition or incompatibility. But what is
the meaning of opposition? The negation of jar would be
opposed to the jar if it existed prior to the jar and thén be-
haved in a way to drive away the jar. But how éan negation
behave in any way? Negation is noreal entity. An eéntity
possesses a specific nature of its own by virtue of which it
differs from other entities; but we do not find any specific
nature of negation which may differentiate it from other entis
ties. So negation is featureless ( frtesse ) and our linguistic
usage, viz. ‘it is not so and so’ is thus to be somhow explained
in terms of position.”

When we say ‘there is no jar’ what we mean is that we do
not see the jar, not that we see the negation of the jar. The
objective fact which justifies the use of these words is positive.,
The assertion ‘there is no jar' is preceded by an inferential
process of which it is the conclusion. Non-apprehension is
the reason ( f& ) in this process. ‘A thing, which is capable
of being apprehended but is not apprehended in the expected
place, is non-existent there; the jar which is capable of being
apprehended is not apprehended on the ground: therefore, it
does not exist there” The reason here is based on identity
of nature ( =xwmaity ). Non-apprehension is identical with non-

7. NM, pp. 64-56 and KK on 5V, Abbiva, 8-10.
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existence. And non-apprehension or absence of apprehension
is not something different from apprehension. Non-appre-
hension of a thing is the same as the apprehension of only
one of the two things which could have been perceived to-
gether. This apprehension of one thing is self-luminous, so
that there can be no infinite regress; and it arises from the
sense-organs alone. The inference may be stated in the fol-
lowing way as well : *The existence of a perceptible thing is
invariably accompanied by its perception; the jar which is a
perceptible thing is not perceived: therefore, it does not
exist.'®

From the above account it appears that the Buddhist posi-
tion is self-contradictory. 1t is said that the negative judgment
‘there is no jar' is a perceptual judgment and at the same time
thatit isa deduction. Dharmottara tries to avoid the incon-
sistency as follows : *...........the negative judgment immedia-
tely following on the perception of the bare placeis a per-
ceptual judgment......However, ( the proper function of negation
consists in the following step ). Objects mights not be per-
ceived, but this only gives rise to doubt, ( the feeling arises as
to which of them might be present). Solong as this doubt
has not been removed, negation has no practical importance,
(it cannot guide our purposive actions ). ( Imagination then
steps in and ) it is thus that negation, ( as a negative deduction )
gives practical significance to the idea of a non-Ens. Since
the object which I imagine as present is not really perceived,
just therefore do 1judge that ‘it is not there.’ Consequently
this negation of an imagined presence ( is an inference which )
gives life to the ready concept of a non-Ens, it does not merely
create this concept itself. Thus it is that ( the author main-
tains that ) the negative judgment receives its practical signi-
ficance ( through an inference ) from challenged imagination,
although itis really produced by sense-perception and only
applied in life ( through the deductive sense-perception whose
logical reason consists in the fact of ) a negative experience,

8. NR on 5V, Abhfiva, 38,
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A negative inference, therefore, guides our steps when we
apply in life the idea of a non-Ens.”*®

4. The Nyaya View!?

As regards negative facts the Nydya view is one with the
Bhatta view. Butthe Nyidya differs so far asit holds that
such facts are known primarily not by a distinet pramdina but
by perception. The cognition ‘there is no jar on the ground
is a unitary cognition like the cognition ‘there is curds in the
bowl." How, then, can there be such distinction as the ground
is cognised through the senses while the negation of the jar
through a different means? The ground as well as the nega-
tion of the jar are cognised when the eyes function. 1 open
my eyes and perceive them; I close my eyesand cease to per-
ceive them. In the cognition of fire on a distant hill, the
hill is perceived but not the fire which is inferred. Butitisa
different case because between the perception of the smoky
hill and the inference of fire there is an intermediate cognition,
viz. the memory of vydpti. In the present case, however, both
the ground and the negation of the jar on it are equally imme-
diately cognised,

It has been said that negation is devoid of shape and colour,
and since only things with shape and colour can be the objects
of visual perception, it cannot be perceived through the eyes.
Again it has been said that the eyes and other sense-organs
can perceive existent things only with which they can have a
contact and that non-existence, in whose case no contact is
possible, cannot be perceived. But this is wrong. A thing
is said to be perceived by the eyes not because it has colour
snd shape but because its cognition is born of the activity of
the visual sense. The atoms possess shape and colour, yet
they are not perceived through vision, Contact too is not
essential, since ether is in contact with the eyes, yet it is not
perceived. It may be said thatin case contact is supposed to
be inessential in vision we could pcrr:mvc even such lhmgs as

9. NBT in Stcherbatskys Buddhist Logic, Vo, I, p. B5.
10. MM, pp. 61-54.
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are lying on the other side of the globe. To this the answer
is that the condition that we can perceive only those things
which are in contact with the senses has relevance in the case
of existing things only, not in that of non-existence. Or, there
is sense-contact in the case of non-existence too, which is ter-
med ‘samyuktavidesanatd.” Negation is a qualification of some
positive locus. The negation of the jar is adjectival to its
locus, viz. the ground. The eye has contact with the negation
of the jar through its conjunction with the ground.

Kumiirila cites an instance in favour of the non-percepti-
bility of negation, wviz. that of the cognition arising in the
mind of a man in the evening in the form ‘Caitra was not in
the house in the morning’, who was ignorant of this fact till
he was questioned about Caitra’s existence in the morning.
Jayanta says that this is a case of the memory of a previously
perceived fact. The man perceived in a general way (d=%gza)
the absence in the morning of everything that was not in
the house and now in the evening he is reminded of a specific
fact, viz. Caitra's absence because of the specific question
put to him in the form: ‘Was Caitra in the house in the
morning’? Though he had perceived. the absence of all the
absent things, yet hecould not beexpected to remember all, since
the revival of a latent impression depends on some appropriate
stimulus which in the present case is a specific one in the form
of the question. There is no rule that things perceived simulta-
neously should always be remembered simultaneously, because
we find thatit is sometimes done inan order of succession.
The cognition of negation in a general way is recognised
by Kumirila too when he says that the judgment “this is that
thing alone’ involves the cognition that ‘this is not anything
else’ meaning ‘this is not X', ‘this is not Y’ etc.

Kumdrila argues that a thing is cognised through a praména
similar to it, Le. that all positive facts are cognised through
such positive means as perception etc. and all negative facts
are cognised through a negative means, viz. noo-apprehension.
This, however, is wrong. We cognise negative facts some-
times by perception, sometimes by inference, and sometimes by

23 P. M.
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testimony. The cognition of the absence of rain on perceiv-
ing dry ground is inferential. The fact that Afoka did not
fight any war after the massacre of Kalinga is known through
history,

5, The Vais'esika View'!

Although the Vaidesika view has not been directly criticised
by the followers of Kumarila, yet the account given by Sridhara
appears to have exercised considerable influence on the Bhifta
view of negation as developed by Parthasirathi. One of the
important contributions of Parthasdrathi is that he includes in
the pramfna known as abhAiva not only non-perception of the
perceptible but also non-recollection of that which is capable of
being recollected. The difficulty which this view aims to solve
is the case cited by Kumdrila in which a8 man who did not
note the fact of Caitra’s absence in the house when he himself
was in the house is questioned about the said absence when he
is out and then comes to cognise the fact. Kumdrila himself
does not analyse the case fully and his earlier commentators,
viz. Umbeka and Sucaritamiéra do not do full justice to it.
Now Sridhara has analysed the case more fully and so does -
Parthas@rathi. But though Parthas@rathi does not seem to take
note of Sridhara’s view that the cognition of negation in the
said case is inference from the non-recollection of that which
is capable of being recollected, it should be concluded that the
latter precedes the former. If this be a fact, then Sridhara’s in-
fluence on Parthasdrathi is quite evident. However, this cannot
be proved conclusively, because there occurs a remark in
Sridhara's work!? to the effect that those who hold that smrty-
abhfiva too is abhivapramfina contradict the Bhisya as well
as the Virtika. Perhaps this remark refers to Sucaritamidra
who in his commentary on SV, Abhfiva, 1 says that smytyabh-
dva is also a form of anupalabdhi. Anyway, Sridhara’s account

is very relevant in the present connection and so we give it
hﬂow-

11. NK, pp. 225-28.
12. Thid. p. 228.
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Megation is real but is not cognised by a distinct means. It
is rather cognised by means of inference. One who holds that
abhBva is cognised by anupalabdhi has to recognise the fact
that it is not mere anupalabdhi fthat gives the knowledge of
negation but is yogydnupalabdhi. There is, however, no in-
trinsic difference between anupalabdhi as such and yogy&nupa-
labdhi. Therefore, anupalabdhi does not produce the know-
ledge of negation by its own inherent power like a sense-organ.
It is yogydnupalabdhi which produces such knowledge when it
arises in the mind of one who is well aware of the fact that ay-
ogyanupalabdhi does not give acorrect knowledge of negation
while yogyanupalabdhi invariably does so. Thus non-perception
becomes the reason ( f@7) and the knowledge of negation
becomes syllogistic in character. The case of anupalabdhi
cited by Kumérila and referred to above is analysed thus: When
the man is asked now whether Caitra was in the house in the
morning or not, does he, it may be asked, cognise the past
absence of Caitra by the past anupalabdhior the present absence
by the present anupalabdhi? The latter is not true, because
the present anupalabdhi is not yogydnupalabdhi, for Caitra
might have come to the house though he cannot be seen, As
regards the first alternative it can be said that though it can
produce the knowledge of Caitra's past absence, yet the state of
the man having changed now the past anupalabdhi has ceased
to be. Thus as an absent anupalabdhi cannot produce the
knowledge of negation, this latter remains unexplained. It can-
not be explained as a case of memory and Sucaritamisra'® has
rightly ruled out this possibility. Umbeka'# says that the past
absence of Caitra is cognised through the memory of the past
non-apprehension which is quite inconsistent with Kumarila's
position. Sridhara anticipates one more explanation: A change
in the mental state of the man does not destroy his past non-
apprehension of Caitra. It can be destroyed only when Caitra is
apprehended again. Since the man is outside the house, though
Caitra may now be present in the house, therefore his past non-

13, KK on SV, Abhava, 28.
14, TT on ibid.
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apprehension whose object is the past absence of Caitra still
persists and produces in his mind the cognition of Caitra's
past absence. Sridhara provisionally accepts this explanation,
But how, he asks, will the Bhiitta explain the following case ?
Suppose there is no jar in the room. However, 1 am not cogn-
isant ofthe fact at this time because the counter-correlate,
jar, does not ‘occur in my thought. A little later the servant
brings the jar and then 1 cognise that it was not in the room
previously. This case cannot be explained in the above way,
for the past non-apprehension of the jar comes to an end
when the jar is apprehended. The Bhifa says that the past
non-apprehension does not come to an end, because the present
apprehension brings an end to the present non-apprehension
only. But this is entirely wrong. Non-apprehension of the
jar means the prior negation of the apprehension of the jar and
this comes to an end as soon as the jar is apprehended. What
then is the proper explanation ?

$ridhara says thatin these cases too there is involved a
syllogistic process. When a thing is capable of being remem-
bered but is not remembered inspite of the desireto remember
while its locus is actually remembered, then it must have been
absent there. Caitra who is capable of being remembered in
the house is not remembered though there is a desire to
remember him. Therefore, he must have been absent from the
house. If Caitra were in the house he could have been appre-
hended there. The aggregate of conditions giving rise to the
apprehension of Caitra is the same as the aggregale of those
giving rise to the apprehension of the house. Now too the
aggregate of conditions giving rise to the memory of Caitra if
he were apprehended in the house previously is the same as
that of the conditions giving rise to the memory of the house.
But inspite of this it is the house alone which is remembered
now while Caitra is not remembered. From this the conclusion
follows that Caitra was absent from the house. The knowledge
of negation thus arises syllogistically sometimes from the non-
apprehension of the apprehensible and sometimes from the non-
recollection of that which is capable of being recollected,
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6. The Bhatta View in its Revised Form

Kumarila’s followers have taken due note of the relevant
criticisms offered by the rival schools, They have offered cri-
ticisms and counter-criticisms and have developed a highly
consistent theory of negation. The following account is based
mainly on the Sastradipika'® of Parthaszrathi.

It was said that Prabhskara does not accept the reality of
negation and that non-apprehension according to him is nota
distinct pramiina. Now, that we have experiences like ‘there is
no pot on the ground’ is an indubitable fact. How is such an
experience 10 be explained ? What is the basis (dlambana )
of this experience ? I it be said that the ground is the basis,
then even when the pot is present we should have such an ex-
perience. Le. the ground being there we should be justified in
making the assertion that ‘there is no pot' even whean it is there.
Moreover, we also have experiences like ‘a cow is not a horse’,
‘colour is not taste’ etc. What is the basis of the cognition
that a cow is not a horse ? It cannot be ‘cow’, because a cow
is cognised without any reference to the horse while the cogni-
tion ‘a cow is not a horse’ has reference to the *horse’. If it be
said that the differencefrom a horse that exists in the cow is the
basis, then, what, it may be asked, this difference is ? If diffe-
rence means mutual negation, then negation isimplicitly recognis-
ed to be real. If difference means a special quality ‘separateness’
( T9%%q ), then, since a quality can exist in a substance only, the
cognition of difference between two qualities like ‘colour is
not taste’ cannot be accounted for. Thus Prabhikara's theory
fails when distinction among qualities is cognised, because a
quality cannot inhere in another quality,

Again, because non-apprehension is rejected and it is said
that there is no cognition like ‘the pot is not here' as different
from the cognition of the ground, so the cognition of the ground
also should be rejected, as the two cognitions are supposed to
be identical.  But the rejection of the positive cognition can-
not be Prabhikara's intention. Therefore, negative cognition,

15. SD, pp. 83-87.
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i.e. non-apprehension, in the form of 2 subjective reality has to
be accepted.

It may again be asked as to what is the cause of the verbal
usage like ‘the pot is not on the ground’. The cause according
to Prabhikara is the cognition of the bare ground ( sE=#rs ).
If it is 50, then when there is a cloth on the ground there should
not be any such usage, because then the ground is not appre-
hended as bare ground, Ifit be said that the apprehension of
the ground apart from the pot is the cause, then what is this
being “apart from the pot' ? If it is absence of conjunction
with the pot ( szegtarma ), then this isa tacit recognition of
the reality of negation. As a matter of fact the cognition of
the bare form of the ground arises when there is no cognition
of the pot and its non-existence, Thus the apprehension of
the bare ground means the apprehension of the ground minus
the apprehension of the pot and its non-existence. Therefore,
if apprehension of the bare ground is accepted to be the cause
of the aboye usage, then non-appcehension which is implied in
the apprehension of bareness has to be accepted.

Prabhakara tries to defend his position by saying that the
cause of such usage is the apprehension of a place when the
object, viz. the pot, exists ina different place. But if this be
50, then the ‘cowness’ which exists in a black cow must be
apprehended as non-existing when a white cow is apprehended,
or a pole resting on two pillars must be apprehended as non-
existing on one pillar when it exists on the other. Therefore,
existence in a different locality cannot be the cause of the said
usage. Asa matter of fact existence in a different place is
known after the non-existence in one place is known.

Finally Prabhakara says that the cause of the usage in ques-
tion is the perception of the ground while the pot is remember-
ed. But this is not a proper explanation, because we say ‘the
Ppot is not there’ even when the pot is perceived in the proxi-
mity, Even when the potis brought and kept where it was

not we make an assertion about the past non-existence of the
pot there. '
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Mext we shall see what the Bhifta explanation of the cogni-
tion of past non-existence is. But before we come to it we
should clearly understand three points-in the Bhifta theory,
viz. (1) that non-apprehension is the cause of the knowledge of
negation by its mere existence ( &war)y (2) that yogyatd or
capability of being perceived contributes to such knowledge by
its being known ( wrean ) : and (3) that non-recollection ( &~
717 ) also is a means of knowing negation.

‘1Y Non-apprehension of the apprehensible ( Flvargysfey )
is the means of knowing negation. It has two elements, viz.
absence of apprehension and the fitness of the counter-corre-
late of being perceived. Now, in order to know negation the
first element does not stand in need of being known. Here lies
the difference between non-apprehension and inference. In
inference the cause of knowledge is some probans and an in-
variable relation between the probans and the probandum, and
both of them should be known before the appearance of the
knowledge of probandum. Smoke produces the knowledge of
fire not by its mere existence but by its being known. Buot the
non-apprehension of a pot produces the knowledge of negation
of the pot by -its mere existence. It is not that to have this
knowledge we must also be aware of the non-apprehensian, for,
otherwise there shall be infinite regress as has been explained
earlier.

