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PREFACE

THE present work aims at an objective presentation
of the Indian treatment of some of the fundamental
questions of philosophy as they are discussed and elabo-
rated in the different schools of Indian Philosophy. It
hias been the writer's expericnce during his long 41
years of service as a teacher of Indian Philosophy that
a topical treatment conduces to a clearer perception of
the issues and of the standpoints of the different schools
than any exposition of Indian Philosophy, system by
system, as in the different histories of Indian Philosophy.
In presenting the discussions, the writer has followed
closely the original Sanskrit sources as far as practicable,
though he has also made use of some works, both
translations and expositions, in English. A list of works,
in Sanskrit and in English. that have been consulted is
given below. No separate references under each topic
have beéen given, though particular care has been taken
to avoid over-interpretation and to adhere to a strictly
objective presentation consistently with the demands of
intelligibility and a philosophical exposition of ideas.

Svsi. Kusmar Marmsa
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THE SYSTEMS OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

Tur systems of Indian philosophy fall into three main
divisions: (1) systems which are based on the recognition
of the authority of the Vedas and profess to teach what is
embodied in $ruti (Vaidika), (2) systems which profess to be
based on dgama, i.€.. on an authority not strictly Vedic and
vet also not being Vedavirodhi or inconsistent with Vedic
authority (Vedavihya), (3) systems which are not merely
un-Vedic but anti-Vedic (Vedavirodhi).

The third group includes Canvdka, Bauddha and Jaina
systems. The second group includes the Sakia, Vaisnava,
Saiva and other Tantrika systems, while the frst group
comprises the orthodox systems—Nyiya, Vaidesika, Sinkhya,
Yoga, Pirva and Uttara Mimamsa.

It has been said that Indian philosophy is based on
authority and is therefore not philosophy in its present
accepted sense, strictly speaking.. But this is an unfounded
charge. Even an orthodox system like the Vaidesika recog-
nises only two sources of knowledge, viz., pratyaksa and
anumina and rejects authority or fabda pramina as an
independent source of knowledge, éabda pramdna being,
according to Vaisesikas, nothing but a form of disguised
inference. Besides, Sankhva and Yoga are regarded by some
as un-Vedic and yet they are certainly two very important
Indian systems. Besides these, we have also Carvaka mate-
rialism and the Buddhist philosophy of change which reject
not merely the Vedas bur also all the basic concepts of
the Vedas,

The Indian systems have been charged with being
pessimistic in their outlook. While Sankhya-Yoga, Nyiva
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and even Buddhism preach escape From our present ills as

the highest end and do not hold out any positive end such
as happiness or blessedness as a complement to the negative
escape, the Carvakas preach worldliness, ie., unqualified
worldliness and pleasuresecking as the ddeal while the
Advaitins consider the pains and ills of life to be only veiled
appearances of the inherent blissfulness of the Self. So the
above mentioned charge seems also to be unfounded.

Another charge against Indian philosophy is that it is
unethical in character and that its highest end. viz, the
absolute life provides no foundation for the moral life. This
15 also an unfounded charge. In the system of Ramfnuja
the moral duties do not cease even in the absolute life though
they appear therein in a new significance being no longer
duties of one man to another but the service of God in man.
Even in the Advaita of Sankara the absolute life, though
conceived as the negation of the empirical, is yet not in-
consistent with the life of morality and duty, the moral life
being conceived as a process of kramamukti, gradual eman-
cipation through overcoming of a lower falsity by means of
a higher. Thus for the Advaitin though moral effort is all
false in the end, yet in so far as some practices are negatively
related to some other practices while the later are not, the
former may be regarded as of higher worth or value in the
process of emancipation culminating in the transcendence
of the empirical order. In Buddhism again we have, in the
law of Karma and of necessary and inevitable retribution
for all wrongdoing and the doctrine of the mean as the golden
rule for this momentary everchanging life, nothing incon-
sistent with the fundamental teachings of morality.

The Indian systems falling into two broad classes of
heterodox and orthodox admit, however, of dassification into
a certain definite order in respect of the emphasis on the
nature of the spirit and its relation to reality. The Garvika
system, e.g., is out and out materialistic and has hardly any
place for spirit as a distinct reality. In the Nyiya-Vaidesika
system, however, the Self is recognised as a permanent
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substance with eonsciousness as one of its inessential qualities
which it may be with or without. That the relation of
consciousness to the object it reveals is an external relation
which does not constitute the object in any way is a view
that distinguishes the Nyiya-Vailesika as a realist from the
Sinkhya-Yoga philosophers.  While for the Naivayikas con-
sciousness certifies not merely the existential independence of
the object it reveals but also its self-existence independently
of consciousness as a hmshed complete object with primary
and secondary qualities, for the Sankhya philosophers the
finished object is a joint product of Prakrti and Purusa, what
is independent of consciousness being not any finished object
but only the indefinite back-ground of all objective forms,
viz., Prakrti as the Avyakta ultimate ground of the Vyakta or
manifest world of objects. In Vedinta idealism, however,
the independent object disappears altogether and we have
instead as in Riminuja a world of objects in necessary
relation to the subject so that the subject is what it is as the
subject of a world of objects and the world is what it is as
a world of objects to the subject. In Sankara’s Advaita,
however, the emphasis shifts from objects to subject so that
the world of objects is explained away altogether as a hlse
appearance, ie, an eternally negated appearance of the
subject which alone is the true reality. “Brahma satya
jagat mithyd"”, ‘the world is a false appearance of Brahman,
and Brahman or the Subject is the absolute reality” is the
central teaching of the Sankarite Advaitins. The Stnyavadi
Bauddhas, however, go beyond even the Samkarite in this
respect. Since the subject, according to the Sankarte, is
pure Consciousness and the world is an eternally negated
appearance, the consciousness of the Sankarite is thus a
consciousness that 1s conscious of nothing whatsoever and is
therefore indistinguishable from nothing. Thus the Absolute
of Sankara is only the void (Sinya) in disguise, say the
Buddhists.
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THE CARVAKA SYSTEM

Tae Cirvakas profess to be the followers of the docirine of
Brhaspati and are an atheistic school subscribing to mate-
rialism in metaphysics, hedonism in ethics, sensationism
and cven scepticism in epistemology and utter secularism in
religion. They are also known as Lokivatas and are said to
divide into three different schools in accordance with their
emphasis on naturalism and materialism, on sensationism
and psychological atomism, and on scepticism and denial of
all knowledge. Thus there are crude or asiksita Chrvakas
who subscribe to materialism, susiksita or refined Carvakas
who subscribe to sensationism and dhiirta or radical Carviikas
who subscribe to scepticism and reduction of all knowledge
to guesswork lacking certitude and necessary truth.

Four elements, carth, water, air and fire are the original
principles recognised by the Girvakas. From these alone,
when transformed into the body, intelligence is produced
just as intoxicating power is generated in a mixture when
molasses are mixed with certain other things. The intelligent
soul is thus a byproduct of the body and nothing is left of
it on the death of the body and its consequent disintegration
into the elements which constitute it,

The moral end is to enjoy life as much as possible and
extract from it the greatest possible pleasure. There is not
much substance in the contention of those who say that
pieasure being mixed with pain, it is not possible to enjoy
unalloyed pleasure and therefore pleasure should be eschewed
by the wise man if he wants to escape from the pain which
accompanies it. For this is as absurd as saying that one should
desist from eating fish because of the trouble of separating
the fish from the scales and fish-bones, or that one should
desist from preparing one’s meal and eating it because of the
chanee of the botheration of beggars bothering one for food,
or like asking one not to obtain rice because of the husk and
straw from which it has to be separated before it can be
obtained. Men do not refrain from cultivation because of
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the fear of wild animals devouring the crops. It is only
fools who give such advice and they who listen to such advice
are no less fools. Those who talk of renouncing earthly
pleasure for the sake of richer pleasures hereafter and pres-
cribe various sacrifices and ceremonies for their attainment
are impostors who mislead common people for their own
selfish ends, There is no hereafter. no hell in which we have
to suffer after death nor any heaven in which we are to be
rewarded for our sacrifices here. This life is the only one
that we have and to make the best of it so as to make it yield
the maximum possible pleasure is the essence of wisdom.
The body is the self or Atman. With the death of the body
the soul ceases to be and there is no God as dispenser of
happiness or unhappiness, the visible earthly king being the
only dispenser of pleasure and pain.

THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF
KSANABHANGAVADA

‘WHATEVER is, i momentary’ is one of the four cardinal
truths according to the Buddhist, the other three being
‘whatever is, is pam, and nothing but pain’, “whatever is, is
like unto itself and itself alone’, and 'whatever is. is void
and mnothing but void. That everything that exists is
momentary and does not last beyond one moment is proved
by the Buddhists as follows: —

Whatever is, is momentary, because it s or exists
To exist is to produce effects. A thing is what it does.
Existence is thus the same thing as effectimtion or causal
efficiency. Now causal efficiency is possible only in a
momentary thing. No continunant or sthiyibhiva is capable
of producing effects, of exercising causal efficiency. Consider
e.g, any contimmnt. 1f it is to produce effects, it must
produce them either simultancously (yugapat) or successively
(kramena). There is no third alternative possible.

(1y If it produces its effects successively, then it must
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either possess the capacity (simarthya) to produce its effects,
or must be devoid of the capacity. If it possesses the capacity,
why should it not produce all its effects at once? Why
should it produce them successively? The cpacity or
simarthya being present, there is no bar to its producing all
its effects at once. A capable or samartha thing is not
prevented from exercising its capacity. 1E, however, it does
not possess: the capacity, then, as lacking the capacity to
produce the effects, it will not produce any effect at any time
whatsoever and will thus lack the condition of existence,
namely, arthakriyikdritva or causal efficiency.

Nor can it be said that it produces its effects. with
the help of auxiliary conditions (sahakiri). A thing that
possesses the capacity of causal efficiency does not acquire it
through auxiliary conditions. And in the contrary case of
the thing not possessing the capacity, the need of awxiliary
conditions becomes vyartha or superfluous. In the case of
the proximity of auxiliary conditions, the causal efficiency
of the thing must be due either to the thing itself, or 1o the
proximate auxiliary conditions. If it is due to the thing
itself, then the auxiliary conditions have nothing to do in
the matter. 1E however, it is due to the thing as changed
on account of the proximity of auxiliary conditions, then
the thing has ceased to be a continuant and has become a
different thing., Further, are these auxiliary conditions
samartha or asamartha, capable or incapable? If they are
capable, then why should they not themselves produce the
effect? Why should they behave as subsidiaries 1o the
continuant as principal? If, however, they are incapable,
then they are like ministers advising a king who does not
listen to the advice, i.e., their conduciveness to the effect
produced is nil. Further, consider what a sahakiri or
auxiliary condition really does: Does it render any upakira
or ad to the continuant in producing the effect? If the
answer is in the affirmative, the question arises, is the aid
rendered different or nondifferent from the sahakari? If it
15 non-different from the sahakiri, theg it is the sahakard or

*I
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auxiliary condition in another name and in so far as it is
the sahakiri or auxiliary and makes no difference to the con-
tinuant in producing the effect, it is superflous or useless.
1f, however, this aid is different from the auxiliary which
renders the aid, then this is the real sahakiri and the
auxiliary again becomes useless. Again this upakira or aid
must cither be different or non-different from the effect
produced. It cannot be different, for it is not so experienced.
And further if it is other than the effect produced and also
15 a necessary condition of the effect it will also be an
additional cause of the effect besides the primary cause. And
further it will be the really effective condition as the presence
of the continuant without it does not produce the effect
while the presence of it as aid to the contimuant produces
the effect. That is to say, while there is relation of agreement
in presence as well as agreement in absence between the aid
rendered and the effect produced, there is only agreement
in absence between the continuant and the effect but no
agreement in presence because in spite of the presence of
the continuant there is no effect where the aid rendeved is
absent. This shows that the aid rendered is the real cuse
and not the continuant. It mght be argued that the
continuant is the real cause and possesses the capacity to
produce it while the so-called auxiliaries make their appear-
ance through their respective causes and have nothing to do
with the production of the cffect. Even this does not bear
strict examination. If the continnant possesses the capacity,
why should it fail to produce the effect even in the absence
of the auxiliaries, since these latter have nothing to do with
the cffect and the continuant 15 the real cuse? A cuse
possessing the capacity to produce the effect is never scen
to be unable to produce the effect or to be deprived of irs
capacity for no reason whatsoever. It might be argued that
it is the nature of the effect to be produced by a capable cause
along with other conditions. This 1s why the continuant,
though the really capable cause, does not produce the effect
independently but produces it with the cooperation of
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anxiliary conditions. Even this does not help matters. For
the continuant then becomes dependent on the nature of the
effect and has therfore no independent capacity o produce
the effect. To say this is the same as saying that the con-
tinuant does not possess the necessary capacity in and by
itself. It might be argued again that the continuant, though
capable of producing the effect, is yet of such nature that
it does not produce the effect ar once but does so after the
lapse of a few moments. IF it were so, then no continuant
would produce any effect ar any time. If the nature of a
continuant be such that it cannet produce an effect imme-
diately though possessing the capacity to do it but must
always defer the production of the effect till a few moments
have elapsed, then since this nature will continue always,
whenever the continuant reaches the time of production, it
will defer the production for a few moments and this will
go on every time the continuant reaches the nme of produc-
tion of the effect so that it will never produce any effect at
any time.

IE it be said that a continnamt does not reguire the co-
operation of the auxiliary conditions to produce the effect
bur possesses the capacity to produce the effect independently
then it must be admitted that it is only a special kind of
continuant that can do so. Consider, e.g., the case of the
sced (vija) and the sprout which &t produces. The seeds
are in the granary as well as in fields. But the granary
seeds do not produce sprouts but only seeds in fields produce
sprouts where the auxiliaries of water, earth, etc., are there
as co-operating conditions. If the seed as seed were able
to produce the sprout, then the granary seed would produce
the sprout quite as well as the seed in the field. Therefore
should the seed possess the capacity to produce the sprout,
it can do 50 not as seed as such bur only as a special variety
of seed (as seed in the held). This special character can
belong only to the immediately antecedent seed on which
the sprout follows in the next moment or ksana. M it (the
special character) belonged 1o carlier moments, i.e., moments

+»



KSANABHARGAVADA 11

earlier than the immediately antecedent moment, then the
sprout would come forth from the seed even in earlier ante-
cedent moments but it actually does not. Therefore the
special character answering to the capacity to produce the
sprout belongs only to the seed at the immediately ante.
cedent moment before the coming into being of the sprout.
In other words, the seeds of earlier moments are not the same
as the seed of the immediately antecedent moment which
latter really produces the sprout. Therefore it is not the
seed as a continuant but only the sced as a momentary
immediate antecedent of the sprout that produces the effect.
Causal efficiency, therefore, can belong only to the momen-
tary and not to a continuant or sthiyibhava swrictly speaking.

(2) Just as a continuant cannot produce its effects
successively as has been shown above, so also it canmnot
produce them all at once, because no continuant is actually
observed to behave in this way. Further, should a continuant
produce all its effects at once, then it will have nothing left
to produce at any other time, for what has been produced
cainot be produced again. This means that after having
produced all jts effects the continuant will loose its causal
efficiency and therfore cease to exist, existence being the
same as casual efficiency (arthakriyikiritva). Nor can it be
said that after having produced all its effects at once the
continuant produces some other effect at a subsequent
moment. This contradicts simultaneous production of all
effects and amounts in reality to the first alternative, namely,
successive production of effects.

Thus inasmuch as a continuant cannot exercise causal
efficiency either successively or simultaneously and inasmuch
as there is no third alternative (trtiyarisi abhavar) ic follows
that causal efficiency which is the mark of existence being
excluded from a continuant (sthayi bhiva), existence must
belong to the ksanika or the momentary only.
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF CHANGE IN BUDDHISM,
SANKHYA AND NYAYA

Tue above exposition of Buddhist Ksanabhangavida brings
out the real character of the Buddhist philosophy of change
as distinguished from the Sankhya and Nyaya conceptions of
change. For the Buddhist what is, is momentary so that
there is nothing that persists after the very first moment
of its being and cusation thus resolves itself into certain
laws regulating the appearance and disappearance of momen-
tary reals. The difficulty in the Buddhist theory arises
From a total and absolute denial of constants of any kind
whatsoever. If there are nothing but momentary reals, then
even the law of causation becomes meaningless as nothing
really repeats itsell. The Sankhva theory of unconscious
transformation or parinima has evidently the merit of greater
consistency and internal coherence than the Buddhist
philosophy of change in this respect.  In their conception of
the gunas of Prakrti as the constants whose collocation alone
undergoes incessant change and so constitutes the ever-
changing world of experience they get over the inherent
difficalties of the Buddhist theory. While with the
Buddhists Sinkhya recognises the world as changing every
moment (ksanamapi aparinamya navatisthante) they vet
acknowledge constants in the shape of the gunas whose
unequal aggregations alone are changing every moment. [If
the incessant change, both perceptible and imperceptible, be
the truth about the universe of objects the same is not true
about its ultimate constituents, viz., the gunas that constitute
Prakrii, It is the arrangemens of the reals or gunas causing
the appearance of evervarying forms that are alwavs
changing but not the reals themselves. That is to say, the
Sinkhya subscribes to what modern scientists would call the
principle of the conservation of mass and energy in the world,
the total quantity of mass (tamas) and energy (rajas) always
remaining the same though matter or energy of one form may
be changing into matter or energy of another form.
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In Nydya again though we have recognition of change,
there is outright rejection of what the Buddhist will call
momentary changes. According to the Naiviyika, Lhe
momentary of the Buddhist is a creation of the imagination,
There is no occurrence that lasts for one moment alone.
Even a c¢hanging thing must take at least three moments—
one for coming into being, one for existing and one lor
thereafter perishing. The Naiyayika, in other words, recog-
nises only the non-momentary, either (1) in the sense of the
eternal as in the case of such substances as earth-atoms,
water-atoms, air-atoms, fire-atoms, ether, space, time, self, etc.,
and in the case of some qualities of substance as also
universals, ultimate differentials and the relation of in-
herence, or (i) in the sense of continuants such as the non-
eternal compounds of the eternal atoms. A special point
has to be noted here in regard to the Sinkhya philosophy of
change set forth above. According to Sankhya, Prakyti as
parindmi mitya or ever-changingly eternal is unintelligible
without Purusa as unchangingly eternal. Thus in spite of
its emphasis on the aspect of change, it also recognises baoth
a permanent world that yet changes constantly and an
eternal experiencer or bhoktd that makes the changing world
significant.