2) Butit may be objected that sometimes there is non-
apprehension but no knowledge of negation and sometimes
there is no non-apprehension yet the knowledge of negation does
appear. A person whose ring has been lost explores the whole
of a dark room in which the ringis suspected with his hands
and actually has non-apprehension of what could have been
apprehended if it was there. But-if he is not sure that he has
explored the whole room he cannot havea definite knowledge
of the absence of the ring. Thers may be a second man facing
the same problem. He explores the room but not completely,
But because he is sure that he has explored the whole room, so
he knows definitely that the ringis not there. In this case
there is no non-apprehension in the proper sense, yet the know-
ledge of negation appears.
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This objection is met as follows. The absence of the
knowledge of negation even when there is non-apprehension
and the presence of the knowledge of negation even when
there is no non-apprehension are due to the ignorance of yog-
yatd or fitness. For @ valid non-apprehension the knowledge
of yogyatdl is essential; mere existence of yogyatd is not enough,
It is necessary to know that all the conditions in which the
apprehension of the object, if it actually existed there, nor-
mally takes place, have been fulfilled. In other words yogyatd
has to be known before a valid knowledge can arise through
non-apprehension. When yogyatd is not known absence can-
not be ascertained even though there be absence, or it may be
falsely ascertained when actually there is no absence, There-
fore, for a valid knowledge of negation anupalabdhi must be
there and yogyatd must be actually known.

Salikandtha, a disciple of Prabhikara, has argued that
anupalabdhi which merely exists but is not known cannot give
the knowledge of negation, For instance, in deep slecp
there is anupalabdhi but no knowledge of negation. But this
is wrong. Negation is always cognised in some positive locus.
In deep sleep there is no knowledge of anything. Hence, be-
cause there is no knowledge of a positive locus, where could
one know negation ? Moreover, a person in deep sleep lacks
the knowledge of negation not because he does not at the time
know his non-apprehension but because he is ignorant of the
yogyat, that is to say, he lacks the capacity of knowing the
fitness of a thing to be perceived. Silikapatha cites in favour
of his view another example, viz. one in which a man cognises
the previous absence of a jar only when it is brought before
him. But this is not a case of non-apprehension of a thing fit
1o be perceived. It is rather a case of the non-recollection of a
thing fit to be recollected, which will be taken up in the sequel'®

{3) The knowledge of negation arises when there is absence
of a p?silivn means of knowledge. And it also arises when a
thing is not remembered though it is fit to be remembered. If

16. KK on 5V, Abhava, 1,
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recollective cognition of a thing does not appear though it
could have appeared in case the thing were present, then we
know that the thing was absent. Non-recollection is ultimately
derived from non-apprehension. Perception is the cause and
later recollection is its effect. Similarly non-perception is the
cause and non-recollection its effect. An effect is nothing buot
the cause in a different-guise. So non-recollection is but non-
apprehension in a different guise.

Now we come to the Bhitta explanation of the knowledge
of past nagation. When the knowledge of the past absence of
a pot arises there is no yogyatd in the sense that the relation of
the pot to the past time is not fit to be perceived at present.
Therefore, it cannot be the result of the present non-apprehen-
sion. Nor is there any recollection of the past absence of the
pot, because at the time of the absence of the pot the absence
was not at all cognised and that which is not cognised cannot
be remembered. The knowledge of the past absence really arises
by means of the non-recollection of what is fit to be recollected.
If the pot which is perceived now were present yesterday also,
then it would have surely been perceived by me just asl per-
ceived the place, And if it were perceived it could be remem-
bered now. But I do not remember it. Therefore, it was absent
yesterday.

Jayanta says that this is a case of memory. In the past the
absence was perceived in a general way and now it is remem-
bered in a specific way, i.e. in the past the ground was perceiv-
ed as devoid of everything other than what was actually present
there, and now it is remembered that it was devoid of the pot.
But how can there be a specific memory of a gemeral experi-
ence 7 Memory is based on the revival of an impression left
by an experience. The impression strictly corresponds to the
experience and memory strictly corresponds to the impression.
Therefore, we can remember only a general thing or a specific
thing according as the original experience was general or
specific. A general experience is vague and undefined. How
can it produce a specific and definite memory. It sometimes
happens that though the original experience was defintie, yet
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when the impression weakens with the lapse of time the
memory becomes indefinite. Thus a definite experience may
produce an indefinite memory, but an indefinite experience can-
not produce & definite memory.'?

Non-apprehension is not the same thing as perception. It
is true that the absence of a pot on the ground is seen not by
blind persons, nor by one whose eyes are closed. But this fact
does not prove that negation is perceived by the eyes. The eyes
function only in the cognition of the ground. Moreover, nega-
tionis known not merely by non-apprehension but by non-
apprehension of a thing fit to be apprehended. - A thing is fit
to be apprehended when all the conditions, subjective and ob-
jective, such as light, eye etc., which "are essential for a nor-
mal perception of the thing, are present but the thing is absent.
1 keep my eyes open while cognising the absence of the jar
simply to ascertain the fitness of the jar to be perceived. By
so doing I fulfil the conditions of perceptibility. The opening
of the eyes is not related to the cognition of absence but to the
expected presence of the jar. Jayanta has said that the diffe-
rent elements of the contents of a unitary cognition should as
a rule be apprehended by the same pramiina, But this is wrong.
In recognition such as ‘this is the man whom I saw yesterday”
the element ‘this’ is perceived but the element ‘the man whom
I saw yesterday’ is remembered. It is a unitary cognition, yet
it is the combination of a sensory element and a memory ele-
ment. Thus it is quite reasonable to say that the ground is
cognised by perception and the absence of the jar by mon-
apprehension. Jayanta has again said that the absence of the
jar is a qualification and the ground is the qualified object and
that it is impossible that the qualified object should be per-

_ceived while the qualification is not perceived, This too is
wrong. There can be no relation of qualification and qua-
lified unless there be conjunction or inherence or some kind of
interaction between two things. Between the absence and the
ground there is none of these as the Buddhist has rightly point-
ed out. So the former cannot be a qualification of the latter.

17. KK on SV, Abhavs, 28,
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Even if there be the relation of qualification and qualified
it is not true to say that in order to perceive the qualified object
we should necessarily perceive its qualification. The only truth
is that in order to know the qualified object we should necessa-
rily know its qualifications. We cannot make the assertion
‘this is Dittha’ meaning this man has the qualification of being
named ‘Dittha’ unless we know both ‘this’ and ‘Dittha’, But
it is not essential that both should be known by [the same pra-
mina, because in the present case we know ‘this’ by perception
and ‘Dittha’ by memory. The Naiyayika says that negation is
perceived by the sensecontact named ‘samyukta-visesanatd’.
But inventing a name does not make an unreal thing real. If
it be a real contact, then there is no need of such contacts as
‘samyukta-samavdya’ and ‘samavela-samaviya’ etc, to explain
such perceptions as ‘the fire is red’, ‘the sound is loud’ etc.,
because redness is a qualification of fire and loudness a
qualification of sound. 1#

The Buddhist view too is not tenable. The usage ‘there is
no jar' does not mean that we do not perceive the jar. The
absence of the jar is an objective fact:while the absence of per-
ception is a subjective fact. How canan objective fact be
identical with a subjective fact? ‘There is a jar* is not the
same thing as ‘] perceive a jar'. Similarly “there is no jar’ is
not the same thing as ‘1 do not perceive a jar’. The absence of
a jar cannot be identical with my non-perception, because the
jar may be present though I do not perceive it. The Buddhist
says that absence is inferred from non-perception and that non-
perception is self-luminous, the latter assertion being his device
to avoid infinite regress. But it has been proved that no cog-
nition is self-luminous. Even if a cognition be selfFluminous,
non-perception cannot be self-luminous, because it has no con-
tent. The Buddhist holds that the cognition ‘this is blue'
apprehends its own form, viz. ‘blue’. But the cognition ‘there
is no jar’ has no form, since ‘no jar’, according-to the Buddhist,
is nothing. How can then it apprehend itself when it has no
form. The Buddhist says that non-perception of the jar is the

18. KK on SV, Abhsva, 18, and MM, pp. 131-34.
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reason { &7 ) of our knowledge of the absence of the jar and
at the same time that non-perception is nothing but the per-
ception of the locus, viz. the ground, and absence of the jar is
nothing but the presence of the ground. This would mean that
the perception of the ground is the reason of our knowledge of
the ground. But in this way we bid good-bye to perception as
an independent and the -most primary means of knowledge,
and inference thus becomes the only genuine means of know-
ledge. Therefore, the Buddhist view which leads to such an
absurd conclusion should be rejected. 12

7. Conclusion

From the considerations mentioned in the previous section
it is quite evident that negation or absence is as primary a fact
as position or presence is, and then non-apprehension becomes
as distinct and primary as perception. Non-apprehension can-
not be reduced to perception or syllogistic reasoning. The
Bhitta criticism of the Nyaya and Buddhist views stands on a
firm footing and we need not dwell on it over again. A few
words on Sridhara’s view may be said here. Sridhara admits
the reality of negation. He also admits the reality of non-
apprehension, since, unlike the other thinkers, he does not
reduce non-apprehension to perception. Thus his position is
practically the same as the Bhatta position. The main diffe-
rence between the two positions is that according to the former
the movement of thought from non-apprehension to negation
is syllogistic while according to the latter it is non-syllogistic.
A minor difference lies in that according to the former the
subjective fact of non-apprehension should be known and is
actually known through introspection before the knowledge of
negation arises while according to the latter this is not needed.
So far as this latter point is concerned introspective evidence is
decidedly in favour of the Bhifta view. As regards the former
we can say that just as the movement of thought from percep-
tion to the knowledge of a positive fact cannot be regarded to
be syllogistic, since otherwise perception would lose its primacy

19. KK on SV, Abblva, 8§ & 38,
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and syllogistic inference would be the only fundamental form
of knowing, so the movement of thought from non-apprehension
to the knowledge of a negative fact too cannot be ragarded as
syllogistic. Sridhara’s argument is that the knowledge of
negation is syllogistic, since it is based on an invariable con-
comitance between non-perception of the perceptible and
negation. But this is wrong, because what is based on such a
relationship is not our knowledge of negation but the validity of
such a knowledge. We can test the validity of a knowledge
derived through any means with the help of syllogistic reason-
ing; but such a process cannot reduce that means of knowledge
to syllogistic inference. It is thus plain that the step from non-
apprehension to the knowledge of negation does not involve
any syllogistic process.

But doss it involve the process known as immediate
inference 7 Do we immediately infer negation from non-percep-
tion ? No, because for it we should be first aware of the premise
‘] do mot perceive A’ and then draw immediately the conclusion
‘therefore A is not’. But in -fact we are not always self-cons-
cious, though we know the proposition ‘A is not’, Therefore,
negation is known neither by perception, nor by syllogistic
inference, nor by immediate inference.

There, however, remains one more possibility of reducing
our knowledge of negation to inference. I see a blue thing and
say that it is not red. What is the process here? It may be
said that the process is syllogistic : “No blue thing is red, this
thing is blue, therefore this thing is not red". But then the
question arises as to how we know the major premise ‘no blue
thing is red". Russell says : “It might be argued that you
know the general proposition ‘what is grey is not white’, and
that from this, together with ‘this is grey”, you infer ‘this is not
white’. Or it might be said that you can confront the word
‘white’ with what you see, and perceive an incompatibility.
Either view has difficulties.”*®

Again it may be said that from the proposition “this is blue’
‘we immediately infer *this is not red’. Now in immediate in-

20.  An Enquiry into Meaning and Truth, p. 81,
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ference the conclusion is not based on any empirical general-
ization but on the a priori laws of thought and the a priori law
in the présent case can only be the law of contradiction. But
there is no contradiction or logical incompatibility between blue
and red. Russell says : *“The incompatibility is not logical.
Red and blue are no more logically incompatible than red and
round. Nor is the incompatibility a generalization from ex-
perience......... Some people say the incompatibility is gramma-
tical. 1do not deny this, but I am not sure what it means.”=!
All these considerations are sufficient to provethe reasonable-
ness of the Bhilffa view that non-apprehension isan independent
pramiina,

The difference between the ancient Indian and modern treat-
ments of the problem of negation lies mainly in that while the
modern philosophers lay more emphasis on the question ‘what
is negation 7," the ancient Ihdians lay more emphasis on the
question ‘how is negation known " The questions ‘what is
negation? and ‘in what sense is it real 7’ are treated by the
Bhiitta and Naiyiyika on a superficial ground. They seem to
accept negative facts on their face-value. Prabhikara’s treat-
ment seems to be more profound and is much similar to the
modern treatment. A full consideration of the modern views of
negation is not possible here. It may however he remarked
that the subjectivelview of negation seems to prevail in modern
philosophy. Bradley remarks, “We might say that, as such,
and in its own character, it ( negative judgment ) is simply sub-
jective: it does not hold good outside my thinking. The
reality repels the suggested alteration; but the suggestion is not
any movement of the fact, nor in fact does the given subject
maintain itself against the actual attack of a discrepant quality.
The process takes place in the unsubstantial region of ideal
experiment. And the steps of that experiment are not even
asserted to exist in the world outside our heads.”2? A tendency
in contemporary thought is to eliminate the word ‘no’, which
presupposes that the problem of negation is only a ‘pseudo-pro-

21, Tbid.,p. 82.
22.  Principles of Logic, Book I, Gh. 111, Sec, 13,
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blem.! This tendency is well represented in Russell's book
‘Human Knowledge'. According to Russell a-negative judgment,
say, ‘this is not blue’ when it is made at the time of perceiving
ared thing, is a judgment of perception, and there are no
negative facts. *““Thus when 1 say truly, ‘this is not blue' there
is on the subjective side consideration of ‘this is blue’, followed
by rejection, while on the objective side there is some colour
differing from blue. 1Inthis way, so “far as colour judgments
are concerned, we escape the need of negative facts as what
make negative judgments true.”** Russell holds that a negative
judgment includes a content which is some positive fact and
also the subjective attitude of disbelief : *******when 1 am said
to be believing ‘not-P' 1 am really disbelieving *p’; that is to say,
there is a sentence not containing the word ‘not’, which denotes
a certain content that 1 may believe or disbelieve, but when
the word ‘not’ is added, the sentence no longer expresses merely
a content, but also my attitude towards it".=*

23, Human Knowledge, p. 139,
24. 1bid. p. 144,



BOOK 111
THE PROBLEMS OF SUBSTANCE, SELF & UNIVERSAL
'CHAPTER XI
THE PROBLEM OF SUBSTANCE

In language there are words signifying substances, univer-
sals, attributes, relations and actions. One of the main tasks of
epistemology is to analyse our conceptions of substance, uni-
versal etc. and examine their validity. In this chapter we shall
concentrate our attention on the Bhafta view of the problem of
substance and the allied problems of whole and parts and iden-
tity and change. In the following two chapters -the -problems
of self and universal will be discussed.

Determinate perception apprehends things as qualified by
attributes, relations etc. in such forms as ‘this is white', “this is
a man with a stick’ etc. Now, the question is: What do we
mean by “this’, the subject of predication 7 The possessor of
attributes and relations is called ‘substance’ (%= ) and Kuma-
rila says that it is apprehended through vision and touch.!
Things that are ordinarily perceived are composite.
They are composed of parts which are divisible into
still smaller parts and ultimately into atoms which are
supposed to be indivisible. These atoms possess certain specific
properties and they belong to four kinds of primary or ultimate
substances, viz. earth, water, fire and air. The Mimiinsaka does
not believe in a theory of creation, for, according to him, the
world is eternal and uncreated and consequently the ultimate
substances never exist in the their free state, i.e. in the form of
disioined atoms. So Kumirila does not dogmatically stick to
the theory of an atomic structure of substances. Whatever be-
lief Kumdrila and his followers seem to possess in the existence
of atoms is derived from the free particles of matter scattered
in space and visible in a sun-beam. These particles are the atoms

1, 5V, 4. 170,
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in the Bhiitta system,” while, according to the Nydya-Vaidesika,
atoms-are invisible to ordinary people and the entities which
are visible in a sun-beam are triads ( 3395 ) composed of three
dyads ( xa7® ) each of which is a combination of two atoms
and is invisible. The other substances, viz. space, time, ether,
manas and soul are not atomic but of an infinite magnitude.

1. Substance and Attributes

Substance is defined by Nardiyana as the abode of magnitude
( gfrarmoma ). According to Kumirila, however, it is the sub-
stratum not only of magnitude but ofall the generic and specific
properties that are attributed to a thing. The Buddhist denies
the existence of substance as an entity different from the attri-
butes of a thing. He asserts that there is no substance over and
above the qualities of colour, taste, touch etc., which may
possess them as its qualifications. What we call a substance is
nothing but an aggregate of colour etc. just as a forest is noth-
ing but an aggregate of trees. We do not perceive anything
which may be called substance, nor there is any sense-organ
which may serve as the instrument of such perception, The
five sense-organs give a knowledge of such sensible qualities as
colour etc. and their functions are exhausted in apprehending
them. The inner sense-organ called the manas is incapable of
giving a knowledge of substance, because it cannot function
independently of the external sense-organs in cognising external
objects. Thus, according to the Buddhist, substance is not at
all a real entity.

Kumiirila says that the existence of substance cannot be
denied. Substance is different from qualities. It is the possessor
of qualities and gives them unity. A thing is not a particular
colour plus a particular taste plus a particular touch, but a
substance in which these qualities abide, and we are conscious
of it in the form of ‘this’, to which various qualities are seen to
belong. Qualities change from time to time, but substance
persists and maintains its identity inspite of the changing qua-
lities. A fruit is now perceived as green and it tastes sour, but
after some time it becomes yellow in colour and sweet in taste.

2. MM, p. 164,
24 P. M.
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Inspite of these changes in qualities we recognise it as the same
fruit. If there were no substance recognition would be impo-
ssible. The qualities of a thing are many in number, yet we say
that the thing is one. That which maintains its unitary chara-
cter amidst the variety of attributes is substance. Kumirila says
that substance ( w3l ) is apprehended through vision and touch
prior to the apprehension of attributes® Pérthasirathi com-
ments that what is apprehended in a line of swans in twilight
prior to the perception of white colour is an instance of sub-
stance. Pirthasdrathi’s comment suggests that when colour
is not perceived no other quality is perceived and Kumdrila
in quite upambiguous terms says that substance can be
apprehended apart from qualities. But it is impossible to
apprehend anything without at the same time apprehending
some colour or other quality. Perhaps Kumirila identifies the
substance of a thing with solidity that offers resistance or that
fills a portion of space. It is also possible that by ‘the percep-
tion of substance before the perception of a thing's qualities’
he might have meant that we are immediately conscious of
substance asa unity in indeterminate perception before we
analyse it into its diverse qualities.

But, how, the Buddhist asks, can sense-organs which are
different from one another give a knowledge of unity ? 1Itis
said that vision and touch give the knowledge of substance.
But how can that which is revealed by vision be the same that
is revealed by touch ? The organs of vision and touch are
different and quite in keeping with their difference they give a
knowledge of two different qualities, viz. colour and touch.
Hence, that which is apprehended as the possessor of colour
must be different from that which is apprehended as the posse-
ssor of touch. If the substance apprehended by vision and touch
is supposed to be the same inspite of the difference in the
sense-organs, what is the need of their being two instead of
one? Kumirila's answer is that which is apprehended by
many sense-organs does not necessarily become many. The
colour ofa thing is apprehended by cyes belonging to many

3. oxfagy 91 OF SFEETTIRSATI— 5V, 4. 162,
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persons, but it does not become different on the ground that
the visual organs cre many, A colour may be perceived by
different eyes, still it is the same colour. It does not lose its
sameness merely because the observers are many. It may be
said that the colour is one because the eyes belong to the same
class, But if a generic unity of eyes is thus made the ground
of the sameness of perceived colour, then, as all sense-organs
have a geperic unity by virtue of their belonging to the class
“‘sense-organ’, the thing perceived through them cannot but be
the same. As a matter of fact, unity and diversity depend not
on the oneness and maniness of apprehending sense-organs
but on the consciousness of one and many. Colour, touch etc,
are many and different, because there is a consciousness of
difference among them; and the substance possessing them is
one, because there is a consciousness of unity. Diversity and
unity embracing diversity, both are real. A thing may be con-
ceived in two ways, as one from the point of view of substance
and as diverse from the point of view of attributes., A substance
is neither absolutely different from its attributes nor absolutely
non-different. 1t is different as well as non-different from its
attributes. From the co-functioning of senses with reference
to substance it is wrong to conclude that their maniness
15 useless, because when one of them is weak another appre-
hends it properly. One who is blind or weak in eyes can
apprehend things with the help of touch.*

2. Whole and Parts.

A substance is a whole ( safig ) composed of parts (sr53a).
It is a spatial unity of parts which are many. How are parts
unified into one whole 7 What is the relation of'a whole to
itsparts ? Isa whole absolutely different from its parts or
identical with them ? The Buddhist says .that a whole does
not really exist. Justas a forest is wrongly seen as a whole
while actually there exists a large number of trees at a distance
from one another, so an aggregate of atoms is illusorily per-
ceived as a whole while there does not exist any such thing.
To this Kumirila answers that a whole really exists. The ana-

4. SV, 4. 151-50.
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logy of forest does not hold good because it is perceived as one
whole due to sensory mistake caused by distance and such
perception is contradicted when we enter the forest, but the
perception of a tree as a whole cannot be wrong as it is never
contradicted. From a case of illusory perception it is not proper
to generalise and say that all perception is illusory.?

According to the Vaidesika there is an absolute difference
between whole and parts and they are related through a special
sort of relation known as ‘samaviiya’ or inherence. A whole
inheres in its parts and the qualities of parts originate special
qualities in the whole. Special qualities are those which in-
hering in the objects of one class differentiate them from
objects of other classes. But according to the Bhifla the
relation between a whole and its parts is that of identity-cum-
difference (3T ). A whole is identical as well as different
from its parts. Clothis a whole residing in threads. Deva-
datta isa whole residing in parts such as hands, legs etc.
Cloth is not dpprehended as distinct from threads. Devadatta
is not apprehended as distinct from hands, legs etc. If parts
are eliminated one by one the whole also disappears. Thus
there is identity between a whole and its parts. Parts them-
selves appear in the form of a whole. At the same time diffe-
rence also is manifested in so far as parts such as threads or
hands are apprehended as belonging to a whole, viz. cloth or
Devadatta. Thus there is identity and difference as is revealed
by direct experience. A whole is only a particular arrange-
ment of parts and not a new substance. Parts themselves
assume the form of one single substance dueto a particular
combination (®fw ). Threads in their cloth-form exhibit
unity and as threads they exhibit diversity. Unity and diver-
sity exist together; they are not mutually incompatible.

What has been said by the Vaifesika to the effect that
qualities of a causal aggregate originate new qualities in the
resultant whole, is wrong, because we do not cognise two sets
of qualities, one belonging to threads and another to cloth.
What actually happens is that qualities of parts, e, g. whiteness

5. SV, Vanavida, 58, AL 7 =37
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of threads, appear as the qualities of the whole, e. g. whiteness
of cloth, when they assume the form of the whole. There is
no caupsal relation between the whiteness of threads and the
whiteness of cloth. The latter whiteness is not a different one.
Even when the colours of threads are various they themselves
are manifested as the colour of cloth. A nmew colour is not
generated therein. The Vaisesika says thatina cloth of varie-
gated colour the colour is cognised as variegated and not as
white, blue etc. which are the colours of constituent theads, so
that variegated colour has to be accepted as a different and
new colour originated by the colours of threads. The Bhiita
answer is that variegated colour is not a new colour. *Varie-
gated” means having a variety, and there was already present
a variety of colours in threads, so that there can be no nmew
variety in cloth. Therefore, a new colour cannot be admitted.
A number of colours can inhere in the same piece of cloth
through the constituent threads.

A whole resides in its parts, but whether it resides in each
part in its entirety or piece-meal is an irrelevant question, A
whole is one. There are no many wholes in it so that each
may reside in its entirety in each part. A whole has no parts
other than those in which it resides. Therefore, the second
part of the question too becomes meaningless. A whole resides
in allits parts taken together. It isa distinct entity and is
different as well as non-different from its parts.®

3. Identity and Change,

A thing is a more or less permanent background in which
changes occur. The states of a thing change from time to
time, but its substance remains the same. Inspite of changing
states we recognise it as the same. A fruit is unripe and then
it becomes ripe, yetit remains the same fruit. Clay is first
seen in the form of a lump, then in the form of a jar and then
in the form of the pieces of jar. Through these changes of
state the thing that changes, i. e. the substance, persists, and
we do not fail to recognise it. A man changes from a baby

6. SD, pp. 106-8.
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to a youth and then to an old man, still he remains the same
man from birth to death. Changes occur in a substratum which
itself does not change but maintains its integrity amidst the
vicissitudes, and this is substance. Substance endures and its
identity is not affected by its changing states. We recognise a
thing as the same today as it was yesterday, though it may have
suffered many changes during the interval. Substance is the
basis of such recognition. The substance of a thing remains
the same inspite of the processes of birth, growth and decay
until it is completely disintegrated into small particles.

The Buddhist holds that nothing endures in change. Every-
thing is momentary. Things last for one moment only. The
next moment they are completely annihilated and absolutely
new things are created, which too last for a moment only, The
Buddhist argues as follows: Tifat which has being must
have causal efficiency (=:iffar). Being and doing are iden-
tical. Causal efficiency is the criterion of reality. That which
really exists must produce certain effects, If a thing could
exist without affecting other things, it would be as good
as non-existent. The least effect of a thing is a cognition
produced by it ina cognising mind. Things are the basic
cause ( mr==ra-waq ) of their consciousness in us, There are
things of which we are not actually aware, still we are
aware of their probable existence and so far they possess
causal efficiency. The effects that an existing thing produces
must be either simultaneous or successive. If it produces
all the effects of which it is capable simultaneously, it becomes
devoid of causal efficiency and consequently it ceases to exist
in the pext moment. And whatever a thing is capable of
producing must be produced immediately in the next moment
of its birth, because there can be no postponement ( Fnatna ).
For this reason a thing cannot generate its effects successively,
If a thing is capable of doing something it must be done in-
stantancously. It cannot wait for an auxiliary ( sgwift ) to
produce its effects, because, if it is supposed to stand in need
of an auxiliary, the causal efficiency would really belong to
the modification ( =frew ) produced in the thing by the auxi-
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liary. This modification or peculiarity produced in the thing
must be different from the thing itself. It cannot be identical
with the thing, because, ifit were so, it would be as incapable
of producing an effect as the thing by itself is, The modifi-
cation cannot be different from as well as identical with the
thing, because difference and identity are mutually contradi-
ctory. Thus postponement is incompatible with the causal
efficiency of a thing. Therefore, a thing can have only a
momentary existence after which it, having become devoid of
causal efficiency, must cease to exist.

Another reason for a momentary existence of things is the
inevitableness ( g9wfaes ) of destruction. That which is produ-
ced must be perishable. Destruction is inevitable and it does not
stand in need of any extraneous cause, because it is natural just
as heat which is natural to fire does not require any extraneous
cause for its being. That which is inevitable must take place
immediately; destruction is inevitable; therefore, it must take
‘place immediately after the birth of a thing. Things which depend
on an extraneous condition, for example, the colour of a piece
of cloth, are not inevitable. That which is not inevitable de-
pends on an adventitious cause; destruction is inevitable; there-
fore, it does not depend on any such cause. Thus as soon as
a thing is born it is destroyed and hence the momentary chara-
cter of things is established.

Destruction is taking place every moment. But it is so
subtle that we are unable to apprehend it. A jaris undergoing
destruction every moment. The jar of the previous mement is
absolutely different from the jar of the succeeding moment.
Yet, this difference is not observed by us because of the simi-
larity of the jars of different moments. Consequently we
mistakenly think that the jar of this moment is the same as
the jar of the previous moment and this mistaken notion of
identity persists until the jar is reduced to pieces with a blow.
When a jar is crushed with the blow ofa stick people think
that it is destroyed, while it is really destroyed every moment.
Destruction is causeless and a blow cannot be its cause, A blow
is really the cause of a series different from the jar-series ( m=-
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gsa= ). With a blow the jar-series comes to an end and a new
series (F9r96=a=) starts. The destruction ofa thing that isappa-
rently caused by some extraneous factor, e. g. a blow, cannot be
identical with the thing, becausz it has a different thing as its
cause. And if it were different from the thing the thing would be
perceptible as usual even after destruction has taken place, just
as when a cloth is produced a jar which is different from it is
apprehended as before. Therefore, destruction is inherent in
the nature of things and is not caused. This is proved by expe-
rience also. Things like a jar preserved with care are observed
to perish after some time even without a blow. Their destruc-
tion cannot be explained unless a gradual deterioration in their
condition from the very moment of birth is accepted. This
gradual deterioration is detected in an object even by one who
does not know the moment of its birth and this is evident when
some person remarks ‘this thing is old’. The successive states
of growth and decay are many and different and hence they
cannot be identical, because identity is incompatible with mani-
foldness, Therefore, a thing of one moment must be different
from things of other moments and consequently nothing can
endure for more than one moment, The recognition of identity
is illusory like that of a lamp-flame. A lamp-flame changes
from moment to moment, still it appears to be the same be-
cause of similarity which is confounded with identity, Like-
wise all apparently enduring things are really momentary.”

The doctrine of momentariness was preached for the first
time in a systematic way by the Buddhists. But due to its in-
herent absurdities it could not win followers outside the Budd-
hist circle. Change is a fact of experience and none can deny
it. But change without a comparatively permanent substratum
is an absurdity. Change and permanence are relative concepts,
We could not talk of change if some sort of stability were not
a fact. The consciousness of change is relative to the conscious-
ness of nochange, Change without something which does not
change is impossible. There is no proof to establish that all
existents are momentary, Perception reveals existence during

T. 8D, pp. 143—44.
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its own time; it cannot reveal the non-existence of an object in
a future moment. Perception cannot apprechend negation.
Negation is the object of a different means of cognition, viz.
non-apprehension. But non-apprehension too cannot reveal
non-existence in the next moment. Non-apprehension gives the
knowledge of negation, but of that thing alone which is fit to be
perceived at the present moment, while the non-existence ofa
thing in the next moment is not fit to be perceived now.

The Buddhist tries to establish momentariness by inference.
But his reasoning is defective. The premises on which the
Buddhist bases his conclusion are all fallacious. He identifies
existence with causal efficiency. But this 'is wrong. Causal
efficiency is a property of existence. That which exists posse-
sses causal efficiency — the former is not identical with the
latter. It is not a rule that every existent thing must be causally
operative. A thing may exist without doing anything. Being
is not identical with doing. WNoris it a rule that all existent
things must be the basic causes of their respective cognitions.
It is just possible that a thing may exist without producing its
knowledge in us. Causality belongs only to a present object.
In inference and other means of knowledge the object of know-
ledge cannot be the cause of its knowledge. If causality is
attributed to all existing objects with respectto their knowledge,
then, their causal efficiency being exhausted by this operation,
the whole world shall become a void in the next moment
according to the Buddhist himself who rejects the possibility of
the appearance of effects in a succession.

The second Buddhist premise that an object cannot produce
its effects in an order of succession also is wrong. An object
by itself cannot produce its effects. It requires the help of
auxiliaries in producing its effects and so it hasto wait till
such help is available. The modification brought about by
an auxiliary in an object may be different from the object or
different as well as identical. Seed is the cause of sprout.
But it cannot produce a sprout until it comes in contact with
earth, water etc. These auxiliaries produce some meodification
in seed and then sprout comes out. Thus the order of succes-



378 PORVA MIMANSK

sion in the effects of a cause which has some stability depends
on the operation of auxiliaries. It cannot be said that contact
alone is the cause of sprout and not seed, because a sprout is
never séen lo appear on 4 mere contact of earth and water.
It is the seed qualified by contact that produces sprout and so
the causality of seed cannot be denied. Seed is the cause and
its contact with earth and water is the auxiliary, and both
are essential for the production of sprout. If auxiliaries were
not required, a sprout could come out from evena seed lying
in the granary.

The Buddhist may say that the seed which comes in con-
tact with earth and water and produces a sprout is different
from that which lies in the granary, the difference being that
the former has reached its final moment which is sufficient by
itself to produce a sprout while the latter has not reached that
state. Accordingly the final moment produces a sprout with-
out the aid of auxiliaries. The Buddhist may be asked : Could
the sced which comes in contact with earth and water and
having reached its final moment produces the sprout produce
it if it were still lying in granary ? 1If *yes’, whatis the use
of the farmer’s effort. Likewise, the effort of people to attain
heaven or release for themselves and all instructions of a
religious teacher become useless, because people will attain
their cherished ends independently of the efforts and instruc-
tions when they reach the final moment. Therefore, the aid
of auxiliaries is essential and consequently the order of succes-
sion in the effects that a causally efficient thing is capable of
is justified. This proves the enduring nature of things and
disproves their alleged momentariness,

The third Buddhist premise is that destruction is inherent
in the nature of things and is not caused by extraneous factors.
But is destruction identical with a thing or different fromit?
If itis identical, then the thing must be imperceptible like
destruction, If itis different, then inspite of destruction the
thing must be apprehended as before. Thus the Buddhist
objection against the non-inherent nature of destruction applies
to its inherent nature as well, 1f to avoid this difficulty it is
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said that destruction is not anything different or non-different
but a non-entity ( 3% ), then a thing will exist permanently,
which is just the opposite of what the Buddhist wants to esta-
blish. Thus the Buddhist is obliged to accept that though
a thing is different from destruction yet destruction causes it
to disappear. That is, destruction is not natural but extraneous,
depending on extraneous conditions.