Though the obvious parallel in European philosophy
to the Buddhist philosophy of change is the philosophy of
Bergson vet there are also important differences. For the
Buddhists there being no relation between one momentary
real and another, the siuccessive ksanika reals are a discrete
series and the continuity of the series is more or less an
illusion arising from our incapacity to notice the intervals
between the discrete moments, The stock example of the
Buddhist of the alatacakra or circle of fire caused by the
rapid circular movement of a burning stick is i case in point.
There is here an appearance of a continuous indivisible
circle of light though in reality there are nothing but succes-
sive momentary positions of the faming stick. Therefore
for the Buddhist the discreteness of the momentary reals is
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the reality and the continuity is a false appearance of the
discrete sucessive moments generated by the rapidity of the
succession. In Bergson, however, we have an enunciation
of the diametrically opposite standpoint, continuous indivi-
sible change being the reality and the discreteness and frag-
mentaion theréof being a distortion and a falsification
originating in the pragmatic need of constants and statics for
the effective handling of the affairs of life.

In Sankarite Advaita we also have a diametrical contrast
to the Buddhist stand-point. While for the Buddhist a
dynamic manifold of unrelated successive moments is the
reality while continuity and related constants are only
thought-constructs  (buddhinirmana), for the Advaitin
Brahman as the undifferenced, nnchanging unity is the
Reality while the world of change and variety is an eternally
negated appearance thereof. Thus while for the Buddhist
the manifold is the reality while its continuity or unity is a
false appearance, for the Advaitin unity is the reality while
change and difference are false appearances thereof.

FOUR BUDDHIST SCHOOLS

Buoprism after Buddha divided into four schools, wiz., the
schools of the Sautrdntikas, the Vaibhasikas. the Yogiciras
and the Madhyamikas., OF these, both the Sautrantikas and
the Vaibhasikas accepted the reality of both mental states
such as pleasure, pain, etc, and extra-mental things such
as jar, cloth, etc. But while the Sautrintikas accepted the
reality of extra-mental objects they denied that they could
be perceived. Whatever cognition we have, according to
Sautrantikas, is possible only in reference to an object.
The object which is the referent of a cognition is cognised
because the cognition has the form of the object to which it
vefers. E.g., the cognition of a jar has the form of a jar, the
cognition of a cloth has the form of a cloth, etc. As in the
absence of extra-mental referents the cognitions could not
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be of these different forms, the Sautrintikas hold that external
referents or objects are a matter of inference from the differ-
ences in the forms of cognition. As distinguished from the
Sautrantikas, the Vaibbasikas hold not merely real exira-
mental things but also that they are objects of perception
and not merely of inference. How an we know the form
of a mental state as the effect of the form of an extra-mental
thing, uniess we have direct access to the thing itself, ie.,
unless things are objects of perception and not merely
of inference? The Yogaciras, also called Vijianavadi
Buddhists, accept the reality of ksanika vijiiina alone, i.e,, of
momentary states of awareness. Nothing except these
momentary states of consciousness exists. Extra-mental thi
thus do not differ from dream contents or dream-objects.
Just as in dream internal mental states are objectified and
regarded as extra-mental reality so also are the objects of
our waking experience. They are nothing but mental states
falsely regarded as extra-mental reals. The Midhyamikas
are Sinyavadi Buddhists or Buddhist Nihilists. They go
beyond vijfianavida and reduce the ksanika vijiiana of the
Yogacaras to the void or Stinyati. An awareness, according
to the Miadhyamikas, which is not awareness of an object
is not even awareness and can be described only as void or
siinya which does not admit of characienisation in terms of
positive contents of knowledge.

The terms Sautrantikas, Vaibhasikas, Yogiciras and
Miadhyamikas are explained as follows: The follower or
pupil of Buddha who wanted to know the last word (anta)
about the siitras, is called Sautrintika. The follower again
who questioned the correctness of the use of language
(bhisd) denying the perceptibility of objects as being contrary
to actual experience (pratiti viruddha) is called a Vaibhasika
(non-perceptibility is pratiti viruddha bhisi). According to
Buddhism, acceptance of the teachings of the preceptors is
Yoga and raising objections 10 such teachings is Acim. A
follower who accepted Buddha's teaching about the voidness
of extra-mental objects but objected to his teachings as
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regards the voidness of mental states is thus called a Yogicira,
A follower who accepted the voidness of everything, mental
as well as extra-mental, is called Madhyvamikas or Mediocre
because having accepted the teachings of Buddha he cannot
be called very low in spiritual status but also having raised
no question about his teaching he cannot be placed very
high in intelligence either. He is, therefore, called Madhya-
mika or Mediocre. The Madhyamika subscribes to voidness
of everything, mental as well as extra-mental, the Yogacam
belicves in momentary states of awareness and demies the
reality of external objects. Both Sautrdntikas and Vaibha-
sikas accept extra-mental objects besides the experience-
moments of the Yogaciras, but these external objects also ave,
according to them, ksapika or momentary. According to
Sautrantikas these momentary, external objects are known
by inference and are not perceived while according to the
Vaibhiisikas they are objects of perception, the talk of
their non-perceptibility being viruddha bhisad or incon-
sistent language, i€, language inconsistent with the actual
deliverance of experience.

That all experience is pain and pain alone is a doctrine
common to all the different schools, as otherwise they wonld
not be teaching how to put a stop to it. All, therefore,
according to the four schools, is pain and pain alone. If any.
body should ask for an example in illustration of this thesis,
the reply is no example can be given because all objects
being momentary, there is no relation between one moment
of existence and another so that there cannot be anything
commmon 1o different moments. No moment 5, therefore,
like any other moment and cannot thus be used as an
example illustrative of any other moment. If it follows that
each moment is sui generis, i.c., is like unto itself and itself
alone, then universals or common characters between different
moments are figments of the imagination.

In like manner we must also hold that all is void and
void alone. In rejecting an illusory content such as that
of silver in a mother-of-pearl we must teject not merely the
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silver that is seen but also the mother-of-pear] in the locus
of which it is seen and also the act of seeing by which we see
it, for the illusion is one integral whole and we cannot reject
one part of it and retain another. Nor can we say that the
content of an illusion is something of an intermediate nature,
¢, an intermixture of existence and non-existence, for such
supposition is absurd on the face of it, Hence the Madhya-
mikas very rightly say that the doctrine of Buddha terminates
in that of a total void by a slow progression from the doctrine
of a momentary flux through the negation of the illusory
deliverances of experience as regards the reality of things.
The ultimate principle is, therefore, siinyata or void not to
be characterised as reality, unreality, both reality and
unreality and neither reality nor unreality. IF an object
such as a jar were real, then the potter's work becomes
superfloous.  And if it were unreal, then the potter can
never make it real and it cannot be both real and unreal,
for that is self-contradictory. Nor can it be neither real nor
unreal for the selfsame reason,

While the Madhyamikas declare a void in respect of
both the external reals and internal conscious states as the
ultimate truth, certain other Buddhists, styled Yogiciras
(Vijianavadins), declare a void of external things only
recognising internal conscious states or momentary cognitions
to be the stuff of reality. Unless the existence of cogriitions
are allowed, they urge, the whole universe will be blind
(iagatindhatva). An external real is not an object of
perception.  The idea of an external perceptible leads,
according to them, to the following dilemma. If there were
an external real as an object of cognition, it must be either
an effect of a cause or no such effect. If it had no origination,
it could not exist, 1If it originated from a cause, then in so
far as the cause is antecedent to the effect, the object of the
cognition arises from a cause existing ina moment antecedent
to it. Therefore, since nothing exists beyond one moment,
when the object cognised is or exists, the cause of the ohject
has ceased to exist, This shows that the object of the

2
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cognition is not the same as the cause of the cognition, from

which it follows that what we cognise as object of mgmuun
is no outside real existing independently of the cognition.
Further, if the object of the cognition were an outside real,
then a past object could not be cognised. as in memory, as
a present object. The past object has ceased to be, while the
object in memory is a present object and is cognised as such.
This also shows that what we cognise as oh]ecl of cognition
is no independent real existing outside cognition: Further,
is the so-called external object of cognition a simple atom
or a compound resulting from the combination of several
atoms? If it were a simple atom, then it could not be
an object of perception. Nor can it be a combination of
several atoms, for an atom, combined with other atoms, must
have at least six different sides, one side to combine with
another atom on the right, another side to combine with
another atom on the left, a third side to combine with an
atom in Front, a fourth to combine with an-atom Behand it,
a fifth to combine with an atom above it and a sixth 1o
combine with an atom below it. But how can an infinite-
simal atom without magnitude have six different sides?
Further, if the union of one atom with another be complete
fusion, the resulting compound will be atomic in dimension
like the component atoms and in that case will not be an
object of perception even as a compound. It follows, there-
fore, that cognition having no other perceptible but itself,
the cognition and the object of the cognition are the same
and that cognition in revealing irself reveals its own self
as its object.

As regards an interval between the object and subject-
consciousness this is only an illusion just as is the illusion of
two moons when there is only one.  This illusion is due to
beginningless nescience. Just as in dreams the dream: object
is no external real but is only a form of the dream-experience
itsclf =0 also is it in waking experience. When, on account
of Mahodaya, the grand exaliation, through meditation on
the Great Truth, the illusion of difference between cognition

»
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and object of cognition melts away, there arises the realisation
of the identity of cognition and object of cognition.

Other Buddhists, the Sautrintikas, join issue with the
Vijiidanavadins or Yogiciras and hold that the position that
there is no external world is without valid evidence. If the
object of the cognition be regarded as nothing but the
cognition itself on the ground of their simultaneity, then
when I cognise blue the experience should be in the form,
'L am blue’, and not in the form ‘T perceive blue'. If it be
contended that the object is nothing but subjective idea and
that the distinction between the two is an illusion so that
when we have the cognition of something external it is the
internal cognition that manifests itself as if it were external,
the answer is that if there be no external ohjects, the
illusion, ‘as if it were external’, would be impossible.
Again if the identity of subject and object be proved by
the illusoriness of their duality and illusoriness of duality
be proved by the assertion of identity, then there is an
obvious vicious circle. The Sautrantikas, therefore, contend
that the cognitions cognise external objects and not merely
internal mental states. As a matter of fact the natural
attitude of mind is towards objects external to the mind and
not to its own internal states. I it be argued that an external
object synchronous with an internal cognition is inadmissible,
the answer is that the subject imposes its own form of con-
sciousness on the cognition caused by the external object
and the object is inferred from the form thus imposed. That
consciousness of the cognition cannot be the object of the
cognition is proved by the Further fct that conscionsness
is the same everywhere and that therefore unless external
objects are admitted the difference between different con-
scious states, e.g., between the consciousness of blue’ and
the consciousness of red’ cannot be explained.

Henee it follows, the Sautrmintikas say, that the universe
consists of not merely the subjective world of menal states
but also data or objects presented in these internal states.
In other words, we have not merely mind and its modi-
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fications entitled, (i) the sensational, (i) the perceptional,
(iif) the affectional, (iv) the verbal, (v) the impressional, but
also the sensible world consisting of the sense organs and
their objects.

Other Buddhists called the Vaibhasikas hold that there
are not merely sensations and objects which are inferred from
sensations but also objects perceived and not merely inferrved.,
How can an extemnal object, they contend, be inferred from
sensations unless we have direct access o external objects?
Therefore the Vaibhasikas contend that objects are of two
kinds, sensible and cogitable. Of these, sensible objects are
immediately apprehended, but, as so apprehended, they
remain mere indeterminate sensa. Cognition which is dis-
criminative and determinate is a matter of construction and
is thus not apprehension of reality in the strict sense. Thus
we have sensation which is apprehension without knowledge,
and knowledge or cognition which is not apprehension of
reality and has therefore only phenomenal truth.

THE BUDDHIST CRITIQUE OF THE NYAYA
VIEW OF SATTA OR'EXISTENCE

AcCcORDING to the Buddhists, 10 exist is to exercise causal
efficiency, i.e., to produce effect, and since the momentary
alone can exercise causal efficiency, whatever exists s
momentary. The Nyiya-Vaidesikas, however, mean by
existence participation in the universal of existence or
'satta’ which is eternal. Thus, according to the Nyaya-
Vaisesikas, to exist means to be a particular instance of the
nniversal of existence, and the relation between the parti-
cular instance as an existent to the universal which is
satti’ or Being in genemal is the relation of samavava
or inherence. .

The 'Buddhists reject the Nviya view of existence
or Being on the following grounds: —

(1) Since, according to Nyiva-Vaidesikas, there are no
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universals of universals, therefore Being or eéxistence as a
universal is itself no instance of a higher universal of Being
- and is therefore devoid of Being. How can Being which
itself has no being be a source of being to the particular
instances which are subsumed under it as a universal?
Further, a Being itsclf devoid of being is an obvious
absurdity.

(IT) Nor can it be said that universals, inherence and
ultimate differentials have a different kind of being, :
svirfipa-sattva or intrinsic being which is equivalent to their
svarlipa or distinctive content.  Such a hypothesis postulating
different kinds of being for different categories of objects
will mean ‘confusion worse confounded'.

(ITI) Further, is Being as a universal present every-
where, or only in its particular instances? IF it were present
everywhere different things of experience would be con-
founded together. If, however, the universal be present in
its proper subject only, then the question arises: Does the
universal inhering in a particular thing such as a jar get
attached to it when the jar is made, or not attached? If the
answer is in the affirmative, then the universal must be
supposed to have moved from the already existing jar to the
newly made jar which will mean that the universal is a
moving thing and therefore a substance. If, however, the
answer be in the negative, then the universal cannot move
to the newly made jar, and thercfore the latter is non-
existent, Again when the jar is broken to picces and ceases to
exist, does the universal survive it, or cease to be, or move to
another place? On the first supposition, it will be a universal
without a particular instance ; on the second, the universal
will cease to be eternal ; on the third, it will be a substance
as a substrate of metion which is contrary to the Nyiya-
Vaisesika view.

Rightly has it been said—

“Great is the dexterity of that which, existing in one
place, engages without moving from that place in producing
itself in another place.
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“This entity (universality) is not connected with that
wherein it resides, and yet pervades that which occupies that
place: great is this miracle.

"It goes not away, nor was it there, nor is it subsequently
divided, it quits not its former repository: what a series of
difficulties!

How, then, are we to explain our experience of one in
the many? According to the Buddhists, such experience of
one common character appearing to pervade different parti-
culars is nothing but siripya or similarity amongst the
different particulars in respect of exclusion of the other
(anya apoha), Thus when each of X', x°, %%, etc,, excludes
yh ¥4 ¥ ete, and also 2!, 2%, 7, etc., we imagine a connmon
form 'x" underlying x*, x*, %%, etc.. because of their similiarity
as excluding the same particulars.

INDIAN THEORIES OF CAUSALITY

Tuere are four Indian theories of the relation between cause

and effect, viz,

I. The Buddhist theory called asatkaranavada, accord-
ing to which the effea arises ont of the destruction or
negation of the cause.

Il. The Nyaya theory called asatkdrvaviada (also called
arambhavida), according to which the effect is non-existent
before the operation of the cause and comes into being
through the action of the existent cause.

III. The Sinkhya theory called satkdryavada (also
called parinimavida), according to which the effect is pre-
existent in the causal ground and comes not into being but
only into manifestation through kiranavyipara or operation
of the cause.

IV. The Advaita theory called vivartavida according to
which the effect is an indescribable false appearance of the

existent cause, not describable either as existent or as
non-exisient
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According to the Buddhists, the effect arises when the
cause has ceased to be. Therefore, the Buddhists contend, the
effect arises out of the cessation or negation of the cause.
For example, when the sprout (ankura) arises out of the
seed (vija), the seed has ceased to be. Therefore the sprout
comes out of the destruction of the seed as its cause, ie.,
the existent effect comes out of a non-existent cause. Against
this view the objection is that if pon-existence is the cause
of an existent effect, then inasmuch as non-existence is the
same everywhere and one non-existence as non-existence is
indistinguishable from another, there will be no bar to every
effect arising everywhere. The Buddhist forgets that when
the sprout springs from the seed, it is not the cessation of the
seed as non-existent that is the cause of the sprout but the
existent constituents of the seed into which the seed is
resolved when the sprout springs out of it that are the real
cause of the sprout.

The Naiyayika who considers the effect to be non-
existent before its effectuation and to come into cxistence
through the action of the existent cuse does not also fare
much better than the Buddhist. Ler us consider the case of
the production of a jar (ghata) out of a lump of clay
(mrtpinda) from the Nyaya point of view. The jar is the
effect according to Nyiya and the lump of clay is the cause.
According to the Naiyiyika, the effect. ‘jar’, is non-existent
in the lump of ¢lay before the causal process (karana-vyipara)
and it acquires the character of existence, ie¢., comes into
being, after the operation of the cause. Thereforey the effect,
‘jar’, is the substrate of the two characters of non-existence
and existence, of non-cxistence before cffectuation and of
existence after effectuation.  But the jar does not exist before
effectuation. How then can it be the substrate of the
character of non-existence? The Naiyayika must therefore
conceive of the existence of the jar even before its effectuation
if the jar is to properly discharge the function of a substrate
{dharmi). That is to say, the Naiyivika must admit the
potential or subtle existence of the effect in the causal ground
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before the process of effectuation—a potential existence that
becomes kinetic or actual through the causal process. For
example, oil potentially contained in the tila seed becomes
actual or manifest through the process of pressing. the grain
of rice potentially contained in the paddyseed comes to
manifestation through the process of husking, milk potentially
contained in the udder of the cow comes out through the
process of milking. The transition therefore from the causal
state to the effect-state is not a transition from non-existence
to existence but from subtle or non-manifest existence w
manifest existence.

“The Sankhya philosophers thercfore repudiate the Nyiya
view of non-existence of the effect in the cause hefore the

process of effectuation and hold instead that effectuation is:

only transformation or change of form and no new beginning.
For example, physical energy may be transformed into
chemical energy, chemical energy into energy of life or vital
energy, and energy of life into energy of mind. In all these
there is no real creation anywhere but only appearance of

new forms in the self-same original material through redis- %

tribution and rearrangement of its constituent reals. The
Sankhya thus subscribes to what is called parinamavada
or the doctrine of transformation as distinguished from
the Nyiya doctrine of new beginnings or arambhavida.
Causation, according to Sankhya, is abhivvakti or manifesta.
tion as distinguished from utpatti or origination. The form
(¢-g., chemical energy) which is held in arrest in one arrange-
ment regarded as the cause (e.g. physical energy) is liberated
in another arrangement of the same reals called the effect
(e-g.: chemical energy) resulting in the manifestation of
properties contained potentially in the former. In Support
of their position of satkirvavada, ie., pre-existence or
potential existence of the effect in the cause. the Sinkhya
argues as follows: That the effect pre-exists in the cause
follows from the fact that there are fixed relations between
certain effects and certain causes, ie., special laws of cause and
effect besides the general law of casuality. One who wants oil,
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does not seek milk out of which to get oil but seeks tila and
other seeds which alone are competent to yield the oil he
wants. All this shows that effects are related to their causes by
certain fixed relations. A relation is possible only between
two or more relata. In the present case the fixed relation
holds between certain special causes and certain special
cliccts.  But if one of the two related objects, namely, the
cause is existent in a fixed relation like the above, and the
other, namely, the effect is non-existent, how can the
relation function at all? Nor can we say that the cause
produces its non-existent effect even in absence of any relation
to the latter, If the cause were to produce the non-existent
cffect without any relation to the latter, then since the
absence of such relation holds not merely in respect of the
particular effect it produces but also in respect of all other
effects to which it is equally unrelated, it should produce
not merely the effect in question but also all other effects.
This will land us into the absurdity that every cause may
produce every effect which is against the deliverance of
experience. A further reason urged by the Sankhya in
support of its position is that the effect, e.g, the jar, is con-
substantial with the cause and is non-different from it so
that as the cause is existent the effect must also be existent.
In proof of the nondifference of the effect from the cause the
Sankhya urges the following considerations. A cloth is non-
different from the threads of yarn, for it is perceived as
contained in the threads of yarn as its substrate, If a thing
15 different from another thing, it is not perceived as
contained in the other thing as its substrate. For example,
a cow which is different from a horse is never perceived as
contained in the horse as its substrate. Besides, between the
threads of yarn and the cloth there holds the relation of a
material cause and its effect. Therefore they are not different
objects. Between different objects such as a cow and a
buffalo no relation of material cause and effect holds.
Thirdly, that the threads of yarmm and the cloth are non-
different is also proved by the fact of the absence of the
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relation of conjunction and disjunction between them.
Between different things such as the milk and the cup both
the relations of conjunction and disjunction are possible.
But the cloth is not capable of either conjunction with, or
disjunction from, the threads of yarn of which it is made.
Lastly, a further proof of the non-difference of the cloth and
the threads of yarn is that the two exactly equal in weight,
the weight of the cloth being exactly equal to that of the
threads of yarn of which it is made.

Against the above proof of non-difference of effect from
cause the Naiyayika urges the following objections. If the
effect (e.g., cloth) were the same as the cause (e.g., threads of
yarn), how can we talk of the cause producing the effect?
For then, the cause, heing the same as the effect, will be
producing itself. And the same consideration will apply to
the destruction or resolution of the effect into cause. That
will tantamount to the cause destroying itself. Further,
there is arthakriyibheda between the cause and the effect, ie.,
different purposes are served respectively by the cause and
the effect. The threads of yarn, e.g., subserve the purpose
of sewing while the cloth serves as an avarana or cover of
the body. All this is inexplicable on the hypothesis of the
non-difference of cause and effect: In answer to their
objections the Sankhya philosophers observe that the reasons
given above do not establish difference between cause and
effect, They at best show that in certain arrangements the
effect becomes tirohita or non-manifest while in other
arrangements it comes to manifestation. When the tortoise
withdraws its head into its shell we do not say that the head
has ceased to be but only that it has ceased to be manifest,
and when it protrudes its head our of its shell we do not
say that its head comes into being but only that it comes into
view. In the same way in the armangement which we call
the casual state, e.g., threads of yarn, the purpose served by
the cloth, namely, that of a body-cover, remains non-manifest
and comes to manifestation in the new arrangement of the
same reals which we @ll a cloth, This consideration also

| |
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effectively disposes of the objection of self-causation and self-
destruction. For the cause causes by its operation the
appearance of a form which remains hidden and non-manifest
in the causal state.

The Naivayikas, however, point out that if causation is
to be conceived as manifestation of a non-manifest form, this
manifestation has o be conceived either as sar, existent, or
asat, non-existent, before effectuation. In the former alter-
native, manifestation being existent before the effectuation,
a further manifestation of the existent manifestation
hecomes superflous.  If, however, the manifestation was non-
existent before the effectuation and comes into existence
through the operation of the cause, then the origination of
the asat or non-existent by the causal process is conceded and
the Sinkhya stand on satkaryavida is undermined.

Unable to refute the Naiyiyika objection, the Sinkhya
raises an almost similar objection to the Nyiya doctrine of
causation as origination or utpatti. What does utpatti or
origination mean according to Naiyiivikas, asks the Sinkhva
philosopher. Does it mean that the utpatti or origination is
itself non-existent before the operation of the cause? If the
answer is in the affirmative, then the origination itself bas
to be originated or brought into being by another origination
before it can properly function, i, bring the effect into
being. And so we shall be landed into a regressus ad
infinitum of origination of origination of origination, etc. If,
however, origination has to be taken as sat or existent, then
in so far as, according to Nyiva, existence means cither the
samavaya (inherence) of saudijiti or Being as a4 universal in
utpatti or origination as a particular instance of it, or
samaviva (inherence) of the utpatti or origination (of the
cloth) in its causal substrate, viz, the threads of yarn in
which also Being as a universal inheres, we shall have to
say that in the former case the utpatti or origination is sat
or existent through the direct inherence of the universal of
Being (sattajiti) in the origination as a particular instance of
it and in the latter case the wmpatti is mediately related to
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the universal of being through co-inhering in the threads of
varn in which Being also as a universal inheres. In either
case utpatti becomes related to satid through the relation of
inherence which, according to the Naiyayikas, is eternal and
one. But how can origination, a temporal process, be a case
of the eternal relation of inherence?

It appears from the above that neither the Sankhya nor
the Nyiya nor the Buddhist theory has been able to give
an intelligible account of the relation between cause and
cffect. The Sinkhya has not been able to refute the Nyava
objection to its doctrine of the pre-existence of effect in its
material cause in a potential form. Nor has Nyava been
able to reply effectively to the Sankhya objection to its theory
of the effect as a new beginning without existence before the
causal process. Nor is there much substance in the Buddhist
view that the effect arises out of Stinya as Sinkhya has shown.
We may, thercfore, conclude that the effect cannot be
explained either as existent or as non-existent before the
operation of the cause and that therefore both the causal
operation as well as the effect coming out of it have to be
acknowledged as indescribable in terms of being or non-
being. This is the Advaita view which recognises Brahman
as the only veality which falsely appears in our waking
practical experience in the indescribable relation of cause
and effect. The objection to the Advaita view that the
rejection of the causal relation in the absence of a sublating
experience s a gratuitous assumption without logic or
reason in it does not bear strict examination. The Advaitin
does not reject the causal relation as false in vyavaharika
dasi but acknowledges its empirical reality for the conduct
of life, What he denies is its intelligibility and its ultimate
reality (Paramarthika satta), there being according to the
Advaitin, sublation of the causal as well as all other relations
in the Paramirthika plane when there is realisation of the
Absolute and the unrealisation of the world and its relations
as eternally negated appearances.

k|
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NYAYA DEFINITION OF CAUSE: DIFFERENT
KINDS OF CAUSE ACCORDING TO NYAYA

Tue Naiyviyika defines a cause as the unconditional, in-
variable antecedent of the effet (anyathasiddhisinyasya
miyataptirvavartiti), A cause, in other words, according to
Naiyayikas, is plirvavarti or antecedent to the effect. Further,
it must not only be pirvavarti or antecedent to the effect but
must also be nivata antecedent, ie., invariably antecedent.
Thirdly, it must be anyathisiddhi$iinya, ie., must not be
due to any other condition. In this sense, the cause of a
ghata or earthen jar consists of the kapiladvayas or two halves
of the jar which are joined together by the potter who makes
the jar out of clay. So also is the colour of the two halves
which produces the colour of the jar itself and so also are
the potter himself (kulila), the potter's stick, the potter’s
wheel, etc, but not the potter’s father, the colour of the
stick, etc., the antecedence whereof 1o the jar is conditional.
The Naiyiyika further distinguishes three kinds of cause,
viz., samaviyi kirana, i.e., the matter or stuff wherein the
clfect arises, asamavayi karana which produces certain
features of the effect by being related to the matter or stuff,
and nimitta kirana which, without entering into the effect,
either as matter or stuff thereof or as producing any feature
or character of the effect, yet contributes to the production of
the effect. Thus, cause is either inherent or material cause
{samaviyl kdrana), or non-inherent or non-material cause
(asamavayi kirana), or efficient cause (nimitta kdrana). Mill
defines cause as the immediate, unconditional, invariable
antecedent.  The Naiyayikas do not separately mention
immediateness in their definition of cause as antecedent to
the effect. According to the Naiyiyikas, immediateness is
included in anvathdsiddhidtinyatva, i.c., the absence of any
other condition determining the antecedent. This is why,
they argue, the potter’s father (kulilapitd), who is an in-
variable antecedent of the potter, who is an invariable
antecedent of the jar, cannot be regarded as the cause of jar.
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The potter’s father is an invariable antecedent of the jar
through being invariable antecedent of the potter who is an
invariable antecedent of the jar. The invariable antecedence
of the potter’s father is thus a case of mediated, conditional
antecedence through the potter's antecedence, and is, there-
fore, anyathiasiddha and must as such be excluded from the
enumeration of the causal conditions of the jar as an effect.
In other words, all remote and mediated antecedents are
conditional antecedents, so that only unconditional ante-
cedents which exclude mediated antecedents are admissible
as causal conditions. ‘Thus, unconditionality includes im-
mediacy or non-mediacy of the antecedent. As regards
samavayl karana, the Naivayikas recognise it only in the case
of dravyas or substances. In other words, dravya or substance
alone can be material or inherent cause. According to the
Naiyayika, non-inherent causality should be taken as belong-
ing to gunas and karinas, 1.e., qualities and motions, and what-
ever is other than an inherent or a non-inherent cause and
yet determines the production of the effect is an efficient
cause or nimitta kirana. Thus, the stick is necessary for the
production of the ghata and so also is the potter’s wheel ; the
potter also must expend energy in producing the ghata.
The potter, the wheel, the stick must, therefore, he incuded
in nimitta karana. The wheel does not become any part of
the effect, nor does the potter and his stick, and yet without
them there would be no ghata.  They are thus to be regarded
as causal conditions of the ghata. They, however, differ
from a non-inherent or an inherent cause. The inheremt
cause (viz.. the two halves) is part and parcel of the effect
(ghata), and the colour and other properties of the two
halves also enter into the effect ‘jar’ and determine its colour,
weight, etc. But these latrer enter into the effect not as
substantive elements of the ghata bur only as qualities of its
constituent elements and so determining the qualitics of the
product. ‘These are, therefore, non-inheremt causes of the
jar, while the potter’s stick, the potter himself, or the wheel,
do not enter into the effect, cither as substantive elements or

.
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as qualities thereof, though contributing to the effect, jar.
They are, therefore, efficient in the production of the effect
without being part and parcel of the effect and are to be
regarded as nimitta karana or efficient cause. The potter's
father, as we have seen, is a conditional antecedent, so also is
the colour of the stick or its size or the sound produced by the
wheel when it revolves round the axis. All these are con-
ditional antecedents, In so Far as they are related to the
stick or the wheel through the relation of inherence which
stick or wheel is unconditional, invariable antecedent of the
jar, are they also invariable antecedents of the jar. Their
antecedence is, therefore, mediated, conditional antecedence.
And therefore, they are not to be regarded as causal condi-
tions having anything to do with the production of the effect.

THE NYAYA THEORY OF UNIVERSALS

Tue Naiyayika defines the universal as a character which is
mitya (eternal) and ancka samaveta (inheres in many parti-
cular instances), Therefore, according to Naiyayikas, the
relation between a umiversal and is particular instance is
the relation of mhberence. Further, the universal is an
eternal character inhereing in more than one particular
instance. Therefore, where there is only one instance of
a thing, its distinguishing character is not a logical universal,
E.g.. according to the Naiyayika, there is only one ikasa or
cther. Therefore etherness is just a distinguishing character
and not a logical universal—an upidhi and not a jiti. Again
when a character or feature which is related to the substmate
which it characterises by some relation other than the
relation of samaviya or inherence, it is no logical universal
in the strict sense. E.g., negativity or abhiivatva is a comman
character of such particular abhivas or negations as ghati-
bhava, patabhiva, etc.  But since the relation of samaviiya
holds only between positive objects of experience or bhiiva-
padarthas, and not between positive and negative objecs,
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nor between one negative object and another, the relation of
samavayatva does not hold between abhavatva or negativity
and the particular negatives in which it is found as a common
character. Thus abhiivatva or negativity, as not admitting
of the relation of samavaya, is not a logical universal, The
Naiyayika also rejects overlapping universals as not being
logical universals in the strict sense. E.g., bhitatva or the
character of being an element is common to the five elements
earth, water, air, iire and ether and martatva or the character
of moying is common to the five moving substances, viz.,
earth, water, air, fire and mind. Thus both these characters
have earth, water, air and fire as their common substances,
while ‘the character of being an element’ applies to dkasa and
not to mind, and ‘the character of moving' applies to mind
and not to ikasa. Therefore, if ‘the character of being an
element’ is conceived as a universal, it will apply to the four
bhiitas—earth, water, air and fire which are moving things
as well,  And then the universal bhiitatva will coincide with
the universal mirtatva in respect of these four substances
and ought therefore to apply to the other miirta, viz., mind
though it does not. And the same objection will hold in
respect of miartatva which should apply to dkisa though it
does not. Further, the four substances, earth, water, air and
fire, will have to be regarded as instances of two different
universals which is like saying that some animals are both
cows and buffaloes which is absurd. This s why characters
with partially over-lapping denotation are not admitted by
Naiyivikas to be logical universals.

Another negative condition of a logical universal accord-
ing to the Naiyayika, is regressus ad infinitum. Where the
acceptance of a character as a universal will land one into
an infinite regress, no logical universal is admissible according
to the Naiviyvika. This is why the Naiyavikas do net
recognise universals of universals. E.g., "horseness’, ‘cowness”
and 'dogness’ are three universals, and since each of these is
a universal, universality is a character common to these
universals. If universality is, therefore, to be regarded as
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a lourth higher universal, and ‘horseness’, ‘cowness’ and
‘dogness” as particular instances of it, then, in so far as this
higher universal is a fourth universal, one must conceive a
still higher universal of these four universals, namely,
‘horseness’, ‘dogness’, ‘cowness' and ‘universality’. In the
same way we shall have to go from a fourth to a ffth
universal, from a fifth to a sixth and so on ad infintium.

The fifth negative condition of a logical universal,
according to the Naiyayika, is ripah@ni. By this the
Naiydyika means that where recognition of a chamcter as
universal contradicts the intrinsic nature or riipa of a thing,
it is mot admissible as a logical universal, E.g., antya videss,
the ultimate differential, is an individuating principle in-
herent in every eternal substance.  Each eternal substamce is
a unigue individual because of the presence in it of this ulti.
mate differential or videsa. Each eternal substance has thus
a visesa inhering in it which differentiates it from all other
objects of experience. Viesatva or differentiating character
i thus a character common to different videsas inhering in
different eternal substances. Why not then, accept videsatva
45 a universal, common character of the different videsas of
the innumerable eternal substances? The Naivayika answer
15 in the negative as the admission of visesatva as a universal
destroys the very nature of visesa (riipalvini). Videsa is that
which is unique, uncommon and if a common character of
the uncommon be admitted it will destroy the very nature
of the uncommon as uncommeon.

A sixth negative condition also laid down by the
Naiyayikas is thar no separate second universal can be ad-
mitted where the difference hetween two universals is a differ-
ence in name only, e.g. between kalasatva and kumbhatva,

It may be noted that while Naiyayikas repudiate uni-
versals of universals, they yet recognise a gradation of
universals into higher and lower reaching up to onc highest
universal (parajati) which is satti or being. Thus, according
to the Naiydyika, the universal of being’ or sattd is the most
comprehensive universal (parajiti) applying to all particulars

3
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while lower universals (aparajiti) apply to some particulars
and do not apply to other particulars. Eg., dravyatye,
substantiality, or substanceness, is a character of every dravya
or substance, but not of a guna (quality) or a karma (motion).
Similarly gunatva holds of every guna er quality, but not
of any karma or dravya. Thus, dravyatva is both anuvrtti
laksana and vyavrtti laksana, both inclusive and exclusive.
Dravyatva, eg., 5 inclusive of dravyas and exclusive of
karmas and gunas. Gunpatva is inclusive of gunas and
exclusive of dravyas and karmas, But satta or being is true
of all dravyas, gunas and karmas, i, it includes all and
excludes nothing. In this sense satta or ‘being’ is the highest
universal or pardjati while other universals are lower
in rank,

It is obvious from the above that what the Naiyavika
means by the gradation of universals into lower and higher
reaching up to one parijati or highest universal, viz,, satti
is their grading in respect of extent or denotation, the higher
being higher as possessing a wider or move extensive denota-
tion and the lower being lower as possessing a narrower
or less extensive denotation and the highest being highest
as possessing the most extensive denotation of all. The
Naiydyika does not mean a connotative subsumption of one
universal under another and thar is why he repudiates
universals of universals as leading to infinite regress.