~ The assertion that there is a change of states from moment
to moment may be correct, but it does not prove that the thing
which owns these states is destroyed every moment. And the
so-called incompatibility between the unitary character ofa
thing and the manifoldness of states-is not really an incompa-
tibility, because different states belong to a thing successively.
The difficulty would have been re:zl if various states chara-
cterised a thing simultaneously. An orange cannot be ripe
and unripe atthe same time, butit can quite reasonably be
ripe at one time and unripe at a previous time. A thing is
born, it decays and is destroyed finally, but all these states
are caused by extraneous factors. Just as its birth depends on
certain causes, so its destruction too, What is naturalto a
thing is persistence, but not destruction. When a thing is
born or destroyed we seek to find out the cause, but nobody
is seen to ask why a thing of yesterday persists today. Ifa
thing is left absolutely undisturbed it will continue to exist for
ever. A thing may be preserved with care, still the unseen
forces of destruction are operative over which we have no
control, and thus the thing is ultimately destroyed.

Recognition is the strongest proof of the enduring nature
of things and it is not an illusion. The Buddhist says that
what is recognised as the same thing after a lapse of time is
not actually the same but similar. But this is wrong. Just as
sameness is impossible, so similarity too is impossible for the
Buddhist. Similarity consists in some parts or features pos-
sessed by two things in common. But, when, according to
the Buddhist, destruction is total (fr=afi=rs ), how cana
feature continue to exist in other things? The thing of the
past moment was destroyed without leaving a trace behind
and the thing of the present moment is an absolutely new
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product. How, then, can there be any similarity between
them ? And if there is any similarity between things of the
preceding and succeeding moments, then something must con-
tinue to exist for more than a moment and thus the doctrine of
momentariness becomes refuted.®

The theory of total destruction cannot explain the appear-
ance of a thing in the next moment. When a thing is destroyed
totally in the present moment, how can it give rise to any-
thing in the next moment ? A jar, for instance, is produced
by a potter out of clay. But if clay is totally destroyed, how
can the potter construct the shape of a jarin the absence of -
a material cause ? The jar of the present moment will be
absolutely non-existent in the next moment, still a jar similar
toit will appear according to the Buddhist. Itis a miracle
how it could appear without the activity of a potter and a
material cause! Construction thus becomes as causeless as
destruction is. The following moment is absolutely non-existent
at the present moment and hence it cannot have any action
towards the construction of the next momentary form of the
jar. The present moment too cannot have any such action,
because as soon as it is born itis swallowed up by negation.
The present moment is destroyed and the following one will be
born, but, because the two are independent of each other there
cannot be any causal connection between them. The thing
which is not yet born cannot serve as an auxiliary to anything,
nor can one which is no more, and as for the one which conti-
Bues to exist, there is no such thing according to the Buddhist,
A thing does not become the cause of an effect merely on the
ground of its antecedence in time. The previous jar-moment
precedes the present jar-moment as well as a cloth-moment.
Butit cannot be the cause of the cloth-moment, because it
merely precedes in time and does not operate towards the
production of the latter. Similarly it cannot be the cause of
the present jar-moment, because the required operation is
absent due to its impossibility in the above way. Only such
a thing can be a cause as possesses the necessary activity prior

B. Bp, pp. 144-45,
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to the accomplishment of an effect. The Buddhist cites the
instance of lamp-flame to prove his theory.. But asa matter
of fact, there is no destruction of a lamp-flame every moment.
There isa continuous flow of the particles of light in the up-
ward direction. The particles in the region of flame are very
close together and hence they appear in the form of a flame.
They move upwards and all around and fresh particles take
their place. Beyond the region of the flame the particles are
scattered wide apart and thus they appear merely as radiance.
Still beyond there is no radiance, because the particles are still
more scattered. The flame of a lamp is recognised to be the
same because of the sameness of arrangement, though every
moment some particles of light are moving away and some
fresh ones are flowing in. Likewise, a body is recognised to
be the same because of the arrangement of its parts, which
continues to be the same inspite of the changes of state such
as youthfulness, old age etc., Body is not identical with its
states and hence it cannot be said that it is destroyed when one
of its states comes to an end and is reconstructed when another
state appears. Changes are only partial modifications of a
thing and in this way they are not incompatible with stability.?

8. 8§V, Subm;tmm, 426-40,




 CHAPTER XII
THE PROBLEM OF SELF

Kumdrila has not discussed the nature and number of diffe-
rent ultimate substances. The other writers in the Bhayta
system have dealt with the question, but their discussions are
of very little epistemological value. Even in other Indian
systems the discussion of such problems as space, time etc,
is not much illuminating. About the nature of self which is
said to be a spiritual substance there are many theories. As
this question is very relevant to epistemology, it will be discu-
ssed here from the Bhit{a point of view,

Self, according to Kumdrila, is as immaterial substance
different from body, sense-organs and cognition. The materia-
list Carvika identifies self with body. He does not believe in
any immaterial and supersensuous substance. Consciousness,
Which is supposed to be the distinctive property of an immate-
rial substance called the self, is nothing but a property of body.
The phenomenon of consciousness arises in the body due to a
particular combination of the atoms of four elements, Body
is a compound of four elements and consciousness is generated
init asthe power of intoxication is generated in molasses,
Consciousness is not found in the constituent elememts of body
individually; but this does not prove that it is the property of
some invisible substance different from body. We observe
that new properties arise when elements are combined in spe-
cial ways, Red coldur is not possessed by a betel leaf, nuts
and lime individually. But when all the three are combined
together red colour is generated. Consciousness is a by-product
of material elements and is destroyed when body is destroyed.

The attitude of the Carvika is naturalistic. Like the nine-
teenth century scientists he challenged the authority of orthodox
religion and refused to go beyond the testimony of the senses,
He tried to explain the unfamiliar in terms of the familiar and
the complex in terms of the simple. But the consequences
implied in his hypothesis were detrimental to religious and
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moral aspirations of man, and hence it was rejected by the
layman equally with the advanced thinker.

Consciousness is a property of living organisms. Life
cannot be reduced to a blind play of dead matter, Life and
consciousness are fundamentally different from matter. Physi-
cal laws cannot explain the phenomena of life and conscious-
ness, The latter exhibit spontaneity and self-determination,
while matter by itself lacks them. Matter cannot initiate motion
by spontaneous effort. It is always determined externally.
Body, being a product of matter, is inert and governed by the
laws of matter. When it is living it governs its- own processes
and is moved by its own effort. The vital and mental proce-
sses of a living organism must be governed by Some higher
and different principle, because these processes disappear at
death, though the body is quite intact.

Effort, which is the cause of the functioning of bodily breath
(g ) and feelings like pleasure and pain cannot be the
attributes of body, because they are not seen to last as long as
body lasts. After death body is present but effort and feelings
are absent. Body possesses such physical qualities as colour,
touch, shape, weight etc, and they are not seen to disappear
at death. If effort, feeling etc. were the properties of body,
there would be no loss of them at death, just as there is no
loss of other physical properties. Their loss can be explained
only by postulating an invisible substance in which they inhere
and which disappears at death. This substance is the self.

The vital functions of body are sustained by the effort of
self. Self is the source of energy required for the movements
of body, which are visible to an external observer. The quali-
ties of body are perceptible to all. But cognition and feelings
cannot be perceived by anyone ‘else except the person to whom
they belong. To others they are a matter of inference. From
a smiling face the feeling of pleasure is inferred by others.
It cannot be said that they are inside the body and hence they
are not visible to others. Even when body is torn open nothing
is seen inside it except such qualities as colour etc. Thus
the subjective phenomena of cognition, feeling etc. are diffe-
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rent from the qualities of body and hence they cannot belong
to it but to a different substance.

The qualities residing in a substance become the qualities
of its product. For example, the colour of clay becomes the
colour of a jar produced from it. Body is the product of the
atoms of four elementary substances. But consciousness is not
a quality of any of them. Therefore, consciousness cannot
belong to body but to some conscious substance which is

* the self.

Self is different not only from body but also from sense-
organs. Sense-organs may be destroyed while self continues
to exist. Even when a person becomes blind he remembers
the colours he perceived in the past, though he is no more
able tosee colours. The cogniser of colours exists, though
he is no more able to see colours. The cogniser of colours
exists; though the instruments of colour-perception, viz. the
eyes, are destroyed. Sense-organs are many in number, but
the cognising self is one only. The cogniser of colour is
recognised as the same person who is the cogniser of touch,
while the sense-organs involved in the cognition of colour and
touch are different. The perceiving self and the remembering
self are recognised as identical. 1am now remembering, but
1 am the same person who perceived. Sense-organs are not
conscious. They are unconscious instruments of perception,
while self is the nominative or agent in perception. The nomi-
native cannot be identical with the instrumental. Therefore,
sell is different from sense-organs.!

The above arguments have been offered mainly by the
Nydya-Vaidesika and Sabara has accepted them. Our account
of them follows Pérthasirathi. But Kumdrila, though he
refers to them, seems more inclined to accept the Sankhya
arguments.” He gives his assent to the arguments given by
Iivarakrsga.3

1. 8D, pp. 118-=20,

2, SV, Awum. 93-114.

5. SK,17.
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The Nyiya-Vaidesika reasoning appears to be more primitive
and less convincing. Itsays that effort, feeling, and cognition
disappear at death, though body itsell remains as it was for-
merly, and makes this the ground of their not being the pro-
perties of body., Bat with the growth of scientific knowledge
it is becoming more and more evident that the anatomy and
physiology of body is not so simple as it appears to the
eye, The vital functions of body are regulated by diffe-
rent chemical substances manufactured inside the body and
circulated along with the blood stream. The functions of
different organs are so subtle and complicated that it is im-
possible to observe them through the naked eye, so that it is
impossible to assert with surity that after death body remains
the same as it was when living. Modern science attributes
the phenomena of life to a higher organisation of matter and
those of consciousness to a still higher organisation. In view
of the recent developments of science in the conception of
matter the Nyiya-Vaisesika arguments lose all force.

The Sankhya arguments are based on teleology and stand
on a more sound footing. Matter is inert and non-purposive.
All material products are subservient to the ends of some pur-
posive being. The existence of material aggregates (&7 ) is
for the sake of another ( vord ). They are the objects of enjo-
yment and the enjoyer is different from them., A bed is not
meant for itself, because it has no purpose of its own. Itis
made for the enjoyment of the sleeper. Similarly, the body
and sense-organs too, being material aggregates, are inert and
non-purposive, and they presuppose a purposive entity other
than themselves. Such purposive entity is the self. Teleolo-
gical or purposive activity implies intelligence and conscious-
ness and these cannot belong to matter but to self, Thus, how-
ever highly organised the mechanism of body may be, it does
not function for its own end but for that of a conscious and
intelligent self which must be immaterial. If the constituent
parts of body were themselves intelligent they could not form
an aggregate, because in that case they would be equally im-
portant and one could not be subordinated to anotherss a means

25 P. M.
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to another’s end. And if any one of the constituent elements of
body were supposed to be intelligent, the body would be made
of that element alone and the help of other elements would be
unnecessary.

Epistemological considerations point to the existence of
self. The act of knowing presupposes a distinct existence of
the knower and the known. The dualism of subject and object
in knowledge is ultimate and none of them can be reduced to the
other. The body and senses are as much objects of knuwlc!igc
as other material things are, Hence the knower or subject
( 7w ) of knowledge must be different from them. The body
and senses are changeable, while the subject is immutab!.:.
Experience presupposes a unitary and self-identical principle m
the form of the subject who transcends experience. Matter is
subject to temporal changes and the seer of these changes must
be beyond them. Therefore, self must be basically different
from matter and material products.

Self is inferred as the supervisor ( ®fywmn ) of bodily activi-
ties. It is like a charioteer. Just as a chariot connot move by
itself on the right path without the guidance of a charioteer, so
body too cannot move without the guidance of self. Body is a
product of matter and hence it is inert. It cannot guide its move-
ments, The activity of matter is blind, because it is non-intelli-
gent. Therefore, the intelligent entity that adapts the move-
ments of body tocertain endsof its own and to the environmental
<conditions is the self

The religious and moral pursuits of man, his desire for
liberation, the feeling of bondage in the association of matter,
all prove that the spirit in him is above and beyond matter and
everything that is material,

Self is known from the notion of ‘I’ ( smweaw ). Self is
directly revealed in self-consciousness. Self-consciousness is
the most cogent proof of the existence of self 1and cannot be
denied even by the greatest sceptic. Sankara says that in the
very attempt of denying the self asserts itself in the form of the
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denier.* Descartes repeats the same thing when he says that a
sceptic can deny everything but not his own self—‘cogito ergo
sum’, Kumdrila says that the word ‘I’ in the assertion ‘I know"
refers to the knowing self. Knowership cannot belong to body
or sense-organs, because they are material and unconscious.
The egoin knowing is other than body and senses, because
these are the objects of ‘this™-notion ( sfwmeT ).

The difference of self from body and senses is amply re-
vealed by such assertions as ‘this is my body’, ‘this is my eye’,
‘my mind is tired’ etc. ‘1" and ‘this’ are quite opposite in nature
and one cannot apply to the other. In Sankara’s words they
are opposed to each other as light and darkness are ( :Rmr5ag
Fagsawadn: ), The notion of ego cannot have any other object
than the cognisig self, We cannot reject the consciousness of
self and its difference from body and sense-organs as false, The
assertion of identity, on the other hand, between self and body,
as ‘1 am lean", “‘l am blind" etc, is false. Leanness, blindness etc.
are really the properties of body. Sell cannot possess such chara-
cteristics, because it is immaterial and formless. These epithets
are illusorily transferred to self due to its proximity, just as the
redness of a japa flower is superimposad on crystal which lies
near it. That leanness, blindness etc. do not belong to self but
to body is revealed by such assertions as ‘my body is lean’,
‘my eyes are blind' etc. In the assertion ‘my self” difference is
indicated between ‘1" and self. But this does not imply that ‘T'
or the ego is really different from self. Here difference is indi-
cated only between self and a particular state of it. Self is
really different from its states, because states very from time to
time but self remains identical throughout its changing states,
However, it is not absolutely different from them. The relation
between self and its states js that of identity and difference,
Egohood is the very nature of self and hence self can never be
divested of it.

According to the Sinkhya purusa or self is not really ego.
Egohood is really a product of Prakrti and due to Indiscrimina-
tion / =f¥¥s ) it is superimposed on purass. It is also said that

4. ¥ o9 fy fmeat a%q 75y sAsIA—S6ES, 2, l.?_
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when, as a result of discrimination, purusa is liberated from the
bondage of Prakrti, it loses egohood. Sankara also says the
same thing but his motive is different. Egohood is a mark of
individuality or independent existence. But according to
Sankara individuality is the creation of nescience and it must
be purged off in order to realise the absolute oneness of all
existence, Unless the transmigrating soul gives up egohood it
cannot merge in universal consciousness and consequently it
cannot free itself from the realm of appearance. But for
Kumirila individuality is an ultimate fact and self can in no
case lose its individuality, The individual, as Kant says, is an
end in itself—it cannot be merely a means to fulfil an alien
end. To lose individuality is to lose selfhood. Those who are
spiritually advanced or liberated while still remaining in the
embodied state certainly give up the false sense of egohood in
the body, yet egohood in the form “I know’ is never done away
with in their case. 1If they could do away with this sense of
egohood too, they would not be able to instruct their disciples.
If there were no consciousness in the form ‘l have learnt this’
they would have to learn a thing from the very beginning even
after having already learnt half of it. In the words of Kant
sell is the transcendental unity of apperception, The sense of
egohood is false when it arises in connection with such things
as are other than self, e. g. when one says, ‘1 am his father’,
‘l am his son’ etc. Self is eternal, without birth, decay and
death. Birth, decay and death really belong to body and are
wrongly superimposed on self by ignorant persons. But those
who have realised the real nature of self are not deluded in this

way. However, the proper sense of egohood is never lost in
their case.®

The existence of self is proved by cognition, pleasure, pain
etc. which are qualities and which must abide in a substratum
different from body. But this is not recognised by the Yoga-
cara Buddhist. He asserts that cognition, pleasure, pain etc.

are not proved to be qualities and hence there is no necessity
of postulating a substratum for them in the form of an enduring

5. 5V, Kim. 110—11, 125-35
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self. The Buddhist's approach to the problem of self is psych-
ological. Anticipating Hume and other sensationalists he
maintains that introspection does -not reveal the existence of
any enduring entity, What we discover is only a series of ideas
appearing and disappearing independently of a soul-substance,
Therefore, there is no soul other than a series of momentary
ideas. Cognition or idea is the only reality and pleasure etc.
are nothing but forms of cognition. The Buddhist does not
maintain like the Cirvika that cognition isa property of body,
because body for him is as much non-existent as other external
objects. Like Berkeley he resolves all objects into groups of
sensations. Ideas thus become the only reality and accordingly
they illusorily appear in the form of the cognising °‘I' and the
cognised ‘this’,

The phenomena of desire, memory and recognition are cited
by others as proving a permanent entity called the self, Itis
said that desire presupposes prior experience. A person hasa
pleasurable experience of something and he craves for a similar
experience in future when he remembers or perceives that thing,
This shows that the person who experiences now and desires in
future is the same. Similarly memory and recognition also
presuppose past perception and prove the continuity and iden-
tity of the agent involved in them. Yajfladatta cannot reco-
llect or recogcise what was perceived by Devadatta, Momen-
tary ideas cannot explain these facts.