The Nyaya theory of universals is not without its
difficulries as both Buddhists and Advaitins have pointed out.
1f a universal is both eternal and an inherent character of its
particular instances, then how does the Naiyavika account
for the appearance of a universal in a new born instance of
it? And how does he account for its disappearance, when
it ceases to be? When a new jug is made out of a lump of
clay. does the eternal jugness (ghatatva) come suddenly into
heing in the newly made jug, or, when the jug is broken,
does the eternal jugness cease to be so far as the broken
jug is concerned? Suppose the species we call “cow” becomes
extinct in course of evolution so that not a single individual
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is anywhere left on the earth. Where will the eternal
‘cowness’ go? Will it wander about like a foating adjective,
an abstract umiversal without a particular locus? Further,
when the universal inheres in a particular instance of it,
does it inhere in it in its entirety, or does only a parnt
of it inhere in the particular instance? If it inheres in
its entirety, then nothing of it will be left to inhere in
other particular instances, so that if there be one indi-
vidual cow there will be no other cows. And if it inheres
only partially in a particular instance of it, then we are
landed in the absurdity that an individual cow is only
partly a cow and partly some other animal such as a buffalo.
It may be noted that the Buddhists repudiate the Nyiya view
of universals and offer instead their own theory known as
Apohaviida. According to them, the so-called positive
common character is a myth. Universality is only anya
vyavitti. Ie is commmon  exclusion rather than common
inclusion that constitutes universality. When we say X is
a cow we do not mean that it is one particalar instance of the
universal ‘cowness’ which X has in common with other cows
as its inherent character. All that we mean is that it is not
a horse, not a dog. not a man, etc. Further, according to
Naiyayikas, ‘existence’ (sattd) is the parijati, highest universal
and is an inherent common character of all dravyas, gunas
and karmas, substances, qualities and actions. Therefore,
in 50 far as a cow or a horse or a chair or a table is a
substance, it has existence or santi as its inherent character.
Therefore, the negative judgment ‘a chair is not’ or "a table
is not' or ‘a horse is not" or ‘a cow is not’” amounts to a
manifest self-contradiction, for this is the same as saying that
the cow which is inherently existent does not exist.
Contrariwise, when we say that the cow exists, our judgement
becomes a tautology, for it amounts to saying that the
inherently existent exists, or, that ‘that to which existence
belongs as an eternal inherent character exists'

Further, if the universal, as the Naiviyika says, be an
inherent eternal character of its particular instances, then
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in so far as one and the same particular is an instance of
two or more universals, ¢.g., in so far as a cow is an instance
of the universal of substance (dravyatva) and again an
mstance of the universal of sattd or being and also an
instance of the universal 'cowness” (gotva) it becomes the
seat of several universals, ie., a case of overlapping universals
or jati sankara,

THE NYAYA THEORY OF SAMAVAYA

Tre Naiyayika recognises three different relations. namely,
samyoga (conjunction), vibhaga (disjunction) and samaviva
(inherence or intimate relation). Conjunction and disjunc-
tion, however, are regarded by Naiyiyikas as gunas or
qualities, and not specifically as relations. Further, con-
junction: and  disjunction, according to Naiyiyikas, are
possible only among substantives. Conjunction, ey, is
possible between one substance and another, or between
several substances and so also is disjunction. But neither
conjunction nor disjunction is possible between an adjective
(visesana) and a substantive (videsya). When the book is
on the table, for example, the book and the table are
substances and the relation between them is the relation of
conjunction or contact. When the book is taken away from
the table, the relation is disjunction. But the Naiyayika will
say that when the book is in contact with the table, the
cofitact of conjunction is not a relation between the table
and the book strictly speaking, but a quality that qualifies
both the book and the table, and the same is the case with
disjunction. But when we have a relation between an
adjective and a substantive as, for example, between the
brown colour of the table and the table itself which the
brown colour qualifies, we have no quality but # relation in
the true sense, and the relation in the case in question is
the relation of inherence. The Naiviyika thus defines
inherence as a relation of inseparableness between an
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adjective and a substantive, or between a contained and
containing (@dhiraddbeya), The inherence relation thus
holds only when two conditions are Fulfilled, namely,
(1) when the relation is an inseparable one and (2) when it
15 a relation between a contained and a containing. E.g.. the
relation between one end of a pencil and the other is an
inseparable one but it is not a relation between a contained
and a containing, for one end is not contained in the other
end. Therefore it is not a relation of inherence. Similarly the
relation between milk and the cup in which it is contained
is a relation of contained and containing but it is not an
mseparable relation as one may spill the milk and so end
this relation. Therefore it is also not a case of the relation
of inherence. But the relation between an adjective and
a substantive is an inseparable relation as between a contained
and a containing, ¢.g., the relation between the brown colour
of the table and the table which it qualifies is not only an
inseparable relation but also a relation between a contained
and a containing. Nobody can have brown without the table
which it qualifies and further the brown is contained in the
table as containing.

It is obvious from the above that the inherence relation
holds only between objects which differ in their ontological
status, An adjective is ontologically different from a
substantive. A substantive may exist in itself but an adjec-
tive can exist only in a substantive. It is only between an
adjective which has no self-existence strictly speaking and
a substantive which is capable of selfexistence that' the
inherence relation holds. Hence it does not hold between
one substance and another. Further, the relation of con-
tained and containing excludes inherence from all else
excepting bhava padarthas or positive objects of experience.
Negation as emptiness can neither be containing nor
contained.

For the sake of parsimony (lighava) the Naivavika
Tecognises only one eternal relation of samaviya which
makes its appearance, or becomes manifest, in five different
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kinds of situation, namely, (1) when a quality (guna)
qualifies a dravya or substance, (2) when an action appears
in the thing acting or moving, (3) when a universal or
jati appears as the common character of different particulars
or vyaktis, (4) when an ultimate differential (visesa) appears
as the individuating character of an eternal substance, and
(5) when a whole (avayavi) appears as the unity or synthesis
of its parts (avayava). In other words, the one eternal
relation of inherence fucntions in every case of a relation
between (1) a guna and a dravya (qualitysubstance),
(2) kriyd and dravya (action and thing acting), (3) jiti and
vyakti (universal-particular), (4) visesa and nitya dravya
(ultimate differential and eternal substance) and (5) avayavi
and avavavas (whole and its parts).

While the Naiyiyika insists on difference in ontological
status berween the relata in the relation of inherence, the
Bhitta-Mimamsakas do away with the relation of inherence
altogether and propose tadityma or identity in its place in
the sense of bheda-sahisnu-abheda, identity admitting of
difference. Thus the relation between a universal and its
particular instances. according to Bhittas, is a relation of
identity in difference, the universal being both one with,
and different from, its particular instances. Prabhikara
Mimamsakas, however, accept samaviya as a padirtha or
irreducible object of experience. They, however, do away
with the Nviya view of one eternal inherence functioning in
different situations, inherence being eternal, according to
them, when it holds between relata which are themselves
eternal, and being non-eternal when it holds between relata,
one or other or both of which are noneternal. Therefore,
inherence, according to Prabhikaras, is both eternal and
non-cternal and is many and not one as the Naivayika holds.

(A fourth relation, svariipasambandha, is recognised
by the Nawvayikas. But as it is a relation in which one or
other of the relata is itself the relation, it is, strictly
speaking, no additional padirtha besides the seven irredu-
cible padiarthas or objects of experience recogmised by the

o
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Naiyayikas. E.g., the relation of knowing to its objects is
a svariipa sambandha, knowing being nothing else than
referring to the object and, therefore, is both relatum as
knowing and relation as the act of reference, It is there-
fore just the padirtha of knowing in its svaripa or essential
nature,)

THE NYAYA THEORY OF VISESA

Tue Naivayika is a pluralist and believes in independent
particulars having individual self-contained existence. The
Nyiya view of videsa or individuation thus occupies an
important place in Nyiya metaphysics. Videsa or ultimate
differential is defined by the Naiyayika as that which inheres
in an eternal substance and inhering therein differentiates it
from every other object. Videsa is, therefore, what individuates
an eternal substance making it a unique eternal substance
different from all other substances; eternal and non-eternal,
and also from qualitics, actions and other padarthas or objects
of experience. Vifesa therefore is something that belongs to
an eternal substance only ; it does not belong to a non-eternal
substance, nor to qualities, actions and other padirthas. The
reason is that every non-eternal dravya or substance results
from the combination of its eternal constituent substances.
A non-eternal substance may, therefore, be regarded as an
adjective of its eternal constituents, and since the eternal
constituents have each its individuality, the individualities
of the constituting eternal substances will account for the
individuality of the non-eternal whole which results from
their combination and is an adjective of them. Therefore,
for the sake of lighava or parsimony, the Naiyayika will not
recognise an additional individuality of the constituted whole
besides the individualities of the constituting eternal paris,
For the same reason the Naiviyika will not acknowledge
individuality in respect of other adjectives such as qualities,
actions, universals, videsa, samavdiva and abhiva. These
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have no self-existence apart from particulars and require a
particular locus either immediately as in the case of qualities,
actions and videsa or mediately as in case of some universals
or simanyas such as 'brownness’. ‘Brownness', e.g., inheres
in every particular brown and every brown inheres in some
substance, eternal or non-eternal.  Therefore browness pre-
supposes a substantive locus mediately through inherence
in the inherent. The same consideration of lighava is
resorted to by the Naiyiyika for denying videsa to adjectives
and acknowledging it only in the case of cternal substances.
Linguistic usage also supports the Nydva view. For com-
municating the individuality of a thing we usually use the
demonstrative ‘this’ or ‘that’, but we do not use “this’ or
‘that” usually in case of an adjective qualifying a substan-
tve. We usually use it for individuating the substantive
only, implying that the adjective qualifying the substantive
being individuated by the individuality of its subsirate, one
individuality, namely, that of the substantive, will do dury
for both the substantive and the adjective which qualifies
the substantive, For example, we say, ‘this chalk is white’,
but not, ‘this chalk is this white’.

It may be also noted that the Naiyiiyika considers every
visesa o be sell-individuating and does not recognise one
visesa 1o be differentiated from avother by a third videsa,
for that will lead to an intolerable infinite regress {anavastha).
Moreover, the Naiyiyikas do not recognise any universal
visesatva as a common character of different videsas, every
visesa, according to the Naiyayika, being unique and un-
common so that recognition of a common characrer of the
uncommon will entail riipahdini or contradict the very essence
of vifesa as unique and without parallel.

It is obvious that the Nydya theory of videsa is not
without its difficulties. The Naiyayika recognises prihakatva
Or scparatencss as a padartha. Since this separalencss can
do duty for differentiating one cternal substance from
another, why should the Naiyiyika throw away all consi-
derations of parsimony and acknowledge an additional

of
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padirtha of ultimate differential or videsa? Further, when
the Naiyiyikas acknowledge videsa as being self-differentiat-
ing, why should they not acknowledge each eternal substance
as selfdifferentiating and do away with the additional
padartha of visesa altogether? While the Naiyayika swallows
a whole clephant of selfdifferentiating vifesas he strains at
a gnat of a selfdifferentiating substance.

THE NYAYA THEORY OF SELF

THe Self or Aunan is, according to the Naiyayika, one
amongst the nine different kinds of dravvas or substances,
Further, the sclf, unlike earth, water, air, fire, is an eternal
substance, a nitya dravya. An earthsubstance, e.g., may be
eternal or non-eternal, a compound of earth-atoms being
non-eternal while its constituent atoms of earth are eternal.
The sell as a substance, however, is nitya or eternal. The
self, moreover, according to the Naiyayika, is an immaterial
substance distinguished from other substances by nine specific
qualities, viz., (1) coguition (jfidna), (2) pleasure (sukha),
(3) pain (dubkha), (4) desire or attraction (riga), (5) aversion
(dvesa), (6) volition (ki) including will as selection (prasyi)
and will as rejection (nivrtti), (7) righteousness (dharma),
(8) unrighteousness (adharma) and (9) certain psychic dis-
positions (samskira). These nine are the videsa gunas or
specific qualities of the self. They exist in a self and self alone
and in no other substance. Besides these specific qualities,
the self also possesses certain common qualities or simanya
gunas, i.c., the qualities which the self possesses in common
with other substances, such as, number (samkhyi), magnitude
(parimina), etc, The self, eg. is bibhu parimina or
nfinite in magnitude while an atom (paraminu) is anu pari-
mina. ie, of infinitesimal magnitude. The self, further,
according to the Naiyiyika, is other than the sensibilities
(indriyas) and other than a succession of conscions states. It is
related to its specific qualities not by any necessary or insepar-
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able relation but related to them only in the samsira state, i.c.,
only during the empirical life when it comes into empirical
relations with objects from a false sense of values and
becomes a subject of happiness and unhappiness, of attraction
and aversion and of righteous and unrighteous acts as a
consequence. The self, therefore, is a substance, according
to the Naiyayika, which may be with or without conscious-
ness, consciousness being only an accidental quality of it.
In dreamless sleep, e.g., as also in the moksa state when the
self becomes free from the toils of samsira, it becomes a
fuddha dravya or a pure substance devoid of any conscious-
ness of the world and its joys and miseries. The relation of
lf to consciousness is the relation of a substance to its
quality. But its relation to the quality of consciousness is
an adventitious, inessential relation which ceases in the
transcendental state of freedom from experience and its
vicissitudes.

The self as a substance, according to the Naiydyikas,
consists of two classes, Jivatman and Paramarman, individual
self and supreme self. There are innumerable individual
selves under the superintendence of one supreme self as the
creator, maintainer and destroyer of the world.

It may be noted that the Nyiya theory of self has both
similarities and dissimilarities with that of the Raminujists.
Both according to the Naiyayikas and Ramianujists, the
relation of self to consciousness is the relation of substance
and attribute (dravyagunasambandha as the Naiyiyika says
and viesya-visesanasambandha as the Ramanujist says).
But while, according to the Naivayika, the relation is adven-
titious or accidental, according to the Ramanujist, it is an
essential and inseparable relation. Further, while, according
to the Naiyvavika, the substance-quality relation excludes, or
is different from, the relation of the body as an organism to
its members, according 1o the Raminujist, the substance-
attribute  relation comprises not mercly the relation of
subject and object (visayi and visaya) but also that of whole

-t



NYAYA PROOFS OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 43

and part (amsi and amsa), of organism and its organs (angi
and anga), etc

1t is obvious from the above that the Nyiya theory of
self is nor without very serious flaws. While the Naivayika
distinguishes the self as an immaterial substance from other
substances, he at the same time denies to it any essential
relation to consciousness and other psychic states. How can
a substance be called spiritual or immaterial which lacks
consciousness or intelligence as an essential character? How
can we distinguish such a substance from a material substance
like a block of wood or a piece of brick? Rightly has the
critic said that the life of a2 cow in Vmdavana is much better
than that of the mukia atman, the liberated spirit, of the
Naiyayikas, for the cow has at least consciousness. while the
mukta soul of Nydya is unconscious like a dead material
object.

NYAYA PROOFS OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD
{ Based on the “Nyidyamanjari" of Jayanta Bhatta)

Tre Naivayikas recognise four sources of knowledge, viz.,
perception, inference, sabda or verbal communication and
comparison. In this respect they differ from the Vaisesikas
who recognise only two sources of knowledge, viz.. perception
and inference. While hoth Naiyayikas and Vailesikas agree
in respect of the proof of the existence of God by means of
inference (anumina) the Naiyiyikas, as distinguished from
the Vaidesikas, hold that the existence of God cn also be
established by fabda pramapa. All primanya or validity
being, according to the Naiyiyikas, paratah or extrinsic, sabda
pramiina or verbal communication as a source of knowledge
is a valid source of knowledge in regard to the existence of
God only in an extrinsic reference. The Mimimsakas
consider the Vedas 1o possess intrinsic evidential authority
or validity, According to them, the prescriptions embodied
in the Vedas are laws without a law-giver, be., commands
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without any personal source. Every communication in
words, according to the Mimamsakas, s intrinsically in-
formarive and valid unless the communication is tainted by
the faults of the speaker making the communication, i.c.,
such faults as ignorance, illusion, desire to deceive, incapacity
of correctly reporting a situation, etc. In the case of Vedic
prescriptions, however, no question of a speaker’s fault
distorting the communication arises, there being no speaker
or personal source of the Vedas according to the Mimamsakas.
Therefore the Vedas have intrinsic, inherent validity as a
code of mjunctions and prohibitions (vidhinisedha).

The Naivayikas, however, join issue with the Mimim-
sakas here.  The mere absence of a vaktd or personal source
does not validate the Vedic declarations according to the
Naiyayikas. Absence of a speaker may ar best ensure the
absence of a speaker’s defects interfering with the truth of a
declaration. But mere absence of defect does not confer
positive truth or validity on such declarations. For this
positive truth-conveying character the declaration must
possess some positive special excellences besides the negative
absence of dosas or defects.  Such special excellences can be
derived only from a personal source of the Vedas. Vedic
declarations are valid, in other words, only as personal
prescriptions of a superior person, ie., of a person who has
knowledge of all that is and also all that is beneficial or
harmful to finite beings, The validity of the Vedas is thus
extrinsic, being derived, as a personal communication, from
God as the source of the Vedas.

The anti-theists, however, amongst which may be in-
cluded not merely the Mimamsakas but also Carvikas,
Buddhists, etc., reject the Nydya view on the ground thar
the idea of a creator of the world and the personal source of
the Vedas does not bear logical scrutiny. The personal God
of the Naiyayikas, the anti-thasts contend, cannot be proved
by perception, inference or any other pramiana.  God is noc
a colour, or a taste, or 4 smell, etc, and so is nor an object
of external perception, nor is He a pleasure, or a pain, and

-l



NYAYA PROOFS OF THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 45

therefore is not an objec of internal perception.  Nor is He
an object of a seer's vision (yogi pratyaksa), for no such seer
or yogi 1s established by the facts of experience.  Inference
presupposes perception as its basis and perceprion of God
being impossible as shown above, no inference of God on the
basis of perception is possible. Inference is based on
inductions from experience and such inductions are arrived
at by means of observations of agreement in presence and
agreement in absence together with non-observation of the
contrary. But God being not an objeet of perception,
observation of agreement in presence of God and any mark
by which He is to be inferred is not possible.  Nor is the
inference of God by siminy:ito drsta imference possible, for
there is no mark which can be observed as invariably related
ta-a creator of the nature of God. Even if we start from the
world consisting of the earth, the sea, etc, it docs not serve
to prove God as the creator of the world. For the effect-
character of the world consisting of the earth, the sea, etc.,
is not itself an established truth, The arrangement of parts,
€.g.. which we observe in a hill, is essentially different from
the arrangement of parts which we observe in an earthen
jar made by a potter. Therefore. the effect-character of the
hill, etc., constituting the earth, etc., does not prove an
mtelligent author in the same way as the effect-character of
an earthen jar proves an intelligent maker such as a potter.
Even if we grant the effectcharacter of the earth, ete., as
being of the same nature as of a jar or a piece of cloth, it
does not necessarily prove an intelligent author of the earth.
For there is no invariable relation between effect-character
and intelligent authorship, there being instances in eXpe-
rience of the presence of effect-chamcter with absence of
intelligent authorship as, eg., in the case of the blade of
grass which is an instance of spontancous generation without
an intelligent author. Effect-character, therefore, as the
mark or hetu of intelligent authorship is anaikintika or a
oo wide hetu, being found both where an intelligent author
is s in the case of the jar and the intelligent potter and also
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where it is not as in the case of the blade of grass where no
intelligent author is. Just as in the case of the grass no
intelligent author being observed, one is justified in con-
cluding that there is no such author so as also in the case of
the earth, the sea, etc., no intelligent author being perceived,
one is justified in concluding that no such author exists.
The mere fact of arrangement of parts (sannivesa) of the
earth, etc., thus no more proves an intelligent creator thereof
than does the too wide hetu purusatva or being a male proves
that one isa Brahmin. (A male may be a Brahmin or a non-
Brahmin). Further, if an intelligent author is to be inferred
in accordance with the vyapti between ‘effect-character” and
‘intelligent authorship® as illustrated by the example of the
earthen jar and the potter, then only a non-omniscient,
embodied being who is subject to all the ills that Hesh is
heir to and works with effort towards the attainment of his
ends, has to be inferred as the author of the earth etc,, which
will be contrary to our conception of God as creator. If,
however, an omniscient creator is inferred from the vyapi
between ‘being an effect’ and ‘being the effect of an
intelligent cause’, then the udiharana or illustration, viz., a
jar, will be a sidhyahina illustration, for the potter is not
an omniscient being. Further, if God is to be inferred as
a creator of the world on the ground of the kiryatva or effect-
character of the world, then the question arises: Does God
create the world as an embodied being, or as a disincanate
spirit? Further, if God creates with the help of his body, is
the body of God, with which He creates. a karya or an cifect
in time, or an eternal body without beginning or end in time?
Nowhere is intelligent causality observed in the case of a
being without a body and if God creates with a body, then
that body being itself made of parts will be an cffect and will
require a karta or intelligent anthor thereof  If the author
of the divine body be God himself, then it is absurd on the
face of it and will amount to God creating himself, and if
the author is some being other than God, then we are landed
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into an endless series of Gods, each creating the body of
the next that follows.