But the Buddhist explains these facts by assuming oneness
of a series of ideas ( fiwr=@=m= ). The person whom we call
Yajnadatta and falsely suppose to be one and identical during
different moments of time is nothing but one series of momen- »
tary ideas and the person whom we call Devadatta is only a
second series of such ideas, Each idea in one series is causally
determined by its predecessor. Each gathers all the past impres-
sions from its predecessor, passes them on to its successor and
is destroyed completely. A similar process goes on within a
second series independently of other series, The ideas of one
series are not causally determined by the ideas of other series,
The series called Yajnadatta is independent of the series called
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Devadatta and for this reason the formercannot desire, recollect
or recognise what the latter perceived. But in one series what
was perceived by a former idea can be desired, recollected and
recognised by a later idea on account of the impressions that
pass from one to the next. Though the recollecting idea is
different from the perceiving one, yet they belong to one series
and are related as cause and effect®,

Kumirila says that the identification of sell with a series of
discrete ideas, that of the cogniser with momentary cognition,
is contradicted by the recognition of self as the same in past,
present and future. We distinctly recognise the past cogniser
as continuing in the present when we say ‘I mysell knew it
formerly and T know it now again’. This recognition of the
cognising self could not be explained if a momentary cognition
were the cogniser. A cognition lasts for one moment only while
the cogniser is apprehended as permanent without suffering any
change through the lapse of time. The object of self-recognition
is an enduring entity. If it is a momentary cognition, which cog-
nition is it 7 Is it the former cognition, the present one or both ?
If it were the former cognition the recollection *l knew' i e,
*the former cognition knew’ could be explained on the basis of
viisand or impression, but the consciousness 'l know now" would
be false, because the former momentary cognition is no longer
present now. If it were the present cognition, the conscious-
ness ‘1 know' would be true, but the consciousness ‘I knew’
would be false, because it was not then born, 1f both the pre-
sent and the past cognitions be said to be the object of recogni-
tion, then both ‘1 know® and *l knew" would be false, because
the present and the past cognitions could not be simultaneously
present in the past or the present moment. The series of cog-
nitions cannot be the object of recognition, because its existence
over and above the momentary cognitions is not recognised by
the Buddhist, Cognition by an unreal thing is not possible.
The Buddhist does not recognise any common element making
its appearance in the past and the present moments, which
could serve as the required object. If the recognition is explain-

6. Ihid., 102-106 & 5D, pp. 120-21.
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ed on the ground of similarity between the past and present
cognitions, then there would be no possibility of recognition
when there is dissimilarity. ‘I knew a cow formerly and I know
a horse now’. Here there is no similarity, because the former
cognition had the form of cow and the present one has the form
of horse. 1f the Buddhist says that here the recognition is due
to the common character of being a cognition, then, since this
character belongs to a cognition in a different series also, this
latter too would be recognised as ‘I'. Or, a former cognition in
the same series would be recognised as ‘this’ like a cognition
in a different series, bacause both are cognitions, or like an
external jar-moment, because a jar-moment and a former cog-
nition are equally external to the persent cognition. Visand
may be the cause of recognition, but it cannot be the cause of
apprehending ‘this’ as “I' i. e. the not-self as self. The pre-
sent cogniser, if the cogniser is identical with a momentary
cognition, is different from the past one. How can it have the
feeling of egohood in that which is not-ego 7 If such a feeling
arises at all it is decidedly false. Vasani is certainly the cause
of recognition. When, for example, an object is recognised as
the same as it was some hours ago, it is because the impression
of its past experience is still present in the mind and is revived
by its present perception. Similarly in the case of self-recog-
nition vsana is operative, But visand cannot be the cause of
false recognition. ‘This' is always recognised as ‘this’ and I’
always as ‘I'.  The recognition of personal identity is not false,
because it is never contradicted”. Things must be as they are
revealed in uncontradicted expericnce, Sabara says that we
have no right to assume that reality is different from what is
revealed in experience, because, otherwise the hare would be
unreal and its horn would be real®,

The identification of self with cognition is unjus:iﬁad for
another reason also. Self is not only a knower but also a doer
( ®at) and an enjoyer (=1 ). It is a moral agent engaged
in certoin actions to realise certain moral purposes and enjoy-

7. Ibid. 1156-26.
8. g9t wifta gg& fenemfta—sn, p. 232
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ing their good and bad results. Doership and enjoyership would
not be possible if it were only a knower. The body, the senses
and cognitions are the instruments of accomplishing its moral
ends, while the self is different from all these and is eternal.
These are the instruments of action and are discarded when
they cease to be helpful to the moral progress of self. The self
must be eternal, because, if it were perishable, it could not
enjoy the results of its actions and others who have not done
the actions would enjoy the results. This would result in one's
loss of what he has earned and other’s gain of what he has not
carned ( samigarE ), which  would not fitin the rational
scheme of the universe. If1 were sure that the action Lam
doing now would not give its fruit to me but to a different per-
son, there would be no motive why 1 should -perform it. And
if a different person were sure that he would receive the fruit
of my action, he would be foolish to exert himself in doing any
action. A motiveless and disinterested action is not possible.

The Buddhist objects that even if the self be granted to be a
doer and an enjoyer and eternal, though doership and enjoyer-
ship are really incompatible with eternity, it would have no
liking for action unless it recognised that the result that it is
enjoying now is the effect of such and such an action of his
past life, Without such memory as ‘1 am experiencing the
result of that particular good or bad action of mine’ there would
be no difference between my own enjoyment and that of some
other person. And, then a person thinking ‘let me perform
this action, for at the time of its fruition 1 will not remember
it’ will not shun bad works. Thus even when eternity of self
is accepted the faults of ‘appearance of what is not done’ and
‘disappearance of what is done’ remain practically the same.
Therefore, the Buddhist concludes, it is useless to preach the
eternity of self.

To this Kumdrila answers that the memory of a connection
between a particular action and a particular result is not a con-
dition of the enjoyment of the result, A certain action is done
and the doer will reap its result whether he remembers or not
the action from which it follows. A person may not be convi-
nced from his own experience as to which particalar action
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leads to which particular result, but this is certain that the law
of causation operates in the moral sphere as much as in the
physical, and, as for the particular modes of its operation, he
may learn from persons of superior intelligence and experience.
A knowledge of the relation of an act and its result is to some
extent desirable for engaging in or avoiding an action (=gfs-
fget ) and such knowledge is available from the seriptures.
‘No sane person can deny that a virtuous deed ultimately results
in beneficial results and a vicious deed in harmful ones. This
much is enough to provide the necessary motivation, From a
dull person’s inability to establish a connection between parti-
cular deeds and corresponding results it is not reasonable to con-
clude that there is no connexztion and that whalt is seen to follow
an action immediately is the only result. The moral conseque-
nces of actions must accrue to the doer and the resultant enjoy-
ment or suffering in this life or a future one cannot be avoided,
enhanced or mitigated by his memory of the action to which it
is due. When an action has once been done the law of karma
takes its own course without caring for the like or dislike of the
doer. These considerations are sufficient in urging us to act,
though we may not remember our acts at the time of enjoyment
of their fruits, People are seen 1o prepare a soft bed to sleep on
and are not dissuaded from this act, though at the time of
enjoying deep sleep they are unconscious of the fact that their
enjoyment is due to the softness of the bed®.

The Buddhist argues that if self is eternal and all-perva-
ding. it cannot be modified by pleasure and pain, nor can it
be able to act, so that doership and enjoyership cannot be-
long to it and conversely if at the time of doing an act and
enjoying or suffering the resultant pleasure or pain it leaves
its former state it becomes liable to modification and thus
ceases to be eternal. According to the Buddhist permanence
and change cannot be reconciled with each other.

But according to Kumirila there can be no incompatibility
between permanence and partial change. The self is eternal,

8. SV, Aima. 1-10.
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yet it undergoes partial modifications. It remains the same
inspite of changes in its state, In activity and enjoyment there
is change of its form but its substance remains the same. If
by the epithet ‘non-eternal’ you simply mean modifiable, then
there can be no objection to calling the self non-eternal, be-
cause there is no total destruction of the self by modification,
Just as the sea is not destroyed by the changes occurring on
its surface, so the self is not destroyed by engaging in actions
and enjoyment, If there were a total destruction of self by a
change of state, it would lose the moral consequenccs of its
actions and a different person would enjoy or suffer for what
he could not be held responsibe. But there is never total
destruction of personality, There is only a change in state,
A person is seen to remain the same person when he attains
youth., When a youth attains old age he does not become a
different person, Similarly death too is only a change of state
and the self continues even after that. People engage in
actions and are fully conscious that they will reap the results
in another stage of life. They accumulate wealth in youth for
enjoying it in old age, It they had no faith in their continuity
and thought that they would cease to exist in the next stage
of life, all their endeavours would be meaningless.

The states of pleasure and pain, action and inaction appear
and disappear, but the .self never ceases to be an intelligent
substantial entity. 1f change meant utter destruction, a person
who is happy now would be entirely different from the person
who was unhappy in the previous moment and if permanence
meant no change at all there would be no chance-for a person
unhappy now to become happy in future. Therefore, absolute
change and absolute identity, both the extremes, are to be
avoided and the self must be conceived as a substantial unity
behind superficial changes.

The changing states of self are like the different positions
of a spake. A snake assumes different positions at different
times, yet it is the same snake. Similarly the self assumes
the states of a cogniser, of an actor, and of an enjoyer at
different stages of its existence, yet 1t remains the same self.
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One state is destroyed and is replaced by another state, but
that to whom the states belong remains the same. Destructi-
bility applies to states only, not to the possessor of the states.
This sets aside the Buddhist objection that the stale which per-
forms an action being different from the state that enjoys
its fruit, there will be krtandsa and akrtigama, Asa matter
of fact the state of performing an action is not itself the per-
former and the state of enjoying is not itsell the enjoyer. It
is the self that performs and enjoys, and, since it remains the
same through the changing states, the results of its action
do not accrue to a different person. What is meant by the
change of a state is not its total destruction but its merger in
the substance of self in order to make room for the next one.
Diffarent states are mutually exclusive in their individual forms,
but the self as an intelligent substance embraces them all
equally.'”

Kumrila follows the middle path. On the one hand, he
avoids the extreme view that change alone is real without any-
thing to change and on the other he avoids the exireme view
that reality is absolutely static, The two extreme views are
held by the Buddhist and dankara respectively. But both of
them are one-sided. Experience reveals two aspects of reality,
one static and the other dynamic. But the Buddhist emphasis-
ing the dynamic aspect rejects the other as unreal, while
dankara emphasising the static aspect rejects the other as un-
ceal. Both take their start from the fact of knowing. The
Buddhist resolves reality into momentary cognitions and
stops there, because experience does not reveal to him
any permanent and unchangeable entity behind cognitions.
But Sankara proceeding still further discovers the self which
is the pure subject. Cognitions are objects of knowing as
other objects are. Hence, logically they presuppose 2 subject
which can never be a content of experience.!’  This transcen-
dental subject is the real self and it must be absolutely un-

10. Ibid., 20-31.
11. ®WFEATH ST AT XY AR ey
——SEBS, 2. 3. 7.
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changeable, otherwise it could notbe conscious of change,
Thus Sankara conceives self as absolutely static and eternal

Sankara arrives at this result because he fails to take note
of the affective and conative aspects of human personality,
The Buddhist also fails to take note of the affective and cona-
tive aspects and reduces feclings and actions to the ideas of
feelings and actions. They unduly emphasise the cognitive
aspect to the neglect of other aspects.  Kumirila lays an equal
emphasis on all the three aspects. The self is not only a know-
ing agent but also a feeling and doing one. When Kumirila
says that the self is never divested of caitanya what he means
by the term ‘caitanya’” is intelligence and not merely conscious-
ness. Intelligence implies a conscious pursuit of certain ends.
Moral considerations lead him to conceive the self as eternal
and at the same time changeable. The self is subject to time,
yetitis of an infinite duration, It is not extra-temporal as
Sankara holds, The self is parigiminitya and not Kitasthanitya,
It is a dynamic unity underlying changing states, Its states are
merely the formal modifications of its substance. A lump of
gold may be given any form without increasing or decreasing
its substance : its form may change but the substance remaing
constant. Similarly the self may undergo any changes in its
state but there is no loss of its substantial character,

Kumirila’s view of self appears to be more satisfactory than
the views of the Sankhya, Vedanta and Nyidya-Vaidesika, He
retains consciousness, purpose and effort to the side of self.
The Siinkhya transfers Purpose and effort to the side of Prakrti.
The Vedanta of Sankara transfers them to the side of Maya,
According to the Nydiya-Vaisesika and also to Prabhikara con-
sciousness, purpose and effort are just temporary phenomena
arising out of the combination of spirit and matter while self is
& pure substance devoid of any character,

If there were no self as the Carvika says, or if it were
momentary as the Buddhist says, an individual would know
beforehand that either the result of his action will not appear
or if it appears at all it will go to a different person and then
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he would have no inclination to act, The Buddhist identifies
self with momentary cognition and yet he believes in rebirth.
But as cognitions are devoid of action and omnipresence there
can be no possibility of their transference to another body.
Even if there be such a possibility the enjoyer would be diffe-
rent from the doer, because a cognition, being momentary,
would not continue to enjoy the result of its action. The Bud-
dhist tries to avoid this difficulty by maintaining that just as on
the view of a permanent self the states of self are different and
impermanent yet the sell is one, so there are different momen-
tary cognitions yet they belong to one series, so that the same
series is the doer as well as the enjoyer. But if the series be
not different from momentary cognitions there would be no
one performer of action extending over a long time, and then
the disappearance of the result would be out of question, but
it would be enjoyed by a different cognition which having never
been the performer would not deserve the enjoyment. 1If the
series be identical with momentary cognitions, it is a non-entity
and so cannot perform any action. If the series be ‘assumed to
be permanent and different from momentary cognitions, it
would conflict with the doctrine of universal momentariness and
would amount to the acceptance of a permanent selfin diffe-
rent words. The assertion that it is the same series which per-
forms an action and enjoys its result, cannot be true unless
identity is accepted. But it is difficult to ascertain what sort of
identity it is. In a series of air-waves the substance ‘air’ is
identical. In a series of flames light is identical. But in a
series of cognitions there can be no common element as each
cognition-moment is totally destroyed before the birth of the
next moment and does not leave anything behind. The theory
of impression ( 1§« ) cannot be of any help, because there is
nothing to be impressed. Thus in the absence of any identity
between the performer and the enjoyer the faults of krtandsa
and akrtigama become inevitable.

The difference of one series from another also is difficult to
maintain. It cannot be said that that is one series in which the
preceding cognitions are causally related, because it has already
been proved that no causal relation can possibly subsist bet-
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ween two momentary entities. Thus the result of the action of
one cognition accruing to a different cognition cannot be avoid-
ed and consequently the motive behind actions remains
unexplained.

The Buddhist says that self-interest is not the only motive
behind actions. It is seen that parents are urged to act for
the good of their children, forgetting their own good. Simi-
larly, 8 momentary cognition will engage in action for the
good of its successor. And just as the results of the actions
of parents done for the good of their own family do not go
to the members of another family, ‘so the result of the action
of one cognition will not go to the members of another series
but to the succeeding members of the same series.

Kumdrila refutes this by asserting that there can be no
other motive behind one’s actions than self-interest. People
are certainly led to act out of benevolent considerations, but
benevolence derives its strength ultimately from self-interest.
Parents nourish and educate children with the conviction that
they will be supported by them in old age. They believe that
they will continue to live and enjoy the benefits of their chil-
dren’s actions for them when they will have grown too weak
to take care of themselves. There is not seen pure benevolence
anywhere. People do good to others and expect a return
from them. Behind all benevolent actions there lurks the
desire for one’s own good. People support their family and
even if they may not desire any material benefit in return they
at least seek self-satisfaction through their benevolent acts.
Moreover, family is an instance of self-expansion and the feel-
ing of kinship is but another name of self-love so that an
action meant for the benefit of one's children is really meant
for one’s own self. A person cannot be treated purely asa
means for the good of others. If a person sometimes serves
asa means to the ends of another person, the latter in turn
SCIVES a8 a means to the ends of the former, and this mutual
service presupposes the continuity of both, Among birds and
animals there may be no consciousness of their own future
good when they support their young. This, however, is a case
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of instinctive behaviour, Human actions on the other hand
are not instinctive but intelligent, and there is an explicit
desire for self-benefit,. A momentary cognition cannot be
actuated for the sake of its own good, because it does not
continue to exist till the time of the appearance of result, No
support can be found for the Buddhist theory that the cognition
A acts for the cognition B, B for C, C for D and so on. More-
over, the result of A's action cannot be enjoyed by any
one, because B for whose sake the action was done commits
suicide as soon as it is born. C too cannot derive any bene-
fit out of the actions of A and B because the momentary exis-
tence that it is able to enjoy is meant only for the good of its
successor D. These difficulties cannot be solved except by
postulating a thinking, feeling and doing agent in the form of
a permanent self.’?

Rebirth cannot be possible on the doctrine of momentari-
ness. The Buddhist preaches the doctrine of rebirth while
maintaining that there is no permanent self except momentary
ideas. But how can a momentary idea leave its abode ina
present body and move to another one ? The Buddhist com-
pares a series of ideas to a series of flames. Flames, however,
being material, are moved from one place to another by the
wind. But what can move an idea from one place to another 7
An idea is immaterial and hence it cannot move by itself. If
it were moveable like a body, then, since the two cannot nece-
ssarily have the same velocity jthere would be a severence of
the idea from the body while the latter would be still living.

Some people postulate a subtle body as the vehicle of idea
serving as the medium of its transmission from body to body.
But there is no proof in support of this theory. A material
body is composed of the physical elements and it cannot be
other than a gross body perceptible to the senses, so that the
assumption of an imperceptible subtle body is purely an ima-
gination. The assumption that a subtle body is suddenly
produced at death and suddenly destroyed when an idea takes
up a new body is quite unintelligible, Even if the existence of

12. SV, Auma. 32-58.
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sucha body be accepted the transference of an immaterial
idea to it and again from it to another gross body is as much
unintelligible as its transference from one gross body to an-
other. If the idea of one body were transferred to another body
the embryo would already be in possession of it. But the
assumption of the presence of idea in the embryo is a sheer
contradiction of facts., In the embryo sense-Organs are not yet
born and hence there can be no consciousness of objects.
During the state of swoon too there is no idea, for, there is
no sense-functioning at the time, This fact contradicts the
Buddhist theory. The theory of a permanent self is not con-
tradicted by it, since, though the self is accepted to be eternally
intelligent, it is also accepted that for actual cognitions it
depends on sense-functioning. In the embryonic state sense-
organs are not yet produced and the mind is still under the
influence of previous karmas, Therefore there is no consious-
ness, The Buddhist cannot say that though cognition is present
in the embryonic state it is in the form of a potentiality, be-
cause a potentiality cannot exist without a substratum. The
Buddhist does not accept any substratum for cognition. And
if the gross sense-organs were assumed to be such a substratum,
then intelligence would belong to them and in such a case
there would be no rebirth as, the sense-organs being destroyed
at death, intelligence too would be destroyed. Then, the cause
ofa cognition would be the sense-organs and not another
cognition as the Buddhist holds, Therefore, there can be no
other substratum for cognition than the permanent and omni-
present self. Such a self cannot actually move, yet due to its
omnipresence it can be easily connected with another body
after one is destroyed.!3

Though object-consciousnesses are momentary and depen-
dent on sense-functioning, yet consciousness as such is an eter-
nal and inseparable *property of the self. Pure consciousness
is one and eternal and the apparent differences in it are due to
the difference of objects. The self is eternally conscioos just
as fire always burns. Fire always possesses the power of

13, 1hid,, 659-73.
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burning, but actual burning takes place only when objects are
thrown into it. A mirror reflects the imageo fonly that object
which is bronght in front of it. Similarly, the self is eternally
conscious, though actual cognitions take placeo nly when sense-
organs bring colour, taste etc. to it. This is how the intelligent
character of self continues in the embryonic state, though there
are no actual cognitions thenl4,

Self is all-pervading and hence actual motion cannot be
possible. However, it is the doer of actions because it can
initiate action without moving. It is not necessary that move-
ment should inhere always in the doer. Molecular change is not
the only form of action as the Vaisesika wrongly supposes. We
see that a soldier acts by moving his sword, the commander
acts by giving order and the king acts by his mere presence,
Molecular changes take place in material bodies alone. But
they are not the real doers. The real doer is .the self, because
the movements of body are guided by it.

The Gutd says that Prakrti is the real doer of actions while
self is inactive, but supposes it to be the doer under the delusion
of egohood'®. Kumdrila on the other hand thinks that selfis
the prime-mover of all movements of matter, because matter by
itself is motionless. Whatever action and movement is seen in
bodies belongs to self, because the end which is realised by
them belongs of self, while material bodies have no end or
purpose of their own. Bodies by their movements realise the
ends of souls and thus even behind molecular changes of matter
the real agent is the self. The self is the only teleological entity,
while matter, being an instrument or means to its ends, is
dependent on it for movement. Though body is seen to walk
from place to place, yet it derives the power of walking from
the determination ( d%#%7 ) of self. Self is the performer of
actions by virtue of its power of determination. The actions
of the present body depend on the karmas of self earned in a
previous life, the actions of the previous body depend on the

14, 5V, Sabdanityais, 4047,
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karmas of astill previous life, and so on without a limit.
Though self is omnipresent and so equally in contact with all
bodies, yet it is not the agent in respect of actions done by
other bodies, because the actions of other bodies do not fulfil
its ends but those of different selves. Thus body is simply a
medium of action and not itself the performer of action while
the real agent behind all actions is the self*®,

The reason why self is conceived as omnipresent lies in its
immaterial character. Self being immaterial is immovable and
would lose its connection with body when the latter would
move. So it must be omnipresent like space. However much
a body may move it is not disconnected from space, because
space is present everywhere, Similarly there is no disconnec-
tion of a body from an omnipresent self. If self were not

omnipresent, it would be impossible for it to migrate from one
body to another,

Another reason for the all-pervasiveness of sell is that it
can be neither atomic nor of a medium size. A simultaneous
feeling of pain or pleasure in head and foot cannot be explain-
ed if it is assumed to be atomic. An atomic self can feel only in
that part of body where it resides. The upholders of atomi-
city try to explain the said simultaneous feeling by ascribing an
extremely high speed to self. But this is rejected on the ground
that speed is possible only in the case of material things while
self is not material, Moreover, this explanation could be
accepted if the atomic character of self were proved by some
more powerful means. But such a means is not available. The
references found in the Upanisads to the atomicity of self should
be taken to mean the extremely subtle character of self, Self
<annot be of the size of body as is supposed by the Jainas.
Body is composed of parts. Its size increases and decreases.
If self were coextensive with body it would also have to incr-
ease and decrease with body and then it would be perishable
like body. Therefore, the only safe course is to assume that
self is of an infinite size. Self fills the whole of space and is
partless. And though itis omnipresent it manifests itself in

16. S5V, Atm, 74-80,
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only one body at a time, viz. the body that it acquires by its
past actions??,

Now, if self is infinite in size it can be only one in number,
Parthasarathi argues that if only one self existed in different
bodies, the object perceived by Yajfadatta would be recognised
by Devadatta. It may be said that there is no such thing be-
cause the minds in different bodies are different. But this is
untenable. Mind is only a sense-organ like the eye and ear,
and just as the difference of cognising subjects cannot be based
on the difference of these sense-organs, 50 the difference bet-
ween Yajfiadatta and Devadatta cannot -be based on the diffe-
rence of their minds. There are many sense-organs in a body,
yet the cogniser is only one, because it is occupied by one self.
There is a plurality of cognising subjects, because there is a
plurality of selves, each occupying one body.  If there were no
such plurality the whole world would come to an end with the
liberation of Devadatta. There doaccur in the Upanisads state-
ments of one self, but they must be taken to emphasise that
though there are many selves they are not dissimilar!®.

The question next arises as to how self is known. Kumirila
says that self can be directly known only to itself and in this
sense it has been declared in the Veda to be self-luminous
(sreaife ) 19, My self cannot be directly known by others
and the selves of other persons cannot be direcily known by
me. I know other selves through analogy. 1 compare the
movements and gestures of other bodies with my own and then
from their similarity with my own movements and gestures 1
infer that they must have selves as I have. But is one’s own
self known through perception as other things are known or in
some other way ? Kumirila says that selfis known through
the notion of T ( =97 ) and Parthasdrathi on this basis
concludes that self is known through mental perception2®

( amEE=s ).
17. 5D, p. 124
1B. 1bid. 124-5,
19, SV, Atm. 142
20. SD, p, 122
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Parthasirathi rejects the self-luminosity of self. He says
that everything is manifested by something else and that there
is no instance of any self-luminous thing. The Vedintin says
that self is self-luminous and is of the nature of pure conscious-
ness and bliss, To the objection that there would be self-
consciousness during deep sleep also if sclf were self-
luminous, the Veddntin answers that it is actually soas is
revealed by the subsequent recollection ‘1 slept happily.” But
Pirthasdrathi says that there is neither selfconsciousness
nor a consciousness of bliss during dreamless sleep. He cites
such common assertions as ‘1 slept like a dead man and had
no consciousness of myself.” He explains the assertion ‘I slept
happily’ as pointing to a mere absence of pain and nottoa
positive experience of pleasure. Persons of a libidunous nature
are seen to regret on waking for not having been able to enjoy
sexual pleasure due to an untimely onset of sleep. Had they
experienced supreme bliss during deep sleep there should have
been no feeling of regret for the loss of an insignificant plea-
sure. What is called a memory of blissful experience is nota
memory but an original experience of no-pain through non-
apprehension. Had there been any pain during deep sleep it
would have been remembered on waking. But, since that which
is fit to be remembered is not remembered, the person thinks
that there was no pain. Therefore, the self is neither of the
nature of bliss nor is it seli-luminous.*!

21. 5D, pp. 123-4,



CHAPTER XINI

THE PROBLEM OF UNIVERSAL

Things are perceived as different in some respects and
identical in others. An individual cow is perceived as existing
in a particular time and occupying a particular place. It
stands apart from other objeéts as an individual existent and
can be distinguished from them by its peculiarities. But it is
not altogether different. Inspite of its peculiar mode of exis-
tence it is an existent like other animate and inanimate existents.
It is an animal like a horse and a buffalo. Tt is a cow like other
cows. In language we have two kinds of names, proper and
common. Proper names denote individual things and common
names denote their classes. A proper name is applicable to one
individual only, but a common name is applicable to a number
of individuals. When an object of perception is determined
to be a cow we are conscious of its oneness with other objects
which also are known as cows, Cowness is a predicate com-
monly shared by a number of individual animals. There is a
consciousness of difference and also of unity when a number
of animals called cows is perceived, and both of them must
have corresponding realities as their bases. The objective
basis of the consciousness of difference is the mutually exclu-
sive nature of individual things and that of the consciousness
of unity is their common nature. Common names refer to
this latter. The reality of the common nature of objects can-
not be denied. Objects are always conceived in a twofold way,
which would not be possible if they were not of a double nature,
The double nature of an object consistsin its specific individuality
and its class-character.! The reality corresponding to our class-
concepts is called universal, because it is not confined to this
or that particular individeal but is common toa number of
them. There are as many universals as there are class-con-

1. SV, Akrti. B,
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cepts. Cowness is a universal residing in all past, present and
future cows. Similarly, there are such universals as *humanity’,
‘horseness’, ‘redness’ etc. The universals are of a varying
extension according to the number of particulars in which
they reside.

The Buddhist denies the reality of universals and holds
that only unique particulars ( #¥@%w ) are real. They say that
there is nothing common in them. The Vediintin denies the
reality of particulars and says that being { 5%1 ) alone is real.
Both these views are wrong. The Buddhist cannot explain the
consciousness of identity in different particulars. If the uni-
versal ‘cow’ is unreal there is no sense in calling certain
animals by the common name ‘cow’. And if particulars are
unreal, as the Veddntin says, why should a particular thing be
perceived as different from another 7 As a matter of fact
universal and particular are relative to each other, sothata
denial of one means a denial of both. There can be no uni-
versal unless there are particulars and there can be no parti-
culars unless there is a universal to be particularised. Neither
the idea of universal is ever contradicted nor that of particular.
Therefore, both of them must be grounded in reality. The
Buddhist says that the idea of universal is secondary and
that it is derived from the same causal efficiency ( snifisar )
possessed by a number of particulars. But why should &
number of particular animals, cows, for instance, should
possess the same causal efficiency if they are totally different
from one another ? A functional unity of diverse particulars
presupposes their structural identity. The actions of A and B
cannot be the same unless they share a common nature.
Moreover, if there is no universal at all, how can an action
of Abethe same as an actionof B? Andif two different
actions can be identical, why should two particular cows not
be identical ? The Buddhist says that particulars and unij-
versals are nothing but ideas. But this is wrong. All valid
ideas have corresponding real objects as their bases. We have
such ideas as ‘this is a cow’, ‘that too is a cow’, ‘this cow is
different from that cow’ etc., and all our practical activities
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are based on such ideas. Therefore, they are valid and uni-
versal and particulars must be their objective counterparts,?

The Buddhist says: If there is supposed to be a universal
‘cow” on the ground that we call different animals by the name
‘cow’, then in a similar way there must be a universal ‘univer-
sal’ on the ground that we call different universals, e. g. cow,
horse etc. by the name universal. Against this Kumdrila
asserts that the different universals have nothing in common
except the name universal. When we say ‘cow is a universal’,
*horse is a universal’ etc, we designate them by a common name
without thinking that there is a corresponding universal em-
bracing all these universals. But the case of the universal cow
is different. When we designate different cows as cow there is
a common character ‘cowness’ as the basis of the designation.
There is no substantial entity corresponding to the name ‘forest
as it is nothing but a collection of trees; but this does not prove
that there is no substantial entity corresponding to the name
‘tree’.  Similarly, from the unreality of the universal ‘universal’
it cannot be concluded that the universal ‘cow’ too is unreal,
Moreover, the false idea of unity in different universals appears
in those alone who know the use of language. But even those
who do not know the word ‘cow’ distinctly recognise all cows
as forming one class, Some people say that thingness ( Toeq )
is common to various univarsals and the name universal refers
to this common character. But on this theory we will have to
assume an infinite number of universals, because thingness too
being a universal will come to possess another thingness and so
on ad infinitum. Again, because particular cows and horses
too are things and ‘universal’ is the name of thingness, it will
come to apply to them as much as to their classes, which is
absurd. Therefore, the different universals have only a verbal
identity and not a real one, while corresponding to cowness and
horseness there are real identities residing in particular cows
and horses respectively®.

2. 1hbid. 6-9,
3. 1Ibid. 11-24.
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The point raised by the Buddhist is really very important.
Kumdrila’s answer appears to be unsatisfactory. If the word
‘universal’ is merely a name without any corresponding reality
it should be meaningless. Certainly, there are words, e. g. "sky-
flower® etc. which have no corresponding reality. Yet they
have meaning and it consists in denoting things which are not
actual. Then, should we say that the word “universal' has a
meaning, though the thing denoted by it is not actual 2 When
we say that cowness is a universal what we mean is that it
characterises many particulars. Similarly horseness characterises
many particulars. Thus the word ‘universal’ means a common
nature. But is common nature not actual 7 1f so, we have to
give up the realist theory of universals and adopt conceptualism
or nominalism, It may be said that cowness is a common
nature and actual, horseness is a common nature and actual,
but there is no actual common nature in these common natures,
But then we may also say that cowness is actual, horseness is
actual but there is no animalness in cowness and horseness and
thus the universal ‘animal’ becomes a mere name. It will be
said that animalness is not common to cowness and horseness
but to individuals called cows and horses. But then the problem
becomes more complicated and “the question arises whether
cowness and animalness reside side by side in an individual
cow or the latter resides in the former.