What, then, is the objection to the idea of God as
creator? The objection is absence of evidence of any kind.
When even one God you cannot establish by valid evidence,
you have the audacity of conceiving an endless series of Gods.
Further, when you talk of God as creating the three worlds,
do you suppose that He creates just like the potter by active
manipulation of materials? Or, does He create by the simple
fact of a desire to create (icchimitrena)? If He were to
aeate by the manipulation of materials, the creation would
not be completed even in ages. Nor does the second alter-
native that God creates by a simple wish to create (by a
simple fiat of the will without manipulation of materials)
bear strict examination. For, why should non-intelligent
atoms obey the divine wish and suddenly arrange themselves
into an ordered world?

Again, what can be God's motive in creating the world,
or does He create without any motive? The second alter-
native reduces God's behaviour in creation to that of a
lunatic, for it is only lunatics that behave without rhyme or
reason. Nor does the first alternative bear examination,
For, God, who is the embodiment of all joy and bliss cannop
be subject to attraction or aversion and therefore cannot
have any motive actuating Him to create a world. Nor aan
compassion (anukampd) for finite individuals be God's
motive of creation, for before creation Jivas or finite indi-
viduals are not subject to afflictions of any kind and are of
the same nature as liberated individuals untouched by
miseries and afflictions, They are thus ot objects of
compassion prior to the creation of a world. Even for
an Allcompassionate Being like God it is not possible to
feel compassion for creatures who, like liberated persons, are
completely free from the touch of suffering and misery. Nor
can it be said that even God is not able to ereate a world of
unmixed happiness, nor if He is able to create any such
world, can it last for a substantial period of time. This will
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be a denial of the omnipotence of God and His absolute
autonomy and freedom to will and act according 1o His meve
pleasure—a will and pleasure which all objects obey or
conform to. Therefore the idea thar anything is impossible
for Godl is inconsistent with his absoluteness, Nor can it be
saicd that God has 1o create the world in accordance with
the moral deserts of individuals or [ivas, i.e., according to
what individuals have ewrned for themselves in the way of
happiness or sulfering by their karma or good and bad deeds.
The answer in this case is that karma or the deeds of
individuals being the real creator of the world, why then
have a God as a creator in addition to karma? If it be said
that non-intelligent karma without the direction of an
intelligent being is not able to encompass the task of
creation, the answer is that as karma has the intelligent
individual finite being as its agent, why have a director or
superintendent of action other than the finite individual as
the agent of action? Further, even if we grant an Yvara or
God as the director or superintendent of the actions of finite
beings in the task of creation; then God loses his svatanirya or
autonomy and has to act in accordance with the good and
bad deeds of finite beings in the work of creation. As a
king dependent upon his minister ceases to be a paramount
ruler; so God, dependent upon the merits, or the opposite,
of finite individuals, ceases to be an absolute ruler. 1If it is
said that the création of the world is nothing but the sport of
the Lord, and He creates a mixed world of good and bad,
not from any consciousness of imperfection or want, bur for
the sheer joy of creation itself as in sport or play, then in so
fur as God will be bereft of this jov at the time of dissolution
af the universe, He cannot be called a Being of eternal Bliss
of all kinds. Nor is such a creation entailing considerable
exertion consistent with God's nature as all-merciful and
all-compassionate, for it may be a sport 1o the Lord or God
but is a source of suffering and misery to the creatures.
It follows, therefore, that God s necither creator nor
destroyer of the universe.  So long as the merits of individuals

b
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are not exhausied, God cannot bring abour the dissolution
of the universe. Nor can it be assumed that the merit, or
the opposite, of individuals becomes suddenly exhausted
simultaneously on the day prior to dissolution, If such were
the case, then recreation after a lapse of time would be
impossible as no merits and demerits will be left to God
for creating a diverse world once again after dissolution in
accordance with the merits and demerits of the individuals.
Nor can it be said that the dissolution takes place when after
a lapse of one hundred ages the ereator conceives a desire
to dissolve the universe whereon the karmika forces of
merits and demerits of individuals become suddenly inactive
and consequently dissolution takes place. Similarly, when
after a hundred ages God conceives a desire to create
again, the imactivated forces of merit and demerit become
suddenly active again and start producing diverse effects.
Such an assumption makes the will of God the real creator
so that merit and demerit become really superfluous
according to this view. [If the Naiyayikas say that it is the
divine will that is the real creator, then in so far as this will
creates a world of suffering and misery, it is not free from
the charge of cllousness and cruelty. Therefore, the
divine will is either an omnipotent will, or a morally good
will, but cannot be both. Further, since the divine will,
according to this view, becomes the source of merit and
demerit, ie, the righteousness, or the opposite, of the
actions of the individuals, an action is good or bad not
because the Vedas enjoin or prohibit it but because the
divine will wills it as such. Lastly, this view also is in-
consistent with the idea of liberation for, according to it,
the divine will may reunite a liberated soul with a hody
and make it participate thereby in the vicissitudes of the
world it creates.

If follows, therefore, that there is no logical reason or
hetu for inferring the existence of God as the creator of
the world. Neither perception nor inference can, therefore,
prove the existence of God. Nor is &abda or Vedic authority

4
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a valid proof of God’s existence. Vedic authority is itself
derived from Iivara or God as its source according to the
Naiyayikas and God again is proved by means of Vedic
authority. There is thus a vicious circle from which there
is no escape for the Naiyayikas, Nor does God bear com-
parison with any other being so that comparison or upamana
also cannot prove God's existence. Lastly, presumption is also
no proof of the existence of God as all the facts of the world
can be explained satisfactorily independently of the idea
of a worldcreator. (This Parva-Mimimsaka argument s
directed against the Advaitins who regard God as Miya-
Vidista-Caitanya and as spsti-sthiti-layakartd in the sense of
being both the material and efficiemt cause thereof and
regard arthapatti or presumption asa source of our knowledge
of God.)

So far we have considered the anti-theist arguments
against the theistic proof of God's existence. The objec
tions of the antitheist so far as the theistic inference is
concerned, resolve, on analysis, into the following two, viz.,
(1) that the kdryatva or the cffect-character of the world has
not been conclusively proved by the theist, (2) nor
has the theist proved beyond all doubt thar every effect
requires an intelligent cause.  As regards objection (1) which
challenges the effect-character of the world, the Naiyayikas
ask: who is the person who raises such an objection to the
inference? Is he a Carvika or a Mimamsaka or a Buddhist?
(a) Certainly it does not consist with a Carvaka to deny the
effect-character of the world who goes so far as to deny the
eternality of the Vedas (considers them to be the writings
of deceitful priests). (b) Nor can a Mimamsaka consistently
deny the effect-character of the world. Even $avara himself
admits that wlherever we have a composite whole {such as
a picce of cloth) resulting from the combination of parts
(threads) we have a contingent whole that begins to be
through the combination of parts and ceases when the
combination ceases or the constituents themselves (threads)
cease to be. (c) Nor can a Buddhist deny the effect-
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character of the world for whom whatever is, is momentary
and is an effect of the preceding momentary real. There-
fore, the heiu, kiryatva or cffect-character in respect of the
earth, etc., is not asiddha or unestablished in respect of the
subject of the inference.

Nor can we say that the combination of parts which we
notice in a jar or a piece of cloth is quite different from the
arrangement of parts in a hill or other objects of the earth,
etc. For the smoke that rises from a fire kindled in an oven
by gentle blowing is different from the smoke that rises in
volumes from a fire in the hill that is ser ablaze by a strong
wind. Would we say that the smoke in the hill being
different from the smoke in the oven does not prove fire in
the hill though it proves fire in the kitchen? If it is said
that smoke in general is connected with fire in general and
therefore smoke proves fire (in the kitchen as well as the
mountain) the veply is that combination of parts as such
proves an intelligent agent irrespectively of any special kind
which such a combination may be.

The Buddhists, however, join issue with the Naiyayikas
and say that the so-called combination as such, i.e., as a pure
universal, does not exist in reality, it being nothing but a
thought-construct and a name with a purely negative
meaning. In the so-called inference of fire from smoke, the
smoke as a universal means nothing but the exclusion of
such objects as sky, time, etc., which are not smoke. Even
this, however, does not improve matters for the Buddhist,
for combination of parts as a universal with a negative
meaning may be similarly used for the inference of an
untelligent agent.

(2) It has been argued that the universal relation
between cffect-character as proved by composite structure
(of earth, etc.) and intelligent authorship has not been indubi-
tably established, there being many exceptions in experi-
ence to the general rule.  There are, eg., immovable objects
like the hill, etc, and also trees, blades of grass, etc., which
are of composite structure but have no observed intelligent

' 5629
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author. In answer to this it may be pointed out that absence
of an observed author does not prove that there is no such
in reality and, therefore, the so-called negative instances are
not vipaksas or dissimilar instances but are only cases where
mtelligent authorship is doubtful or uncertain, no intelli-
gent author being observed in their case. They are thus
included in the paksa or subject of inference; the uncertainty
of intelligent authorship in respect of which is to be resolved
by the inference. We can call them dissimilar instances only
if after careful investigation we find that there cannot be
any intelligent author, observed or unobserved, in any
circumistances, in their case,

If the Mimamsakas urge that instances of the hill, the
blade of grass, etc., are dissimilar or contrary instances,
though a creator thereof being not observed is only doubt-
ful, then the Mimamsaka inference of the auditory organ
of sense required for the apprehension of sound may be
similarly rejected. Every action requires an instrument just
as the action of cutting wood requires an instrument such
as an axe. The perception of sound is an action and
therefore it must require an instrument by means of which
such action is possible. Therefore, an auditory sense must
be inferred as the instrument wherewith sounds are per-
ceived.  But since a sense is not jrself capable of being sensed
or sense-perceived, the auditory sense which we infer is
supersensuons and cannot be observed. The Mimamsakas
accept the validity of this inference. But according to the
objection which they raised against the theistic inference,
the auditory sense which is inferred in the above instance
may very well be cited as a disimilar instance and sound-
perception adduced as an example where the invariable
relation between an action and an instrument of action fails
(no instrument of sound-perception being an object of
observation or perception). If the Mimamsakas argue that
the inference of an anditory sense in the case of sound-
‘perception is an instance of siminvato drsta inference based
on an invariable relation observed in general between actions
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actually observed such as cutting and instruments actually
observed such as an axe and thevefore cannot be rejected as
invalid on the ground that in the case of vision, audition,
etc, no instrument of action is actually observed and there-
fore such cases are dissimilar instances where the invariable
relation fails, the Naivayikas may similarly reply that in the
cas¢ of the earth, the hill, ete, the vydpti or invariable
relation between effect.character and intelligent causality
cannot be taken as non-existing on the ground that no
intelligent cause is obsérved in their case.

The Mimimsakas may argue that the creator of the
earth, etc., js never perceived by anybody, The Naiyiyikas say
in reply that an auditory or any other sense is also not
perceived by anybody. IE the Mimamsakas say that the
auditory and other senses are not perceived because they are
supersensuous and not because they do not exist, the
Naiyayikas say in reply that the caeator of the eanth, etc,
is also not perceived because He is not an incarnate spirit and
not because He is non-existent, Further, if the Mimamsakas
argue that no action being possible without an instrument
the auditory and other senses as instruments of perception
are legitimate objects of inference, the Naiyiyikas say in
reply that an effect cannot be proved without a creator and
therefore a creator of the world as an effea is a legitimate
inference from the nature of the world as an effect.

If in the case of the inference ‘the world has a creator
because it is an effect’ the world is made a contrary example
on the ground that no creator of the world is actually seen
or observed, then even the stock example of the inference of
fire in the mountain from the perception of smoke in the
mountain may be treated as fallacious on the ground that no
fire being actually perceived in the mountain from a
distance the mountain is a case of a contrary example, If it
be argued that the fire, though not visible from a distance,
can, however, be actually seen when one reaches the mountain
or draws very near it, the reply is that it was not perceived
at the time of the inference and it does not mend matters if
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it is perceived later on.  Further, if a person who infers fire
in the mountain from the perception of smoke in the
mountain does not verify his inference by drawing near the
mountain and perceiving fire, does his inference become
invalid thereby? Again another antitheistic objection is
that though we observe an intelligent agent in the case of
the jar and other things, the intelligent author that we
observe in their case is quite different from the intelligent
being that can be the creator of the three worlds. The jar
etc., are the handiwork of finite beings of limited intelligence
while the creator of the universe can only be an infinite and
absolute intelligent cause. Therefore, the hetu ‘effect
character’ (as illustrated in the case of the jar, etc) is a
visesi-virnddhahetn  incompatible with a  creator of
infinite and absolute intelligence. The Naiyayikas in reply
point out that an objection of this kind will invalidate every
kind of inference. Consider, eg., the inference of the
auditory sense.  We find that action Tequires an instrument
with which to act and our vyapti or invariable relation is
based on such instances as cutting wood with an axe,
mending a pencil with a knife, ete. Now, the knife or the axe
are metal objects with qualities of extension, hardness etc.
If we infer an auditory sense on the basis of such observed
instances, is it necessary thar the supersensuous anditory
sensibility should be hard. impenetrable and extended in
space just as a knife or an axe is?

A virnddha hetu is one which instead of being related
ta the sadhya or thing to be proved. is related, 1o jis
contrary, to the ahsence of it. A hetu does not betome
viruddha or contradictory if it proves a probandum which
15 ot exactly identical in character with that with which
it is connected in the example. When smoke. c.g., proves
fire in the mountain yonder, it proves a mountain fire which
is Not an exact replica of the fire in the oven with which
it is found connected in the example. viz,, the oven fire.

Nor can the hetu in the theistic inference above be
cited as a kiliyaysapadistahern, A hetu is kalatyaya
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apadista only if it proves a probandum in the subject of
an inference which is known from the other sources of
knowledge not to belong to the subject in question. But it
has not been proved by perception, verbal communication
or any other source of knowledge that the earth and such
ather objects have no intelligent author.

Nor is the hetu in the above theistic inference countered
by a counter-hetu proving an opposite conclusion. There-
fore, it is not also a satpratipaksa hetu.

It may be argued, however, that all that the inference
proves is a hare creator of the world. but not a creator
endowed with the attributes of God. The Naiyivikas sav
in reply that the inference proves anly a cremtor and the
attributes of this creator are known from other sources of
knowledge (the Vedas). The Niriyana Upanisad says that
God has eyes, faces, hands, etc,, on all sides and that He
connects Himself with merits and demerits and the five
elements in order to create heaven and earth. The Svetidva-
tara Ulpanisad says that God moves and yet has no legs, holds
objects and yet has no hands, sees but has no eyes, hears
but has no ears, is all-knowing and vet nobody knows Him,
and is unexcelled amongst wuls. These passages prove
that God is omniscient. The Mimamsaka objection, that
proving God by means of the Vedas and the validity of
Vedas by means of God as their source is nothing but
circular reasoning, is disposed of when we observe that the
existence of God has been proved not by an appeal to the
Vedas but by inference. The omniscience: of God as
distinguished from the ignorance of creatures arises from
the absence of defects. God is not subject to love, hate
and other defects as finite creatures arve. These defects
arise in creatures because of their attachment to objects
due to illusion. Such attachment causes pleasant and
unpleasant reactions in finite creatures, but God, being not
subject o such amachment, is free from defeats and i
therefore of the essence of eternal joy and conscionsness.
The eternality of God's consciousuess follows from the fact
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that if it were to be suspended even for an infinitesimal
nstant of time the whole universe operating according to
the merits and demerits of individuals under the intel-
ligent guidance of God will come to a standstill. But why
should God's consciousness continue during the period of
dissolution? The answer is that at the time of dissolution
there is nothing which can destroy His consciousness.

The Divine Consciousness is immediate and so far
resembles perception.  But unlike perception, it is not a
generated event in time produced by sense-object contact.
He is free from sorrow and hatred and as He has immediate
knowledge of all objects, He has no impressions  nor
memory nor inferential knowledge. As He constantly wills
the relief of suffering creatures, He is a subject of ever-
increasing merit and is free from demerit.

If His will is eternal, then how is it that the world
which He wills is not also cternal? And if He wills the
undoing of His creation. how is it that Pralaya or world.
destruction is also not eternal like His will? The objec-
tion misses an essential point. The Divine Will, though
itself eternal, is determined by the nature of the object that
It wills, so that when the Divine Will wills the creation
of the universe, a world comes into being, and when It wills
the destruction of the world, it ceases to be. It has been
said in the Vedas that God is Satyakima, Satya-sankalpa
etc., so that His will is never Frustrated.

The objection already considered as regards God
creating with a body or independently of it is answered
as follows, God indeed is a disincarnate spirit. but this
does not stand in the way of His creating the world. Just
as the soul moves the body without requiring another body
through which it can move it (the body) so does God
create the world out of the atoms which are His body.
Nor does the question of a motive of creation seem quite
fair. God creates and destrovs because it is His nature to
create and destroy at fixed intervals even as it is the nature
of the sun to rise in the east and set in the west.  We may
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regard creation and destruction as the sportive activity of
God or we may say that God creates or destroys out of
sheer compassion for creatures. As creatures even at the
pralaya or dissolution stage do not become free from merit
and demerit which only become inactive or potential at the
time, God creates 4 world again so that creatures, through
actual experience of happiness and the opposite, may exhaust
their merit and demerit and become really liberated.