Kumdrila says that if the reality of universals were denied
inference and verbal testimony would lose their validity and con-
sequently all practical behaviour would come to an end. Infer-
ence is based on the knowledge of an invariable relationship
between lthe major and middle terms. The validity of its
conclusion depends on the validity of such knowledge. We
discover the concomitance of fire with smoke after observing
some instances of fire and smoke. But if there were no univer-
sals like fire and smoke, i. e., if the observed instances of fire
were as different among themselves as a particular fire is from
a particular tree and the different instances of smoke as diffe-
rent from one another as they are from a stone, we c¢ould have
no justification in generalising the relationship between a parti-
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cular fire and a particular smoke, or such a generalisation would
not help in practice because those particular instances would
never recur, In that case whenever we spoke ‘smoke isalways
accompanied by fire’ the statement would mean only that we have
observed in the past some events which we arbitrarily call ‘smoke’
1o have been accompanied by some other events arbitrarily called
‘fire’. Actually when we infer fire from smoke we believe that the
perceived smoke is essentially the same as we have observed in
the past and found to be accompanied by fire and this belief is
verified when on making an approach we actually see fire. The
sameness of the previous smoke and the present one points to
the reality of the universal smoke. Thus the validity of infer-
ence depends on the .reality of universals. If someone tries to
prove the unreality of universals by inference he attempts an
impossible thing, because that which is the ground of inference
cannot be negated by inference itself. Verbal testimony depends
on the reality of universals, If universal were unreal, such words
as "cow’, *horse’ etz. would have no meaning and so a person
using them would not be understood by others*.

The Buddhist says that everything is unique and nothing
is common to diverse particulars. But we definitely recognise
common features in different particulars, We observe recur-
rences in nature and our conduct is regulated by them. “The
tailor, cutting out readymade suits, knows the general run of
men’s sizes; the teacher has a rough idea of the capacities of
next year's freshmen; and the mother who believes her baby
to be unique, as he certainly is, reads with avidity the nursing
book which is written on the assumption that all babies are
more or less alike...... The same features recur in different
individual beings and individual things and we are aware of
this fact.’® Recurrences imply universals, and the use of
general words refers to them, Universals are perceptible as
is proved by the appearance of doubt whether a particular
animal seen from a distance is a cow or not and the subsequent
disappearance of it when the animal approaches.®

4. 1bid, 39; 5D, p. 99.

8. Aaron ¢ The Theory of Universals, pp. 231-2,
6. EV‘ V:l.n.‘l.'l‘ldl, 25;
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Now, what is the nature of universal? By a universal is
meant an identity existing in numerically different individuals.
But what is this identity ? What is that which continues to
be the same irrespective of differences among particular cows
and forms the basis of their being called by the same general
name ‘cow’ 7 Some people reply that the form, shape or con-
figuration (&ewm ) of all particular cows is the same. But
this is wrong. If by a universal we meana common shape,
then how are the universals ‘airness’ and ‘fireness’ to be ex-
plained ? There is no visible shape of air and no definite
outline of fire and so there can be no common shape in diffe-
rent airs and fires and still we recognise and speak about the
universals ‘airness’ and ‘“fireness’. Ewven in the case of COWS,
each of which possesses a definite visible outline, we find that
there is no agreement in their shapes. No two shapes are
found to coincide in nature. How can, then, we speak of a
common shape? A shape depends on the arrangement of
parts. Sometimes a part is destroyed, as when a cow loses an
ear or aleg, and consequently its shape becomes different.
But inspite of this change in shape the cow still retains its
class-character. If the universal ‘cowness’ is identified witha
common shape, then the same cow without an ear should cease
to be acow. It may be said that the shape is changed, yet the
common character ‘shapeness’ remains. But if *cowness’ is iden-
tical with the universal *shapeness’, then a horse also becomes a
cow because the latter also possesses a shape. Again, the shape
of a picture or a model of cow is also the same as of a living
cow; but we never say that the picture or model is a cow. We
seethata lump of gold is first given the shape of a ring and
then of some other ornament. The shapes of different orna-
ments are different, yet the character ‘goldness’ is seen to con-
tinue. Therefore, a universal must be different from a shape.”

Others reject the notion of identity as false. They explain
general names as based on similarity. Accordingly the word
“cow’ denotes a group of numerically different particulars having
_nothing in common but closely resembling one another. But

r'l IH&. lﬁ'—ﬁ ‘ = i3
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in what, Kumirila asks, does the similarity between a particular
cow A and another particular cow B consist 7 So far as their
particular forms are concerned they are different from each
other, one being black and the other red. It may be said that
the similarity between them is clearly visible. But if so, then
when we see B after secing A we should say ‘this is like A"
instead of saying ‘this is a cow”. It may be said that this latter
is illusory. This, however, is wrong, because even if there be
an illusion it can at most take the form ‘thisis A". The word
‘cow’ is not a synonym of A. If there were an absolute iden-
tity between A and cow, any other individual however closely
it may resemble A could not be called by the name ‘cow’ just
as itis not called A. Cowness is seen to recur in different
individual cows, but A-ness is not. And this is the reason why
different cows are called ‘cow® but not A. Thus the resemblance
theory cannot explain the general name ‘cow’, We do not find
any indivisal pamed ‘cow’ and so A, B and other particular
animals cannot be called cows on the ground of bearing a close
resemblance to that, Plato maintained that universals subsisted
in a realm different from the realm of particulars and that parti-
culars were only shadowy copies of universals, This is a mere
fancy. Even if it be granted that the name ‘cow’ belongs to an
individual residing in a supersensuous realm, it would be only
a proper name like the name A and then calling B by that name
would be wholly unjustified. Let it be said that there is no
supernatural individual having the name cow and that the first
individual of the class ‘cow” created by God was cow and the
later individuals resembling it are called cows due to the resem-
blance. But since we do not perceive the first cow now, how
can it be ascertained what animals at present resemble it ?
Moreover, when two similar individuals are perceived the cons-
ciousness appears in the form ‘this is like that’. So, if the first
individual is the cow, then other individuals bearing similarity
to it must be apprehended as ‘this is like cow’ instead of “this is
a cow'. Similarity is a relation between two terms and when it
is predicated of one term it has a reference to the other term.
When similarity is perceived in A it invariably refers to B to
which it is similar. But a universal is not a relation. When an
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individual animal is apprehended as cow there is no explicit refe-
rence to other individuals. Again, similarity cannot be explained
without universals. The ground of similarity is the co-existence
in two things of the universals of many parts, qualities or rela-

tions. Thus similarity presupposes universal and hence it can-
not be made the ground of the latter®,

Kumdrila says that a universal is perceived and at the same
time that it is not a shape, Baut, then, it is difficult to ascertain
what a universal is, When we perceive an individual cow we
see a particular shape, a particular colour and such parts as
horns, hoofs and dewlap etc. If cowness consists in none of
these and yet is a real entity it must be invisible. Kumarila
says that by the presence of a dewlap we merely distinguish the
universal cowness from such other universals as animalness
etc. A number of universals inheres in the same individual,
which we distinguish by certain peculiar characteristics®. Again
he says that dewlap etc. are not the marks from which cowness
is inferred, because there is no question of inference when an
entity is perceived, and that justas we do not perceive the atoms
of a lump of clay yet we perceive its extension so we perceive
cowness though we do not distinctly perceive its peculiarities
in totality’®, Thus the perceived cowness is a collective effect
on us of the parts of a cow. Kumirila rejects similarity as the
ground of universal, because we do not say that one individual
animal is like another but that they are cows. The reason
behind all these inconsistencies is Kumidrila's conception of
language, viz. that words are eternal. Words are as much
objective as the things signified by them. Facts cannot con-
flict with one asoother. The name ‘cow’ is used from time
immemorial. Its usage does not depend on convention started
by a particular man and hence it is not influenced by an indivi-
dual's subjective way of thinking. Therefore, the concepts of
a cow, a horse etc. must be valid and as every valid concept

8. SV, Aknii, 67-74.
9. 8V, Vapavida, 3.
10. Ibid. 4 and 7.
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has a corresponding real entity there must be a real universal
in the form of cow, horse elc.

The Buddhist does not believe in the reality of universals.
According to him a universal is a mere figment of imagination,
It is a mental construct without any objective basis. He main-
tains that geperal names such as cow, horse etc. do not stand
for any positive entity commonly inhering in diverse particulars.
There is nothing in common in the individual cows except the
name ‘cow’ with a negative connotation. The ground of the
apparent sameness of different particulars is *apoha’ or the
negation of what is different. The different particulars Al, A2,
A3 etc. have nothing positive in common except the name ‘A"
and they are called A's because they all agree in excluding B, C,
D etc. which are different from them. *This is a cow’ means
‘this 1s not a non-cow" i. e. ‘this is not a horse’ etc. Different
cows are called cow not because they sharea common nature
but because all of them agree in being different from a horse,
a buffalo etc.

Kumdrila says that negation always implies position: A
is not B because it has a positive character of its own not
shared by B. Now, what, the Buddhist may be asked, is the
positive character of A which makes it different from a non-
cow ? It cannot be the specific form of it, because if it were
the basis of being different from a non-cow, the word cow
would not apply to B whose specific form is different from that
of A, The specific forms of individual cows are different, yet
the basis of their being called by the same name, according
to the realist, is the universal cowness. The word ‘cow® has
a positive connotation in the form of cowness which is its
meaning. But as the Buddhist does not recognise any such
thing the word becomes meaningless. And if any meaning is
allowed to it, it will differ from individual to individual just as
the meaning of the proper name Rama differs in different cases.
An individual cow in its specific form cannot be the basis of the
negation of non-cows and likewise the collection of all cows
too cannot be its basis, because the number of them is infinite
and there is no possibility of a simultaneous perception of all
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past, present and future cows. Since the group of individual
cows is not found in one place and they are scattered over
different times and places and the connotation of the word
cow is not defined in terms of some positive character, it be-
comes impossible to decide as to which individual is to be in-
cluded in the group and which to be excluded. Moreover,
even if it be possible to demarcate the group of cows from
other animals, the name ‘cow’ would be a collective name like
the name ‘forest” and would cease to be applied distributively
to each individual cow. Therefore, the basis of the concept
of cow can be nothing but the positive character ‘cowness’
common to all cows.!!

The limits of the application of the word ‘cow’ cannot be
ascertained in the absence of a positive character ‘cowness’
and again they cannot be ascertained by the particulars ex~
cluded by the word *cow’. The word non-jar has a negative
connotation, yet its denotation is easily ascertained because
the thing negated ( =sdiw ) i, e. jar is the name of things posses-
sing & positive character ‘jarness’ in common, The apohyas
of the word cow, i. . non-cows, on the other hand, are infinite
in number and hence they cannot be conceived by the mind.
Horse, elephant ete. which are the apohyas of the word cow
are themselves universals like cow and thus according to the
Buddhist they too are negative entities like the universal cow.
To ascertain the denotation of the word ‘cow’ we have to as-
certain the denotation of the word *horse’ and again we have
to depend on the ascertainment of the denotation of the word
‘elephant’ which is one of the apohyas of the word ‘horse’.
In this way we shall be going on ad infinitum without ever
knowing the limits of the application of any word. Again, if
a cow is nothing but a negation of non-cows, viz. horse, ele-
phant, buffalo etc., then, since the number of these is infinite,
the word ‘cow” will really have an infinite number of meanings
instead of one}®

11. SV, Apcha, 2-10,
12, 1bid, 65, 72, 60,
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As a matler of fact, when the word ‘cow’ is uttered we
immediately become conscious of a positive character shared
by all the individual cows. We never think abouta cow in
negative terms. When we see a particular individual belong-
ing to the class ‘cow’ what is apprehended is not of the form
of negation, nor are we conscious of non-cows, e. g. horse etc.
at that time. A cow is apprehended asa positive entity with-
out implying any reference to other animals excluded by it.
The apohist also recognises the positive entity ‘cowness’, but
only indirectly. When we make a denial of a denial the result
always is an affirmation. For instance, when it is said ‘it

is not that there is no jar on the ground’, the speaker indirectly
asserts that ‘there is a jar on the ground'’. Similarly, when the

Buddhist says that a cow is the negation of a non-cow (sirsity)
he indirectly asserts that it is a cow, and then either it is a
tautology or it implies a positive common character!®,

About the relation between universal and particular some
realists, viz, the Nydya-Vaisesika and Prabhakara, maintain that
they are different from each other and yet they are not appre-
hended separately because a universal inheres in its various
particulars. Inherence ( 5791 ) is a relation subsisting between
two inseparable entities and is the cause of such a notion as
‘this is here’. 1f two entities move independently of one another
or have different substrates, they are separable and so cannot
be related by way of -inherence. Universal and particular are
inseparable. There is a relation of inherence not only between
universal and particular but also between a substance and its
qualities, a whole and its parts and a material cause and its
effects,

Kumiirila rejects the relation of inherence. 1Is inherence
different or non-different from the terms of the relation 7 If it
is different it must require another inherence to be related with
them. Again the same problem ' arises with regard to the second
inherence and to solve this recurrent problem an infinite number
of inherences shall have to be postulated. If to avoid this
difficulty inherence is assumed to be non<different from the

18, 1bid. 41, 64.
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terms related, the postulation of inherence becomes superfluous,
because instead of it the terms themselves may be assumed to
be non-different from each other', Thus inherence is no real
relation and even if it be real it cannot subsist between univer-
sal and particular because we never apprehend a universal e. g.
cowness, in the form ‘here is cowness’ as we should according
to the definition of inherence. Consciousness of a universal
always occurs in the form ‘this is a cow” and neverin the form
*here is cowness”. Therefore, universal is not different from
particulars but is identical with them.

From direct experience in the form ‘this is cow’ non-diff-
erence between the universal ‘cow’ and the particular ‘this’ is
revealed. However, there is not absolute non-difference, JThere
is difference as well as non-difference between universal and
particular. When we say ‘this cow is red and this cow is black’
the form of cow is apprehended to be common while the form
of red and that of black are apprehended to be uncommon, If
the universal cowness were absolutely non-different from the
form of a particular red cow the latter would recur in another
particular cow which is black just as cowness recurs init, or
cowness too would not recur just as red-form does not recur.
Therefore, there is difference also. Again, though a particular
cow is apprehended as cow, yet ‘cow’ is not apprehended to be
synonymous with ‘this’. Therefore, there is non-difference,
but not absolute non-difference. The difference and non-diffe-
rence between universal and particular are not incompatible.
When an object is successively perceived as silver and not-
silver there is incompatibility, because they are two different
acts of cognition and the subsequent one cancels the first. But
when a particular animal is perceived as cow, identity and
difference are apprehended in a single act of consciousness
without cancelling one another. The apparent incompatibility
between identity and difference ceases when they are viewed
from two different points of view. We attribute tallness to one
individual when he is compared with one shorter in stature
and at the same time we attribute shortness to him in com-

14. SV, 4. 14B-9.
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parison with another who is taller. In the case in question too
there are two points of view. When the universal cow is con-
sidered as the essential nature of particular cows itis one and
identical in all of them, but when it is considered as the em-
bodiment of that nature it is different in different cases. The
name ‘cow’ connotes an essential and common character ‘cow-
ness’ which does not vary from individusl to individual and
at the same time it denotes many particulars which are numeri-
cally different from one another. The particular cows are the
embodiments of the same generic character. They are diffe-
rent so far as they exist at different times and occupy separate
bits of space. They also differ in such inessential features as
colour, shape, size etc. Identity of nature is not incompatible
with numerical difference.

The question whether universal is omnipresent or confined
to individuals is answered by asserting that universal is the very
elf of individual, Being the self of individual how can it be
elsewhere 7 An individual is born from its cause as connected
with a universal. The question as to how and whence a univer-
sal can come to be connected with an individual in a place
where it was not is irrelevant. An individual is born from
its cause and the same cause at the same time gives rise to its
relation of identity with the universal. The relation of identity
springs from its cause just like the relation of conjunction.
An object comes from elsewhere and is conjoined with a diffe-
rent place after successively coming in conjunction with
different points of space. And, we cannot expect what happens
in the case of conjunction to happen in the case of identity
also, because the two are different and different things behave
in different ways.