But what is it that proves that there is one, absolute
creator of the world?  May there not be many creators, gods
in the plural, who bring about this world by their creative
activites? The reply to this objection is that in the event
of there being more than one God, the gods will be cither
working harmoniously for the common end of creation or
working against one another. In the former event since
one single God will suffice for the purpose of creation, the
rest of the gods will be superfluous and will have nothing
to do. In the latter event since the gods will be undoing
the work of ane another, there will be no creation nor any
God having paramount authority. Kumirila Bhaua holds
that since finite beings are the nuakers of their own merit
and demerit, these finite individuals with their merits and
demerits acting in cooperation will suffice for the purpose
of creation. Even this hypothesis does not bear examina.
tion. When artisans like CATpEnters, masons, eic., work in
cooperation in constructing a palace or any other building;
they have to work under the direction of a superintending
authority and, only as so directed, can they successfully
finish the work, Similarly finite individuals are incapable
of creating the world without the direction of a superin-
tending allknowing intelligence. Even in  Kumdrils's
hypothesis the idea of a supreme intelligence as the
directing authority has to be admitted.
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NYAYA AND SANKHYA REALISM

Tue Naiyayika is an out and out common-sense realist.
While he believes in the priority of logic to metaphysics and
will not subscribe to the reality of anything which is not
established by valid evidence {prameya samvit praminit hi—
objects are known only through pramana or valid evidence),
he at the same time believes that it is reality that prescribes
to knowledge. Hence while in the order of knowledge we
have to start with the logic of knowing in order to ascertain
the nature of reality, in the order of being it is reality that
determines the nature of valid knowing. In fact, the
Naiydyika believes on the evidence of knowing not merely
in the reality of objects but also in their independent reality.
Knowing refers to, or reveals, according to Naiyiyikas, not
merely objects other than our knowing but alse objects as
possessing reality independently of knowing. Further, such
independent objects are not merely revealed in knowledge
but are revealed as full-fledged complete objects, ie., as
objects in space and time and as possessing qualities such as
colour, taste, smell, etc. Objects therefore, according to the
Naiyayikas, have existence, independently of our knowing
just as they are presented in our knowing.

As distinguished from the unqualified vealism of Nyiya
we have a modified form of realism in Sinkhva which is
a sort of halfway house to the idealism of Vedinta. Sankhya
acceplts two ultimate independent principles underlying our
world of experience—a transcendental subject or Purusa and
an undifferentiated objecrive background, viz., Prakrti. The
undifferentiated or indeterminate background, lighted up by
Purusa’s consciousness, transforms or differentiates itself into
our world of experience consisting of empirical subjects and
a common world of ebjects. Tt may be noted here that Purusa
or the transcendental subject in the singular means the con-
ceptual class of many transcendeéntal subjects which light up
Prakrti an different ways cusing Prakrti 1o break up into
a multiverse or many different worlds of experience. It is

Al
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obvious that Sinkhya realism differs in many essentials from
the realism of Nyiya. There is no finished independent
object according to Sankhya apart from the light of Purusa’s
consciousness or Caitanya but only an undifferentiated in-
determinate back-ground of objectivity which is Prakrti in
the state of equipoise or samyavasthd as the prius of our
empirical world. It is thus this transcendental objective
back-ground which is independent of the transcendental
subject or Purusa. Our known world of objects, ie., the
empirical world which we live and move in, is the joint
product of Purusa and Prakrti. of the transcendental subject
and the independent objective background. In so far as
Purusa lights up Prakrti does Prakrti’s original equipoise
give way to one of differentiation and integration causing the
appearance of a diversificd world of objects. Thus the
so-called finished objects of experience have no reality
independently of the subject as the Naiydyika says but arise
through the mediation of the latter.

THE SANKHYA THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

Notable amongst the Hindu theories of cognition besides
the Sankhya are the Idealistic theory of the Vedintist
and the Realistic theory of the Nyiva schools. Sankhya
vealism represents an intermediate position—a sort of half-
way house between the uncompromising Vedanta Idealism
of Pure Thought and the extreme realism of the Nyava
Philosophy. The Sankhya theory is of peculiar interest in
this respect. Attempting at a synthesis of the irreducible
given with self-pointing, self-revealing thought, it combines
n itsell the weak points both of idealism and realism. Bur
despite these inherent difficulties of its task, it tackles the
knowledge-problem with a thoroughness and a conscious
perception of the issues involved that will repay serious study
even at the present day.

We shall preface our exposition of the Sinkhya view
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with an account of Nydya and Mimamsi theories and inci-
dentally we shall also refer to the Vedinta theory and some
of the kindred western theories as throwing light on Sankhya
realism proper.

According to the Naiyayika, cognition is a quality
(guna) of the self as substance (dravya), a quality that
originates under certain special conditions and has the
character of referring beyond itself. Hence cognition is a
non-eternal quality of the self, a quality which the self may
be with or without and which appears only as certain special
conditions are fulfilled. Cognition according to Nyava is
thus an inessential attribute of self-substances ; it belongs to
souls or self-substances, and selfsubstances alone, but it does
not constitute selfsubstances nor is otherwise essential to or
inscparable from self-substances. As a matter of fact in the
state of transcendental freedom (the Moksa state) the self
becomes a pure substance (a duddhadravya) and becomes free
not merely from pleasure, pain and the miseries of life
(samsam) but also from all forms of experience including
jiana or cognition. And even in the empirical life there
are states of pure unconsciousness when the self becomes
a pure substance devoid of all forms of experience. Cognition
15 not a constituent of the self, nor is it an inseparable
attribute of the self as such though in the supreme Self
(the Paramitman) it abides as an eternal quality, a time-
less intuition of all things that are or may be.  Cognition
thus, according to Nyiiya, is not a relation but a quality
and a quality only of selfsubstances. It is related to
the self by the relation of inherence and is not irself
a relation but a quality. But, as a quality inhering in the
self, its nature is to transcend itsell, to refer beyond irself,
to reveal something other than itself. Thus cognition does
not cognise itself but something different from jiself: it
reveals the visaya or object and not itself. It is related to
the visaya or object by the relation of visayita,—the relation
of objectifying or making an object of it. Thus it is subject
to & two-fold refation. It is related to the sell by the relation
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of samaviya or inherence and it is related to the object by
the relation of objectifying (visayitd). The Nyaya view of
cognition furnishes a contrast in this respect to that of the
Ramdinujists who also conceive cognition to be an attribute
of the self as substance. The Ramanujists are idealists and
regard intelligence as an  essential quality of the self.
(¢f. Sribhasya Thibaut's English Tr, 1, 1, 1) "Nor can
it be said,” says Ramanuja, “that this ‘I, the knowing
subject, is dependent for its light on something else. It
rather is self-luminous ; for to be selfluminous means o
have consciousness for one’s essential nature. Analogously
to the lamp, the self is essentially intelligent (cidriipa), and
has intelligence (caitanya) for irs quality. And 1o be
essentially intelligent means to be selfluminous.” (Ved.
Sut., Thibaut's Eng. Tr. I, 1, 1, pp. 58:60). The conception of
intelligence being essential to the self is however Tepugnant
to the Naiyayika realist according to whom reality is wider
than thought, the latter being no more than an accident,
an ephemeral quality or function of a section or part of
reality. Raminujists contend that since the Absolute is an
Omnipersonality, i.c. an Incusive Self or Atman of which
intelligence is an essential quality, reality is essentially
intelligent or selfrevealing. But Naiyiyikas reject this
idealistic conception of intelligence as constitutive of reality,
Thought does not constitute reality, it is not even a consti-
tutive or essential character of the self whose quality it is.
As a matter of fact, there are states, both empirical and
transcendental, in which the self lapses into pure unconscious-
ness, into the non-intelligent Being of a free selfsubstance,
Naiyayikas also repudiate the Ramanujist conception of
mntelligence as svayamprakida or self-revealing. Ramanujists
hold that intelligence or consciousness is self-revealing in the
sense that it reveals itself to its own substrate by means of its
own activity. A stone, e.g., is not self-revealing as it does
not reveal itself to its own substrate ; it has being-for-another,
no being-forself. Not so however intelligence or conscious-
ness. It reveals itself 1o its own substrate by its own being ;
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it has being-forself in and through utself atv the time of its
appearance. Thus a past state may be vevealed 1o its
substrate, the self. by another state, but is not so revealed
by itself at the present time. There is no conscious-
ness without object, but this by iself does not deprive
it of svayamprakasatva in the above sense of being
revealed to its substrate, the self, through its own being
Says the “Sribhisya”, “The essential nature of consciousness
—or knowledge—consists therein that it shines forth, or
manifests itself, through its own being to its own substrate
at the present moment”, (Thibaut's Tr., p. 48). And it
adds *that knowledge is of the nature of light depends
altogether on its connexion with the knowing ‘I': it 15 due
to the latter, that knowledge, like pleasure, manifests itself
to that conscious person who is its substrate, and not 1o
anyboby else.” Again (p. 63), “as the knowing self is eternal,
knowledge which is an essential quality of the self is also
eternal. Consciousness besides is an essential, and therefore
eternal, quality of the self which is iwself eternal, bmt
knowledge in itself unlimited, is capable of contraction and
expansion .... In the so-called ksetrajiia-condition of the
self, knowledge is, owing to the influence of work (karma),
of a contracted nature, as it more or less adapts itself to the
work of different kinds, and is variously determined by the
different senses. With reference to this various How of
knowledge as due to the senses, it is spoken of as nising and
seeting” (p. 63). Thus according o Ramanujists, knowing
supposes both the knowing subject and an object known,
And the knowing reveals both itself and the object to its
substrate, the knowing self or subject. Further it reveals
the object as ija or nop-intelligent datum while it reveals
iself as ajada, ie, as intelligent cognition of the non-
intelligent datum. Bt it does not reveal itself to itself but
only to its own substrate, the knowing subject or self which
is also intelligent as knowing self as distinguished from the
non-intelligent datum known. And further, according to
them, knowledge owes its character of selErevelation-to-its-
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substrate to its connection with the latter ; it is owing to
connexion with the selfrevealing knower which reveals itself
to itself that knowledge reveals itself to its substrate, The
knower would not be knower without knowing itself as a
knower of objects known, and the knower would not know
itself as such withour Intelligence. Intelligence is thus an
essential quality of the self and is, like the self, ¢ternal. The
Naiyayikas agree with the Ramanujists only up to a certain
point. Cognition is a quality of the self, but not, as
Raminujists think, an essential and eternal quality of it
Nor does it necessarily reveal itself to its substrate in
revealing an object different from itself. It reveals itself only
in a secondary act of retrospection, and even then it reveals
itself as an object known and not as subjective knowing. 1t is
thus not generically distinct from other qualities as in-
telligent knowing (ajada) from non-intelligent data known
as Ramanujists think. On the contrary it is generically of
the same nature as other qualities ; it is objective like the
rest of qualities, only specifically differing From them as
revealing objects and qualifying the particular set of
substances called selfsubstances. Riaminujists distinguish
between intelligence as an essential, eternal quality of the
self and the temporal-spatial limitations of intelligence in the
self in its ksetrajiacondition. But no such essential eternal
intelligence in the self as knower is admitted by the
Naiyayika realist according to whom cognition does not
constitute, but only reveals realitv, Further, as we have
seen above, Naiyiyikas admit non-intelligent conditions of
the self, states of suspended intelligence or consciousness,
when the self becomes free from the trammels of experience.
Against this Naiyiyika view, however, it is urged by the
opponent that such existence without consciousness is not
removed very far from dead materiality. Nyiya tealism
is therefore no better than Carvika materialism. The
Naiyayika meets this objection by distinguishing between
the self as spiritual substance and the atoms and their
compounds which are material substances. But since the
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Naiyayika can justify this distinction of substances only by
a differentiation of their respective functions, cognition as
a function of self-substances must be allowed to constitute
its proper substrate. This, however, the Naiyiayika as a
realist is not prepared to admit.

Sankara-Vedantism 1s the antithesis in this respect to
Nyaya vealism. The Naiyayika makes cognition dependent
on Teality ; cognition does not make reality, it only reveals it.
The Sankara-Vediantist, on the contrary, resolves veality
to consciousness, to the illumination of reality. Take away
illumination, and reality is engulfed in darkness, in a blank
void. Reality is illumination of reality ; being is prakasa of
being—or rather being is nothing but prakasa which is the
light that reveals, Reality as a pure datum, reality as object
of cognition and therefore as other of cognition, s an
illusory fiction, an unreal projection of Maya (which is the
principle of Cosmic Hallucination). The Self as knower is
pure light of consciousness. The Self as knowing subject
distinct from pure consciousness, the Self as a being that
illumines as distinct from illumination as such is an un-
substantial fiction, an illusory projection of nescience.
Reality is illumination and the Self is real only as pure self-
luminous light. Self as anything else than the light that
reveals, self as substance or subject or being distinet from
pure consciousness, is the other of reality and therefore
unreality or illusory appearance. Nothing therefore is real
except Pure Intelligence, undifferenced selfshining Thought.
The object of thought as the other of thought is self-
contradictory and therefore indescribable. The subject like-
wise as distinct from thought as such 15 indescribable and
inconceivable. What reveals itsell in all thought is pure self-
positing self-revealing thought. The world is the play of
free sclf-positing Thought ; it is the free Intelligence objecti-
fying itself as a system of causally-linked appearances.

The Naiyavika however repudiates the Sankara-
Vedantist equation of thought and reality. The so-called
identity of being and thought is, .m:mﬂing' to him, an
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idealistic delusion which the commonsense practical world
of facts does not substantiate. The world of practice is
based, according to the Naiyiyikas, on an essential distine-
tion between thought and reality, between cognition and the
object it reveals. Thought is neither reality nor coextensive
with reality as one of its essential or inseparable aspects.
It is an cphemeral quality or attribute of the self, an
attribute that is generated under peculiar conditions. The
self becomes conscious only when there is a special relation
of contact between the self and the mind and between the
mind and a particular cogitable content. Thought there-
fore is a [unction not of all substances but only of
selfsubstances or souls and of these only as certain peculiar
conditions are fulfilled. It is a matter of common experi-
ence that this is so, and experience proves it as conclusively
as it disproves the Vedinta equation of reality and pure
thought, Thought thus is thought of reality and is not itself
reality, It is the very nature of thought to point beyond
itself, to refer to that which is not itself. Without the
visaya, the external object to think of, thought is an unreal
abstraction.  Thought thus always looks beyvond itself, refers
to an object different from itself. Its pature as a quality
of the self is to reveal not itself, but an object as the other
of itself, Thought thus does not think itself, but only the
object which is not itself. In this way subjective thought
transcends itself and comprehends the external transcendent
object.

How, then does thought know itself? Or does it never
know itself? If thought knows only the object it thinks,
15 it anything entitatively different from its object? [Is it
other than the object, or just the object thought? I thought
15 the object thought, haw does the object thoughe differ from
the object-in-itself? 1f thought is not itself the object, if
thought is thought of or thought about the object, how does
it differ as thought from the object of which it is a thought 3
Further, how docs the object-in-itself differ from the object
thought of? What, in other words, does the object gain

5



66 FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS

by being revealed to, or apprehended by, thought? The
Nawyiyika answers these questions from the realistic stand-
point. Thought is neither the object nor a phase or aspect
of the object thought. Thought is thought of or thought
about reality. Thought does not think itself, but only
an other of itself, a visaya or object from which it is dis-
tinguished as visayin or thought of the object. The very
nature of thought as visayin is to comprehend not itself
but an object other than itself as visaya. Thought there-
fore is the subjective activity of apprehending an object as
an object. To know it in its distinctive character of a
subjective cognitive act it must itself be made the object
of a secondary retrospective act. In other words, the
primary act of apprehension of the object must itself be
apprebended in a secondary act of retrospection.  Intro-
spection therefore is retrospection ; it is only the holding
of the primary knowing act as an object to a secondary
cognition, In this way we know thought as subjective
apprehension (visayin) of an object (visaya) which it appre-
hends but does not constitute. It follows that thought adds
nothing to the object. The object-in-itself gains nothing in
the process of being an object thought. The new relation
to an apprehending knowing act (visayin) makes no differ-
ence to the visaya or object. The Naiyayikas repudiate the
Bhitta conception (the Bhittas are followers of Kumarila
Bhatta, a Mimarhsaka Philosopher) of an apprehendedness
(jnatati) accruing to the object in consequence of its being
known. The assumption of an apprehendedness being
generated in the object in consequence of its being subjec-
tively cognised in a cognitive act will make the cognition of
the past and the future impossible. The past is no more
and the future is not yet. They are thus alike non-existent.
If therefore the cogmition of the past or the Ffuture
object should generate in either a new property of appre-
hendedness, even the nonexistent must be supposed
10 ACUiTe New Properties as existent positive characters,
But this is clearly absurd. Therefore there is no such
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thing as an apprehendedness generated in the object
in the process of being knewn. The object-in-tself is
only the object out of relation to the knowing act. The
object known is the object (visaya) of the subjective
apprehension (visayin,

The Nyiya view of cognition as revealing not itself but
the object is opposed to the doctrine of cognition as self-
luminous, a doctrine which is common to the Pribhakara
Mimimsa, the Sankhya and the Sankara-Vedinta Schools.
The doctrine that cognition reveals only that which is not
itself is, according to the Naiyiyika, a necessary corollary
of the realism that accords only a secondary place to cogni-
tion in the order of being. The Prabhikara here joins issue
with the Naiyayika and contends that realism does not
necessarily commit one to any such view about the mature
of cognition. In fact, the immediate evidence of conscious-
ness establishes not merely a cognition of an other but also
a simultaneous cognition of the cognition, an awareness of
the awareness. An act of cognition may be said to be self-
luminous in this sense. It points not merely to an object
beyond itself but also, and in the same act, tarns towards
itself, apprehends itself as apprehending a beyond or other
of itself. The Pribhikara develops this doctrine in connec-
tion with its particular theory of triune perception (triputi-
samvitpratyaksa) which he opposes to the Nyaya theory.
According to him, an act of perception is at once an aware-
ness of the object perceived, of the subjective perceptive act
and of the subject perceiving. The object is perceived as
the apprehended, the act as subjective apprehension and the
subject as the apprehending or cognising agent. Each thus
15 apprehended in its own proper form, the object as the
apprehended, the act as subjective apprehension, and the
subject as the apprehender or cogniser. The Naiyiyika,
according to the Prabhakara, has allowed his realism o
impugn the immediate evidence of consciousness. The
realistic doctrine of cognition does not require a denial of
the selfillumination of conscipusness. Consciousness may
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know itself without forfeiting thereby its capacity to know
sumultancously an external, transcendent object.

The Nyiya and Pribhakara-Mimamsa views are the
parallels in this respect to the doctrines of some of the
European realists of the present day. The Nyiya view of
cognition as looking beyond itself has its echo in contem-
porary thought in John Laird’s realistic theory of cognition,
In his contribution to the “Contemporary British Philo-
sophers Series”, Prof. Laird, in expounding his theory of
cognition, observes, “Our cognitive processes are, in their
usual exercise, the processes, with which (not at which) we
look ; and none of them, perhaps, can look at itself. It
does not follow, however, that anether (introspective) look
cannot be directed towards this process of looking... Even
‘awareness of awareness, then is not impossible, and this
conclusion is consoling, since if anything seems to occur,
mrospection does.  What is there except observation to
acquaint us with the difference between pleasure and pain,
or between belief and repugnance.” Prof. Laird, like the
Indian Naiyiyika, thus holds to the conception of cognition
as essentially self-transcendent, as always looking beyond
itself. He repudiates the Bergsonian intuition of a neutral
experience-flux wherein knowing coincides with the object
known. The knowing act, according to him, necessarily
points beyond itself to an other, to an object different from
itself. The dualism of knowing and known cannot be
resolved in a monistic experience-flux with which one may
be said to be intuitively at one in the subliminal, infra-
intellectual processes of life. The distinction between cogni-
tion and its object is no pragmatic fiction born of practical
need ; it Is essential to the very natures of cognition, an
integral part of its make-up as subjective apprehension of an
object different from itsell. Hence we cannot be aware of
our awareness in one and the same specious present. We
can be aware of it only in retrospection, i.e., in a secondary
cognitive act which makes the primary act the object of its
obscrvation.  Cognition, therefore, cannot be itself cognised
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except in a numerically distinct cognitive act enduring in
a separate specious present. This, as we have seen, is also
the Nyiya view. The Naiyayika, as a consistent realist,
ohjectifies the subjective cognition just as Prof. Laird does.
Cognition can be cognised, but only as an object, as a datum
presented to @ secondary cognition, The Pribhikara-
Mimamsa as we have seen joins issue here with Nyaya
Knowing cannot be unaware of itself in the act of being
aware of the object. Therefore there is no cognition of
an object which is not also a cognition of the cognition.
But the essential distinction of knowing and known is
not annulled thereby. Knowing knows itself as knowing
{samvit), not as the known (samvedya). We do not know
knowing as the known just as we do not know the object as
subjective knowing. The Pribhakara distinction of the two
kinds of knowing corresponds closely to Prof. 8. Alexander’s
distinction of enjoyed and contemplated knowing, Like the
Prabhikara Mimimsaka, Prof. Alexander subscribes to an
awareness of awareness accompanying every act of awareness
of object—an emjoyed awarencss which goes with every
awareness of an object contemplated, There is, however, in
the Prabhikara conception of self-illumination an emphasis
on the aspect of revelation in intelligence which we miss in
Prof. Alexander's concept of enjoyment. Enjoyment is an
inner sympathy, a oneness in feeling as distinguished
from contemplation from without. It thus does not import
self-revelation in the Prabhikara sense of apprehension in
intelligence.

When the Prabhikara speaks of a cognition of cognition
as being involved in every act of cognition of an ohject; he
does not mean any logical mediation of subjéct-cognition
ahd object-cognition. The triune character of cognition is,
according to the Pribhikara only a brute datum, a given fact
of experience which we must accept at its face-value. The
standpoint of the Prabhikara is empirical and a posteriori.
We have 10 remain satished, according to him, with the given
togetherness of the three different awarenesses in every single
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act of cognition. Beyond the bare togetherness we cannot
go. We cannot say whether there is mutual logical implica-
tion besides the brute conjunction. It remains true at least,
the Pribhikara argues, that the cogniser is not a self-
luminous subject as is his cognition.  As a matter of fact, the
cogniser has states of unconsciousness in which ir remains
steeped in darkness.  The same is true of the object cognised.
The object is not the cognition of the object and may very
well be without being cognised at all. The inseparability
therefore is not an inseparability of the subject, the object
and the cognition of the latter by the former. It is merely
an inseparability of the subject-cognition, the cognition of
the cognition and the object-cognition—the given together-
ness of every cognition of an object with a cognition of the
cognition and cognition of the cogniser. And this insepara-
bility is a brute conjunction which proves mothing as
regards any mutual logical implication.

T'he Naiyiyika and the Pribhakara agree in respect of
their methods of approach. Both appeal to introspective
evidence, 1o the immediate deliverance of consciousness,
though they differ in their respective accounts of what
consciousness really delivers. Cognition, according to both,
is therefore to be taken at its face-value: it is what it presents
itself as in actual experience. The realism of the Sankhya
stands contrasted in this respect with Nyiiya and Prabhikara
realism. The Naiyiyika and the Pribhikara arrive ar
realism on the way of psychology through analysis of
the actual report of consciousness. Cognition, according
to them, does not present itself except as dependent on and
therefore externally related to the cognifum, to the trans
cendent external object. The very nature of cognition as
revealed to introspective analysis thus points to an inde-
pendent reality-insitself.  This is how, according to them, we
are assured of mdependent realistic objects-in-themselves.
The Sankhys, however, follows a different method. From
eXperience as given it argues to the not-given presuppositions
of eXperience. Iis method is thus metapsychological and
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transcendental and differs from the psychological methods of
Nyaya and Prabhikara-Mimamsi. Cognition, according 1o
Sankhya, can be understood fully only by going beyond and
behind it to its transeendental presuppositions, its antecedent
generative conditions. Empirical cognition, cognition as a
mental event in time is a compound—a composite psychic
process that results from the illumination of the Primal
Matter, which is Prakyti as a pure datum, by the Transcen-
dental Subject which is Purusa as pure light of consciousness.
Cognition as a temporal event is thus a transformation of
Prakrti resulting from Purusa’s illumination of the latter. It
is the pure intelligence imprisoned as it were in a temporal
mode of Prakrti as empirical psychic process or mind-stuff
referring beyond itself to corresponding mattersiuff.  The
correspondence and objective reference of the mental content
points, according to Sankhya, to a neutral matter of expe-
rience from which both the mental and the nonmental arise.
This neutral experiencestuff is Buddhi which is & trans
formation of Prakrti, the indeterminate transcendental
object. This neutral experience-stuff or Buddhi is not given
in experience: it is presupposed in experience and can be
reached only by criticism and transcendental analysis. It may
be presented also in a special intuition (cE. Patafijala Sinkhya)
but cmnot be given in our practical, relational experience.
But even Buddhi does not explain experience fully: a
neutral  experience-matter  differentiating  into - conscious
mind-stuff and intelligible matterstuff implies & union of
intelligence as selfrevealing light ‘and a non-intelligent
datum as that which gets revealed by self-revealing intelli-
gence. Hence as the preconditions of a world of experience
we must assume two ultimate metempirical principles—
Purusa, the Transcendental Subject and Prakyii, the Trans-
cendental Objective Background.  Purusa is the selEluminous
Intelligence that lights up experience—the light of Cons-
cioustiess in which objects reveal themselves as significant
contents of experience, Prakpi is that which gets revealed
by Purusa inte a concrete world of experience—the indeter-
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minate Object-in-itself in which things as objects of experi-
ence materialise and dematerialise in the light of Pure
Intelligence which is Purusa.

Neither Purusa nor Prakrti are objects of experience.
They are the transcendental presuppositions of experience as
a world of significant objects, the antecedent generative
conditions of a world of experience. Hence they are not
themselves experienced facts, at least in the customary
meaning of experience as the equivalent of our normal,
practical consciousness of a world of objects subject to the
relations of space, time and causality (cf. Savicira prajiid
which means cognition of objects as space-time-and-causality-
determined —defa-kila-nimittavacchinna). They are the not-
given presuppositions of experience which we discover by
analysis and criticism. The method of the Sankhva in this
respect has a close family likencss to Kant's transcendental
critical method: from experience as the given it works back
to its notgiven presuppositions. But in one aspect of it the
Sinkhya method is removed from the Kantian critical stand-
point. Kant will not allow a positive knowledge of the
transcendental principles that make experience possible.
Any assumption of a positive knowledge of these is in-
consistent with the critical standpoint proper and implics
a capacity of non-sensuous intuition which we do not possess.
We have thus only a negative knowledge of these trans-
cendental principles: we know them only as not given in
experience, we do not know them in themselves except as an
unknowsble X. Sankhya however goes farther than Kant.
Repudiating relational sensuous experience of these nou-
menal principles, Sinkhya yet claims for them an infra-
empirical, metapsychological intuition in Yogika realisation
—an intuition which is free from the forms and relations of
normal, empirical consciousness. We have thus not merely
a negative knowledge of these transcendental principles, we
have also a positive knowledge of these in non-relational,
non-sensuous intuition below the level of our normal,
relational experience of things through sense-given data,
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The Sankhya conception of a non-relational, non-
empirical intuition is an essential part of its theory of
knowing as an empirical, temporal event. Empirical
knowing according to Sankhya is a composite cffect, a
transformation of Prakrti shining by the light of Purusa
which is Pure Intelligence, But the given union of Prakrti-
Putusa in experience does not affect either their logical
contrariety of nature or their ontological independence and
disjunction of essence. In fact, Yogika intuition is a realisa-
tion of this essential disjunction and separation despite their
actual commingling in experience—a de-realisation of rhe
empirical connection involved in the realisation of their
essential  detachment and logical opposition. Empirical
knowing, according to Sinkhya, is thus rooted in an original
unreason. Involving as it does a union of logically opposed
and distinct principles, it poims to a beginningless non-
discrimination (aviveka) as the source of the beginningless
chain of experience which we all samsira. It is this
beginningless unreason that leads through sannidhya or bare
togetherness of Prakrti and Purusa to that closer union
(samyoga) which brings on a world of experience. Sinnidhya
is & bare relation of presence which by itself does not explain
the closer connection of Prakrti-Purusa in experience. That
connection  involves a deeper unreason underlying it, a
beginningless aviveka that causes Purusa’s attachment to
Prakrti effecting the latter’s transformation into a beginning-
less world of experience. Experience thus is grounded in
unreason: aiming at the inherently impossible task of a
complete resolution of the unrelated manifold to the pure
unity of thought, of the indeterminate, non-intelligent
Prakrti to the significant unity of intelligence, it 15 destined
for ever to move from form to form in ceaseless flow, And
the Sankhya thus posits, as the highest ideal, the con-
summation of the true freedom of Intelligence by a suapping
of the cord that binds it in unholy union with Prakpi. It is
unreason, the original beginningless non-discrimination that
starts the process of experience.  To negate the unreason by
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true reason, to remove non-discrimination by the realisation
of Purusa’s essential detachment from Prakrti is to strike at
the root of experience and reverse the whole process. This
is the way to vealise freedom, to restore Purusa to its original
puriqr as free selfrevealing Intelligence. Expﬂ'if:nﬂc is a
transformation of the indeterminate Prakrti, a transformation
that results from Purusa's illumination of Prakrti, Hence
experience entails Purusa's bondage—the imprisonment of
the pure intelligence in blind, non-intelligent matter. 1t is
Purusa’s light that accomplishes the indeterminate Prakrei
into a world of experience. The umion of Purusa and
Prakrti in experience is however incomplete and artificial.
The formless Prakrti, the indeterminate given munifold
cannot be completely transformed into the free unity of
thought. Nor can the self-revealing intelligence truly hnd
itself in the shifting forms of non-intelligent Prakpii. The
given, the merely real, in other words, cannot be completely
resolved into pure selfrevealing truth,  Intelligence is pure
self-revealing truth, and given reality cannot be merged into
pure truth without, a remainder. Hence arise the con-
tradictions of experience, the miseries and sorrows of life,
the disappointments and baffled hopes that darken mundane
existence. Rooted in unreason it ean produce only irrational
longings, futile hopes, desires that can never attain their
objects. To negate experience by negating the basal un
reasoni 15 to recover Purusa’s lost status as eternally seli
accomplished Intelligence, to be free from the dominion of
matter, to conquer material hunger.

The Sinkhya theory of knowledge, it will be seen, rests
on a distinction between Pure Intelligence and empirical
knowing, Purusa is Pure Intelligence, eternally selfrevealing
light of consciousness. As the light that reveals experience,
it is itself eternally self-revealing, As the Intelligence that
accomplishes non-intelligent Prakrti into a world of in-
telligible objects, it is eternally self-accomplished. Punusa
is thus the etermally selbaccomplished truth that shines
forth in experience, the self-positing Intelligence that
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reveals all things. Pure Intelligence reflecting itself into
Prakyti effects the so-called empirical cognitions of our
temporal lives. An empirial cognition is a temporal mode
of Prakrti shining by the light of Pure Intelligence which
is timeless and eternal. Empirical cognitions appear and
disappear in temporal succession in accordance with cansal
laws and in relation 1o their respective objects. Pure
Intelligence is unaffected by the process: it does not become
with the becoming of its temporal ectypes. The eternally
self-accomplished Intelligence is not itself accomplished in
the history of a world which it causes to appear. There is
thus, according to Sankhya, cognition not merely as a
temporal event with a concrete empirical mould conformally
to the shape of a corresponding empirical object, but also,
and as the presupposition of the temporal knowing act, pure
timeless Intelligence as that which illumines both itself and
its temporal unfolding in experience. Purusa is this timeless
Intelligence.  As accomplisher of all things, it is accom-
plished in itself independently of Prakrti. It is thus unlike
its temporal ectype not merely as timeless and eternal but
also as free self-accomplished truth, Empirical cognition is
object-mediated cognition and is true only as corresponding
in nature and form to the essence of the object. Not so
Pure Intelligence which is the presupposition of empirical
cognition. As accomplishing Prakrti it is inherently self-
accomplished, self-revealing light. It is thus eternally true
in itself independently of the mediation of Prakmti. Hence
it is contradictorily related to its temporal double. The
latter requires the mediation of an object both in being and
in being made valid or tue. But Pure Intelligence is self-
positing, selfvalidating truth and does not require the
mediation of an other.

As transcendental presuppositions of experiefice Sinkhya
thus posits Purusa as free self-shining Intelligence and Prakyti
as the indeterminate primal matter revealed by Intelligence.
The parallelism here with the main results of the Kantian
Critique are 1oo obvious to deserve special notice. But despite
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the close parallelism. however, there are important differences
that must not be overlooked in a comparative estimate of
the two theories. In Sankhya, e.g, we have nothing corres-
ponding to the agnostic conclusions of the Kantian Critique.
Sankhya does not confess to a bankrupicy of the reason in
its application to the transcendental principles, to a final
despair of knowledge in respect of the ultimate presupposi-
tions of experience. Purusa, eg,, is not known merely as the
logical implication of our experience of a world of objects:
It is also cognised as its ontological prius in non-relational
metapsychological intuition. Nor is Prakrti shur out from
knowledge by an unsurmountable barrier as are the Kantian
things-in-themselves. A rational world of experience is
Prakrti affiliating itself, as it were, to the free, self-positing
Intelligence: Through its affiliation to the selfrevealing
Intelligence, the non-intelligent Prakrti, the brute darom,
becomes -an intelligible world of experience. The ordered
world, in other words, is the indeterminate manifold reflect-
ing into itself the unity of pure thought, the blind Prakrti
shining by the light of Purusa’s Intelligence. The givenness
of experience as a relational system points, according to
Sankhya, to an original affiliation of the given plurality 1o
the not-given unity of pure truth, a beginningless illumina-
tion of Prakmi by Purusa. Prakrti-in-itself, Prakpui without
relation to Purusa’s Illumination is an unrelated manifold,
an indeterminate plurality. Prakrti as a determinate world
is the indeterminate manifold affiliating itself to the self-
determination of pure reason, to the self-accomplished light
of Intelligence. The becoming of Prakrti; the transformation
of the indefinitely given manifold into the definitely known
order of a significant world is no phenomenal appearance
separating Prakrti-in-itself from Prakpti-inexperience by an
unbridgeable gulf. The transformation is a real trans
formation of Prakrti, an ontological becoming of the given
plurality into the unity-in-plurality of an empirical world.
It is out of the indeterminate, formless Prakyti that Purusa
calls forth a world of experience. Worlds are thus made and
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unmade in Prakrii; they are the diverse manifestations of
Prakyti in relation to Purusa. They are not appearances,
distorted reflections of Prakrti in Purusa’s Intelligence,
Neither are they the projections of the free Intelligence,
fictitiots creations of selfshining, self-positing thought.
Sankhya parinima-vada as a doctrine of cosmic evolution is
negatively related not merely to monistic Vedanta Idealism
but also to Kantian dualism of phenomena and noumena.
The manifested world, according w Sankhya, is a trans-
formation of the primal matter and is held within the bosom
of the latter. The dualism of appearance and reality, of
a known world of phenomena and an unknowable noumenal
reality that escapes phenomenal determination is not ad-
mirted by the Sinkhya. While agreeing with Kant in the
main about the fundamental presuppositions of experience
and their logical opposition Sinkhya yet allows a real
transformition of Prakyti as a consequence of its illumination
by Purusa. The judgment of experience is thus, according
to Sinkhya, a description of the given reality,. The real
subject of our causal, temporal and spatial judgments is
Prakyti manifesting itself in experience, the definitely given
world as consubstantial with and held within the indefinitely
given manifold. The judgment of experience, according to
Kant, has valid application only in the domain of pheno-
mena.  The subject of the empirical judgment is, according
to him, the phenomenal world which is only the appearance
of the noumenal reality through the antecedent generative
conditions of knowledge. The forms of phenomena supply no
clue to a valid knowledge of their noumenal antecedents.
The categories, Kanr tells us, cannot be employed except in
reference to sense-intuited data. “(In the absence of sensi-
bility) their whole employment, and indeed all their
meaning ceases.” Therefore we cannot claim to have a
knowledge of noumena except only in a negative sense,
A knowledge of them in the pasitive sense, a knowledge
of noumena as objects of a positive nonsensuous intuition
would require a Eiculty of nonsensuous intuition which we
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do not possess. Noumena, according to Kant, can therefore
be known only negatively as merely limiting concepts, ie,
as what cmnot be objects of a sensuous intuition and
therefore cannot possibly be the subjects of our empirical
judgments involving the application of the categories to
sense-intuited data. They cannot be known paositively as
objects of @ non-sensuous intuition for such intuition we do
not have. Kant thus is led to insist on the existence of
noumenal principles while yet denying all experience of
them through the application of the categories to sense-given
data. He fails to show, however, how if things-in-themselves
must be postulated as existing, they can yet be beyond the
reach of the categories which includes the notions of
existence and reality., The Sankhya theory however is free
from these inheremt inconsistencies of the Kantian pheno-
menalism.  Phenomena, according to Sankhya, are the
noumenal realities shining by rthe light of Intelligence.
The phenomenal world is thus the noumenal Prakrt,
transformed into a system of intelligible objects. The meta-
morphosis, the transformation which results from Purusa's
illumination of Prakrti, entails no absolute dualism of the
manifested world and its generative antecedents, The world
evolves in Praksti and is ontologically non-distinct from it.
As its antecedent gencrative conditions it presupposes not
merely Purusa's Ilumination but also the primal formless
Prakrti of which it is a transformation. It is through
Purusa’s [Hlumination that the indeterminate formless Prakrti
becomes determined as a world of forms.