The question whether a universal resides in each individual
in its entirety or piecemeal is irrelevant. Entirety depends on
the possession of parts while a universal is one and devoid of
parts. Therefore, only “this much can be said that a universal
inheres in individuals, but to say that it resides wholly in each
individual or partly is without any proof. Individuals cannot
be said to be parts of universal. A universal is not related to

27P. M.
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individuals asa whole is related to its parts. A universal
resides severally in each individual while a whole resides colle-
ctively in all its parts. Universal is a distributive unity while
whole is a collective unity. Cowness is apprehended in each
individual cow, while a whole, e.g. cloth, is apprehended in
the dggregate of threads and not in each individual thread.’
Kumiirila advocates realism. The Buddhist is a nominalist.
The Jainas also are realists, but unlike Kumdrila who explains
general names as signifying an identical essence inhering in
many particulars, they explain them as grounded in observable
resemblances among individeal things. The Nydiya-VaiSesika
too advocates realism, but it differs from Kumirila in maintai-
ning that individual cows are not really ‘cow’ but externally
related to the unmiversal “cow’, though the relationis inseparable,
and that the universal ‘cow’ is all-pervading like space. Kumai-
tila, on the other hand, maintains that a universal is immanent
in particulars. Kumdrila's view seems to be more reasonable.
The Jaina view is defective in so far as it does not recognise
any identity. Resemblance is a fact of experience. We perceive
two cows and find that they closely resemble each other,
though we may not discover any identity between them. So
far the Jaina view is correct. But identity also is a fact of
direct observation. We perceive things possessing the same
shade of blue and are unable to distinguish between them in
this respect. If the existence of identical qualities is denied
we get involved in grave difficulties. We cannot distinguish
the colour of a crow with that of another crow. It will be said
that they are not identical but similar. But, then what about
the colours of the two wings of the same crow ? If they too
are similar what is the sense in saying about the colour of that
crow in the singular ? Again, is the colour of one part of the
same wing identical with or similar to that of another part? Thus
we may go on repeating the question until we reach the consti-
tuent atoms of the same crow., The difficulty cannot be solved
unless itis accepted that identical qualities exist. Hence, it
should be concluded that some universals, at least univeisals

156. SD, pp. 100-3.
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of some sensible gualities, are based on observable identities.
But the question arises : How can a quality of this thing, e. g.
the colour of this crow, characterise another thing? The
reply can be found in Parthas@rathi’s remark that the different
tila trees are identical because they are produced out of the
seeds of the same original tila tree. Things in which identi-
cal gualities are observed must have come forth from a common
source. If from one single lump of clay a number of jars is
constructed the colour of the clay will certainly appear in all
of them and thus it must be identical in all of them. The
question whether there is a character, like the colour of two
crows, identical in all cows is a bit difficult. Is there any single
common and identical character ‘cowness’ in all cows? Cer-
tainly, we do not observe such a thing as we perceive an
identical shade of blue in many things. Cowness may be a
combination of some identical qualities, but we cannot definitely
say what they are. Similarity among different individual cows
is an observed fact and this may be the only reason why they
are called by the same name. Kumdrila says that there can
be no similarity without identity in some respects. This, how-
ever, is not supported by observation and analysis. 1f Kumdrila
is in error in insisting upon this view of similarity, the source
of his error may be supposed to be his theory that words are
eternal and the way in which they are commonly used is abso-
lutely valid.

Nominalism and conceptualism offer different explanations
of universals. Hobbes has been one of the greatest exponents
of nominalism. According to him the real is always particular.
There is nothing common to things having the same name
except the name. On this theory naming becomes an absolutely
arbitrary affair. Why this particular animal should be called
cow and not horse becomes inexplicable. To call this animal

“and others closely resembling it by the name cow, accordingly,
does not stand on any rational ground and is no better than to
call each of a group of a book, a bicycle, a whale and a feather
by the name, say, X. A child is shown an animal and the name
cow is simultaneously uttered. It is useless to instruct the child
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that this and similar other animals should be called by the
name cow, for, he cannot follow the instruction. The same
process is repeated twice or thrice. Next, the child happens
to see an animal closely resembling one which was shown to
him and he utters the name cow. If there is nothing objective
corresponding to the name cow, why should the child call
the animal which was not shown to him previously by the
name cow ?

Conceptualism too does not fare better. Accordingtoita
universal is merely an abstraction. Itisa concept having an
ideal existence. The mind in the process of thinking abstracts
certain aspects of things and combines them together. If this
theory be correct we should be conscious of a definite idea when
such general names as ‘cow’, ‘man’ etc, are uttered. But actually
introspection does not reveal any such thing, though we know
how to apply such names correctly. In most of the cases we
are unable to define the meaning of genmeral words. Thinking
involyes abstraction, but it does not mean that thinking is an
ideal manipulation of imaginary things. Aaron says: “In
Berkeley’s sense of ‘singling’, abstraction is necessarily present
in the discovery of a common quality., [ concentrate upon
the colour in noticing that three objects have the same colour.
In this sense of abstracting, it is true, 1 abstract even in seeing
the colour, for I single it out for observation.”'® Again he says
about abstraction in the sense of imaginative concepts. “We
must admit, too, abstract concepts in the sense of constructed or
framed imaginative creations, where the abstraction is more than
the sense concentrating on an aspect of our experience, but is also
taking it away and joining with it other abstractions to create
the classificatory standards we require™.!” Such universals as
mermaid, centaur etc. are of this latter type, but all universals
are not of this type. Most of the universals are discovered in
the real world. They are not the products of joining in the mind
two or more abstracted qualities which are not actually joined
in the real world.

16. The Theory of Universals, pp. 162-3,
17. Thid., p. 242,



CHAPTER XIV
nnirgn REALISM VERSUS IDEALISM

Kumdrila’s chief contribution was his refutation of subjective
idealism and the restoration of realism to the position from
which it had been temporarily deposed by the Buddhist vijiina-
vidin. Idealism of the subjsctivist type had prevailed over the
ancient Hinduo realism for centuries and it had become almost
irrefutable. The idealists used two types of arguments to support
their thesis. Arguments of one type were intended to prove
that cognition must be known before the existence of external
objects can be established and a knowledge of cognition can be
possible only when it has some form, in which case the hypo-
thesis of external objects having a form becomes a gratuitous
one and hence it must be given up in the interest of economy
of thought. Arguments of the other type were employed by
the idealist to prove that as the hypothesis of extra-mental
objects involves a number of self-contradictions, it is logically
untenable.

When the whole philosophical world was overwhelmed by
the idealist’s anti-realist arguments Kumdrila came forward to
the rescue of realism with his equally bold anti-idealist argu-
ments. It is not the case that prior to Kumdrila none came
forward to meet the idealist challenge. Several thinkers tried
to defend realism and expose the weaknesses of idealism. But
the credit of silencing the idealist for ever and bringing about
the end of the idealistic tradition in India goes to Kumirila
alone. Kumidrila's achievement can rightly be compared to
that of the Cambridge philosopher G, E, Moore who seems to
have brought about the end of subjective idealism in the
Western philosophy. Kumidrila's refutation of nirdlambana-
viida and Moore's ‘Refutation of ldealism' ( published in 1903)
both possess equal historical value. India had attained philo-
sophical maturity of the West so many centuries ahead and it
is not strange that she had produced thinkers of intellectual
acumen like Kumdrila who appear to have dwarfed even the
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greatest intellects of the West today. Kumirila knocked out
the idealist from the philosophical arena, He proved that
knowledge of cognition is not a prior condition of knowledge
of objects and hence the form that is manifested -in cognition
belongs to the external object. He further showed that external
object is not a matter of assumption but a fact.

Kumirila's keen intellect rightly grasped the root idea from
which idealism grew. The idealist assumed that cognition
must be known before an object is known. He took it as a self-
evident truth, Kumirila proved the untenability of this notion.
He went farther ahead and proved that cognition is never known
directly, because it is a formless and flecting entity. Cognition
is not even self-aware. Its existence is rather presumed to
explain the fact of object-manifestation. In this connection
Kumirila put forward a unique theory which is known as the
theory of cognisedness. What is there in a manifested object
that cannot be explained without presuming the cognitive act ?
1t is the manifestedness or cognisedness of the object of cognition
that leads to the presumption of cognition. Cognisedness is an
objectivequality just as blueness etc. areand itis generated inthe
object of knowledge by the act of cognition just as cookedness
is produced in rice by the act of cooking.

Here a word of caution is needed. Kumdrila's theory of
cognisedness should not be interpreted along the idealistic lines.
Idealism in epistemology stands for a number of theories which
differ widely among themselves. The highest common factor
of the epistemological theories grouped together as idealism is
the belief that in the process of knowing the mind modifies
reality. Kumdrila too believes that the act of cognition modifies
reality by gencrating cognisedness in it. But this resemblance is
merely a superficial one. It should not mislead us into thinking
that Kumirila was as idealist, for, Kumirila never meant that
reality as known becomes different on account of the knowing
p.mnc:ss from the reality as it is in itself. On the contrary, rea-
lity knj:rwn and reality in itself are identical. Cognisedness is
a quality that is added to the known object at a moment sub-
sequent to the object-consciousness. As a matter of fact the so-
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called cognisedness is nothing but the feeling of familiarity that
is associated with a known object.

Kumirila is an uncompromising realist and like other realists
he has to face the problem of error. Error is a universally
recognised fact. If cognition apprehends reality withput any
modification, how does the realist explain the occurrence
of error? The presence of error is responsible for the
existence of the opposite camp of zpistemologists known as
idealists and also of the theory known as representationism
which is a half-way house between realism and idealism. How
does then Kumdrila explain error ? He does not explain it
away like Prabhikara. Nor does he say like Sankara that in
the so-called error we cognise a real thing though it belongs
to a different order of being. His intellectual honesty makes
him declare that error is truly a misapprehension of reality.
However, Kumdrila saves his realism from passing into idea-
lism by saying that error has all the elements of reality though
they are wrongly synthesised under certain abnormal subjective
and objective conditions. The given ‘this’ (rope) is real
and ‘snake’ too is real, though their identity is false, All the
elements in the phenomenon of error are objective, 1t is merely
the identity of two objective facts that can be called subjective
in error. Kumdrila has rejected the idealist theory of cogni-
tion having a form and quite consistently with this rejection
he also rejects the theory that the ‘snake’ in rope-snake illusion
is a subjective or ideal image., He says that it is merely the
relation of identity between two objective facts that is subjec-
tive or ideal. Kumirila's explanation of error may not be
quite satisfactory. Otherwise, how could his own follower,
Sucaritamiéra, contradict him later and say that it is the subjec-
tive form of cognition that is superimposed on the given ‘this®
in error. However, Kumirila's defence of realism should be
appreciated for the comparatively high degree of consistency
that he has been able to maintain and the minimum of ideality
that he has allowed in his explanation of error.

Error has played a very important role in the history of
philosophy, Had there been mo error there would perhaps
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have been no rival systems of realism and idealism. Error
converts our naively realistic beliel in the world of knowledge
into a sceplical attitude, If the *snake’ that we *see’ turns out
to be a mere piece of rope, then the whole world of knowledge
as well may just be a fabrication of our own mind. The
Buddhist idealist jumps at this possibility and declares that
all knowledge is objectless : no knowledge has any objective
basis. All knowledge thus becomes false. This gave rise to
the great epistemological controversy over. the problem of
defining and ascertaining the truth of knowledge. The realist
recognises an independent reality of the external world and
it is through knowledge that this world manifests itself to the
knower. Then obviously enough correspondence of know-
ledge to the external world constitutes its truth, Kumirila
defines truth in terms of correspondence. Buta more impor-
tant aspect of the controversy about truth in India has been
the problem of ascertainment of truth. What is the test of
truth ? This problem gave rise to two rival theories, viz., those
of svatahpriminya and paratahpriminya.

The theory of paratahprimfnya declares that thruth is
an extrinsic property of knowledge, since it depends on the
presence of excellences in the causes of knowledge, and that
itis known through certain extrancous tests. The more im-
portant extraneous tests are coherence and pragmatic efficiency,
Kumirila shows the deficiencies of these tests, and declares
that truth is intrinsic to knowledge and that knowledge by it-
self is always known to be true while its falsehood is mani-
fested by another contradicting knowledge. Coherence lacks
finality. Truth once doubted can never be established finally,
Logically we can never get rid of doubt, however big the
number of corroborating cognitions may be. Pragmatic test
also cannot be depended upon. Pragmatic efficiency is merely
conative experience which is also a type of knowledge. But
when we have once refused intrinsic truth to knowledge in
general, why should there be any partiality for a special type
©f knowledge ? Moreover, pragmatic test is not always success-
ful.  Experience of Pragmatic success is sometimes found to be
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illusory as is usually the case in dreams. The alternative theory
offered by Kumdrila, viz., that truth is intrinsic and false-
hood extrinsic, seems to be more acceptable. By the intrinsi-
cality of truth Kumdrila means that truth is not a property
added to knowledge by extrancous [actors, but is a property
depending solely on the causes that give rise to knowledge
and is known by the knowledge itself. By the extrinsicality of
falsehood Kumdrila does not mean that knowledge born true
is made false subsequently by another contradicting cognition,
but thata false knowledge is born false and known as such
only subsequently when another contradicting knowledge
appears. Falsehood is extrinsic in the sense that it depends
on the blemishes of the causes, and the blemishes are not natu-
ral or necessary features of them but merely accidental ones.
Mone except a perverted intellect could say thatsome devilish
power has installed the faculty of knowledge in us with the
intention of misleading us and that reality is just the opposite
of what appears in knowledge. Could one say that the hare
that we perceive is unreal and the horn that we do not perceive
is real 7 The hypothesis that reality is revealed in knowledge
is certainly saner and more rational than the one that reality is
just the opposite of what knowledge reveals to us. Kumrila's
theory of intrinsic truth may be interpreted aleng this line. Thus
interpreted the theory means that a truthful revelation of reality
is the natural function of knowledge, and then falsehood
becomes a merely accidental feature of knowledge, which is the
meaning of the extrinsicality of falsehood. If this is admitted,
realism becomes far less exposed to the auack of idealism,
Contrarily, idealism could then be seen as making a mere
accidental feature of knowledge ( viz. error ) the universal and
necessary attribute of it. This would be sufficient to put the
idealist on the defensive, though refutation of idealism would
still be a long way ahead.
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ledge, 12

criticism, 13=15
Subtle body, 399400

Sucaritamisra, 94, 95, 100,
114 n,

answer to the critics of the
theory of cognisedness, 50

cognition fulfils its function
by its mere existence, 52

criticism of akhyativada,
108-109

criticism of Prabhakara’s id-
entification of jfdina with
soul-manas contact, 62-63

d:!}:itinn of valid knowledge,

jus;izﬁjmlion. of Srutdrthdpaitti,
kirg;s of invalid knowledge,

manas, 169

rejection of svArthinumina
and pardrthdnumina,255-256
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Svalaksana, 406

Buddhist conception of, 190
Svirthinumina

and parirthinumina, 254—255
Svatahpriminya, 425 _
Tarka, the method of], 2435—24?
“This’-ness, 103
Thought,

its equation with Rmhty cri-

ticised, 14

Transccndnntal perception,160

T;Ep}l: p:rc:ptmn, thnu:y “of,

Truth and falsshood,
both extrinsic according to
Nyiya, 116
both intrinsic according lu
Sankhya, 113
knowledge of, 131 £,
Uddyotakara, 221
Umbeka, 53,95

his view of intrinsicality,
130-131
Uncommon property, . .
whether a source of doubt ?
94-95
Universal, 405 f,
and particular, 415 °
and similarity, 308
and whole, 417-418
as a distributive unity, 418
as an object of perception,
412 e
various views mmpnmd' 4181,
Universals,

cnndmannl etﬂmtl}' ut“ :uu
dhi,
ﬁmltun of, 208
misleading use of the word,
228-229 : !
Upamina, 289 f,

and analogy, 293-294
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and anumina, 300-304
and verbal testimony, 298
N}’i}‘ﬂ 'l'i’cwf 24 1.
Upamiti, 289
Vadidevasiri, 84
‘Valid conclusion,
conditions of, 266-267

Valid knowledge,
Buddhist view, 79-81

Jain view, 84

Kumirila's view, 74
Nyliya view, 81-83

Prabhiikara’s view, 85-88
Sinkhya view, 78
Vaidegika view, 83-84

Vedinta view, 78-79 '

Varadarija,
upamdna, 297
Visani, 42-43
as an explanation of the
variety of cogaitions, 31
nature of, 38
Vasubandhu, 33-34
Vitsydyana,
anumina, 209
arthfipatti, 337
plirvavat, fesavat and
siminyatodrsta, 260-261
Verbal testimony, 280 f.

and inference, 283-285,287-288
Buddhist view, 283

secular and scriptaral, 281
. Yaidesika view, 283, 288
Vidya, 83
Viparitakhydtivida, 98-100
Bhita view distinguished
from Nydiya view, 98-99
Viruddha, 278
Visayatd, 49
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Visesana-visegyatd, 183-184,
187

Visesatodrsta
and simAnyatodrsta, 256 f,
Vidvanitha,
anumiina, 210-211
perception, 156
Vivekiigraha, 107
Vrtti,
Bhifta rejection of, 179
Sinkhya theory of, 178-179
Vrttikiira, 150-151
Vyabhicirigraha, 247
Vyiipya and vydpaka, 213-214
Vyipti, 222 1,
arthipatti theory, 243-244
as a necessary relation, 222
Buddhist view, 225-226
first perception theory,234-239

frequent experience theory,
244-245 |

last perception theory, 239-243

mental perception theory,
233-234 o -

Vaisesika view, 224 .-i

Whole and parts, 371 £

Word, direct denotation of, |
282

Word-imposition theory,202-203 i\

and nominalism, 202

and subjective idealism, 203
Words,

their role in perception,203-205
Yellow conch, 97
Yogajasannikarsa, 185
Yogyanupalabdhi, 355, 359
Yogyaia

as a factor in Perception, 188
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