The Sankhya theory of cosmogenesis thus answers more
nearly to the Arstotelian dualism of God and world than
to the Kantian distinction of appearance and unknowable
things-inthemselves. The world is the transformation of an
original, primal stuff—a passage from potentiality to actuality
or form. The transformation, the transition of potentiality
to actuality presupposes a mateira prima, a formless primal
matter, viz., Prakrti, which comes w0 form in the process.



THE SANKHYA THEORY OF ENOWLEDGE 79

final cause, an unmoved mover, Purusa is this unmoved
mover, the final cause that imparts meaning to the process
and makes it empirically significant. And yet the free
Purusa remains ontologically distinct from Prakrti. It is
Prakrti that moves, unfolds itself in time. Purusa as self
revealing Intelligence reveals, accomplishes Praketi as a
world of objects. It is not itself enriched in the process,
accomplished in the accomplishment of Prakrti into a world
of experience.  To accomplish experience it must itself be
eternally selfaccomplished. Hence Purusa is timeless, self-
revealing, selfaccomplished truth. Prakiti is the given
manifold temporally accomplishing itself in experience.
Purusa is eternally free Intelligence. Prakrti is the non-
intelligent datum, the given indefinite that gets defined into
a significant world through Purusa’s illumination. Purusa
is thus the logical opposite of Prakrti. Being its logical
opposite it is also ontologically distinct from the latter. Both
Purusa and Prakrti are presupposed in experience.  Expe-
rience is not a self-explaining, selfjustifying whole. 1Tt is
a temporal process that points beyond itself to a non-empirical
unity and an equally non-empirical diversity or plurality.
The bare plurality is not by itself signifiant even as a
plurality ; as an unrelated plurality, a pure manifold, it is
indeterminate and formless. It is only through the unity of
Intelligence that the formless manifold becomes a significant
plurality, a related system of objects of experience. The
becoming is a becoming of the plurality, the bare pluraliry
becoming a unity-in-plurality by self-affiliation to the Unitary
Intelligence. The becoming conceived as a becoming of the
timeless Intelligence would render time irself meaningless
and illusory. That experience involves the irreducible, the
irrational surd that cinnot be logically resolved into pure
thought is what the Sankhya siresses in its conception of
Prakrii as the formless objective background. The concept
of Prakyti is, according to Sankhya, a conceptus! formulation
of the given indehinite, of the logically irreducible. 1t is
presupposed in experience is a synthesis of given distincts,
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as the unifying of irreducibles. But the unity, the synthesis
is not given in the plurality: it is the not-given unity of the
pure Intelligence refleciing itself into the manifold that
makes it inte a unity-in-plurality, into the determinate
plurality of an empirical world. Hence experience 15 a
transformation of the given plurality, & transformation which
is mediated by the not-given unity of pure Intelligence. The
Sankhya here agrees with Kant in the main outlines of his
teachings in the Critique of Pure Reason. But the Sankhya
repudiates Kant's dualism of phenomena and noumena
approaching in this respect the Aristotelian conception of a
monistic becoming of an original primal matter. The
Sankhya theory in fact is metaphysics and epistemology in
one, a theory of cosmogenesis which is also an account of the
genesis of experience. The different stages of the becoming
of Prakrti represent, according vo Sankhya, the successive
stages of a world coming into being. They are thus the
generative antecedents of a cosmos and our experience of it,
the stages of the transition of Prakrti from metempirical
formlessness to the form of a world of experience. The be-
coming of Prakrti is thus a real, ontological becoming which
also may be said to be the becoming of experience. It is not a
becoming in experience, mere phenomenal becoming as Kant
would say, it is the becoming of Prakrti itself. Prakrti's
descent into empiricality and manifestation. Nor are the
notwmenal presuppositions of an empirical world beyond our
reach as Kant contends. They are objects of a metapsycho-
logical, metempirical intuition even if they be inaccessible to
the relational sense-determined intuitions of the empirical
life. 'We have thus a positive realisation of them in Yogika
vision besides a negative knowledge of them as limiting con-
cepts. Yoga is the ascending movement of Prakri correspond-
ing to its descending movement into empiricality. It is Prakrti
dematerialising itsell into initial formlessness, the empirical
individual and his world dissolving back into the trans
cendental, noumenal background. Yogika realisation is thus
both positive and negative. It is a realisation of the trans
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cendental principles of experience by the transcending of
experience, by the resolution of it into its original pre-
conditions. It is, in fac, both objective and subjective,
cosmic and individual. It is the world melting back into
its original formlessness in the experience of an individual,
experience negating itself, as it were, into its transcendental
presuppositions. It thus culminates in a  positive non-
empirical intuition, a realisation of the tmanscendental
principles together with a corresponding derealisation of
their empirical transformations. A positive knowledge of
noumena, according to Kant, is a Transcendental Ilusion.
A positive realisation of them, according to Sankhya, is no
illusory hction, but actually within the reach of Yoga.

Even the Sinkhya however admits a Transcendental
Nlusion of the Unity of Intelligence—an illusory realisation
of the empirical unity of the primal manifold as the fulfil-
ment of the Transcendental Unity which reflects itself into
it.  This is5, e.g., the idea that underlies Vijfiinabhiksu’s
conception of a double reflection and pratibimbasvariipa-
bhoga, ie. of bhoga or experience as a reflection of the
manifested Prakrti back into the unity of Purusa. (cf
Pravacanabhasya 1, 87). Vijndnabhiksu urges this against
the rival commentator Vicaspati Midra who will not allow
this double reflection of Purusa into Prakrti and of Prakrti
as a unity-in-plurality becomes intelligible only as Purusa’s
realisation of its reflected unity in the given plurality of
Prakrti. This realisation is the true meaning of bhoga or
experience,  Bhoga is jiidana or knowledge and knowledge is
realisation in Intelligence. Hence experience or bhoga
involves Transcendental realisation in Purusa’s Intelligence,
And vet timeless Intelligence as the logical presupposition of
temporal becoming cannot itself become in time in the
strict sense.  Hence we can speak only of an illusory
realisation in the Transcendental Intelligence, an illusion
of bhoga or fulfilment which does not entail Purusa’s actual
accomplishment in time. Bhoga as an illusory fruition in

6
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Purusa, an hallucination of bhoga involving an element of
projection as in an echo (pratidhvani) or reflection, is in
other words, a necessary implication of Prakrti in evolution
and transformation. It is this illusion of bhoga or realisation
in Intelligence that gives meaning to the empirical unity of
Prakyti as an accomplished fact. To be sure; Vijidnabhiksu
argues, there are the Naiyiyikas who would repudiate an
experience of experience, a knowing of knowing. Knowing
according to these Naiyiyikas, is a knowing of an object.
Cognition is essentially selftranscendent and thinking
regarded as a thinking of thinking; i.e.. as a thinking of the
subjective activity of defining out an object to itself, is an
absurdity. Even the Naiydyika, however, Vijfinabhiksu
points out, indirectly confesses to a common form of knowing
thereby admitting & knowing of knowing as different from
the object known. How otherwise can the Naiyiyika account
for the practice of designating widely different knowing acts
{such as the knowing of a jar, a piece of cloth, ewc) as
instances of knowing? The Naiviayika has thus to admit not
merely a common form of knowing but also a knowledge of
this common essence or form of the different knowing acts.
Hence an experience of experience, a transcendental illusion
of an empirical world in Purusa’s Intelligence. is neither
impossible nor absurd. It is, in fact, a necessary implication
of experience as a transformation of the primal manifold
through the reflected unity of the Pure Intelligence. Purusa’s
bhoga, in other words, is the last term in the process, that
i which experience culminates as a significant temporal
process in Prakrii.  But it is only pratibimbasvarfipabhoga,
a transcendental illusion or appearance of fruition which
cnnot really affect the eternally self-accomplished spirit,
The conception of the Transcendental Purusa as many
and as inducing a pluralistic transformation of Praksti into
many different worlds in relation to the many Purusas is also
another cardinal point of the Sankhya doctrine of knowledge
which marks it off from Kant’s theory. Kant never tires of
emphasising the esential difference between the pheno-

F
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menalism of his Critical Philosophy and the subjectivism
mvolved in Cartesian realism and the sensationism of Hume
and Berkeley. That the subjective or mental is itself
phenomenal and presupposes as its antecedent generative
condition an affection of the transcendental self-in-itself by
the noumenal things-inthemselves is what Kant urges against
every interpretation of his teaching as a revival of the older
subjectivism under a new name. Kamt is thus drawn into
the conception of a double affection—a noumenal affection
of the noumenal self by noumenal things-in-themselves gene-
rating a noumenal manifold which appears through the
interpretation of the synthetic activities of thought as a
commeon world of experience and an empirical affection of
the empirical individual by empirical objects generating the
subjective private world of mental states. And the problem
with which Kant is faced is to account for the appearance of
this subjective private world which is the possession of a
single individual mind, i, to explain the possibility of a
class of objects which while originating through the condi-
tions of empirical objectivity in general, should vyet be
vestricted to one single individual mind. Sankhya, however,
with its conception of many Purusas as the necessary pre-
supposition of empirical diversity, is not faced with the
inherent difficulties of the Kantian philosophy. It is Prakyti
that evolves into a world of experience according to Sinkhya,
and the transformation of the non-manifest noumenal
Prakrti into the manifested world is an eventuality which
is determined by Purusa’s illumination of Prakrti. But as
there are many Purpsas we must supposé a pluralistic illumi-
natien of Prakrti by the many numerically distinct Purusas,
an illumination that calls forth not a single common world
or universe, but a multiverse or pluriverse. By the world
in the singular is meant thus the conceptual class of the
many different worlds that appear in Prakpti's bosom, the
empirical multiverse that blossoms forth in the noumenal
Prakyti through the illumination of the many Purusas. In
its conception of a multiverse as following on a pluralistic
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tllumination of the noumenal primal matter, Sankhya is thus
able to provide for the individual, the personal aspect of
experience without denying to it its impersonal, purely
objective side. Kant, it may be noted, in stating the
knowledge-problem, is led, under the influence of his
mathematico-physical preconceptions, to overemphasise the
objective and impersonal factors to the detriment of its
purely personal aspects.  According to Kant, the problem of
Enowledge is virtually the problem of the possibility of self-
transcendence in the subjective knowing act. “How are
synthetic judgments a priori possible?”” “How can the object
be determined in advance in accordance with the forms and
conditions of the thinking activity?"” are Kant's manner of
stating the knowledge-question with reference to its gene-
rative presuppositions. Kant is thus led to overestimate the
universal and common aspects of experience neglecting the
unique, the purely individual character that also distinguishes
it. Starting however with a fuller, more adequate conception
of experience as the overindividual in relation to an indi-
vidual, Sankhya is able to tackle the knowledge-problem
more successtully without being committed to the Kantian
makeshift of a double affection. According to Sankhya every
world is an owned, personal world related uniquely to an
individual empirical sell. This svatvasvamitvasambandha,
this unique relation of ownership is what makes experience
what it is, viz, the experience of a particular individual.
There is, in fact, no purely objective, impersonal expe-
rience, no dehumanised overindividual world which is
nobody’s world and is not related uniguely to some indi-
vidual’s mental continuum. ‘Myself and my world,’ "your-
self and your world,’ this is the law of experience, the
common form of an empirical world and our experience
of it. This oneone ordering of experience, this universal
dichotomy of life is the problem of knowledge proper.
‘How is knowing as this oneone ordering of a world of
experience possible?” is thus the question which the theory
of knowledge must tackle, according w Sankhya, Every bit

1
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of experience is a personally owned experience. The
pleasure of one is not the pleasure of all and one man's
unhappiness is not every man's unhappiness. Within an
apparently common world every man lives in a world of
his own, in his own uniquely determined individual world.
How is this individual, objective world possible? How is
this personal, private relation to an objective over-individual
world possible? These are the epistemological questions
proper, according to Sankhya—questions for a theory of
knowledge to attack and solve. Kant was too much engrossed
in the objective and the common to allow sufficient weight
to the individual aspect of experience. Sankhya building
on a broader empirical foundation is not driven to any of
the Kantian expedients to fit the facts of experience into
the structure of a preconceived theory. Experience, accord-
ing to Sankhya, is the objective in relation to an émpirical
subject, a personally owned and individuated objective
world. Thus experience points beyond itself not merely to
a noumenal objective manifold but also to an Individual
Transcendental Subject. The individuality of experience,
its personal and individual character, in other words, points
to a beginningless relation of ownership between every indi-
vidual Puruss and the noumenal Prakrti. A pluralistic
noumenal illumination is thus a necessary presupposition
of experience as this one-one relation beétween an empirical
individual and his parmticular world.

There are obvious difficulties in the Sankhya theory
that call for criticism. The Sankhya theory does not account
for the individuality of a Transcendental Subject or Purusa.
It does not tell us how one Purusa is distinguished from
another even though each is nothing but pure, selfshining
Intelligence. The individuality of a Purusa as pure Intelli-
gence is thus a brute datum that contradicts its very nature as
self-luminous light, Nor is Sinkyha more successful in
explaining the fact of a socially shared, common world of
experience.  Experience as the over-individual in the indivi-
dual. the objective in relation to an empirical subject does
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not necessarily connote a shared common world which is a
precondition of social life. Even Vijfiinabhiksu's concep-
tion of a samasti-Buddhi, a common or overindividual
Buddhi as the precondition of cosmogenesis or srsti (cf.,
Pravacanabhasya 1. 63) does not account for a mutually
shared, intersubjective, independent world. Since every
individual is cut off, according ro Sinkhya. from every other
by an unsurmountable barrier he may transcend himself
so as to embrace the objective independent world in him-
self, but cannot possibly enter the experience of another and
share it in common with the latter. The impossibility of a
commaon, mutnally owned world is thus a necessary corollary
of the Sankhya conception of the individual as exclusive and
absolutely isolated. Despite, however, these obvious defects
of the Sankhya theory, it cannot be denied that rhe Sankhva
statement of the knowledge-problem has the merit of a
fullness that we miss alike in the Kantian and the Pragmatist
formulations of it. The problem, as Kant states it, has the
advantage of an objectivity which is secured only at the cost
of the individual and personal side of experience. The
defect of the Kantian starting-point comes out never so
clearly as in the Idealistic development of it in Hegel's
system wherein the individual including the unique and
the contingent is sought to be deduced out of the Absolute
Idea by necessary logical process. Nor do the usual prag-
matist formulations of the problem fare better than the
Kantian seatement in this respect. They represent the other
extreme, emphasizing the individual and personal in expe-
rience to the prejudice of its necessary and universal side.
Compared with either of these, the more carefully-guarded
Sankhya formulation of the problem is certainly more
adequate and much nearer the actual facts of the case. One
need not accept the Sinkhya answer to this all-important
question of philosophy. It need not be supposed either
that Sankhya has said the last word on the subject. But it
Temains true that Sinkhya has at least smoothed the way
to @ right answer by a fuller statement of the problem and
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the issues that require to be tackled in a theory of knowledge
HIOPEE.

=

SANKHYA CONCEPTION OF PRAKRTI

Tue Sinkhya arrives at its conception of Prakrti as the
material and efficient cause of the world as follow: —
Just as jars, dishes and other products, says Sankhya,
which possess in common the quality of consisting of clay
are seen to have clay in general for their cause, so one must
suppose all the outward and inward effects, which are either
of the nature of pleasure, pain or dullness, or are pleasure-
producing, pain-producing or dullness-causing, must have
for their common material cause something answering to
pleasure; pain or dullness. Thus we must posit Pradhiina or
Prakrti as the ultimate material cause consisting of the three
gunas, sattva, tajas, and tamas, characterised by pleasure,
pain and dullness respectively. Thus Pradhina is the
objective background of our world of experience, i.c., of the
cmpirical world consisting of objects of experience and our
subjective experiences of the objects. Pradhina is non-intelli-
gent and evolves spontancously its various forms in order
to subserve the purposes (enjoyment and final liberation) of
the intelligent transcendental Subject, viz, Purusa. The
existence of Pradhina or Prakyti as the material cruse is also
to be inferred from the further circumstance that effects,
i.e., empirical objects, are of limited magnitude and there-
fore require a multi-natured cause such as Prakrti consisting
of the three gunas, through the conjunction of whose consti-
tuents the limited objects arise. The original state of
Prakrti, prior to its transformation into an empirical world,
15 a state of equipoise of the three gunas (Smyiivastha), a
state of uniform diffusion of the three reals. When the
equippise ends, there is unequal distribution of the reals
resulting in subordination and superordination of the reals
relatively to one another at different centres. This is how
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the original uniformity gives way to differentiation and
integration resulting in the appearance of different forms
and differentiated objects at different centres in place of
the original uniformity or formlessness. In reply to the
question, why the original uniformity should end and the
processes of differentiation and integration should supervene
thereon the Sankhya answers, because Prakrti or Pradhana,
though non-intelligent, moves or acts for the benefit of
Purusa and is therefore essentially teleological, though un.
conscious, in its activities. As non-sentient milk fows of its
own nature from the udder of the cow for the nourishment
of the calf and as nonsentient water flows of its own nature
for the benefit of mankind so does Pradhiina also, although
non-intelligent, moves of its own nature for the purpose of
subserving the end of Purusa. Purusa is imactive bur is
witnessing intelligence and Prakrti is blind bt essentially
active. The bare relation of proximity or presence
(sinnidhya) between Purusa and Prakpti rouses Prakrti to
unconscious teleological activity. This is how a differen-
tiated world of objects springs forth in Praketi out of its
pre-empirical  equipoise and uniformity, The Sinkhya
illustrates this cosmogenesis by the simile of the co-operative
activity of % lame man and a blind man. Just as a lame
man by himself is incapable of the activity of moving, while
a blind man, though capable of moving, is incapable of
fAnding his way to his destination, but the two together by
their co-operation, the lame man directing the way and the
blind man using his legs as so direcred, can casily reach their
destination, so do the active. non-intelligent Prakrti and
the intelligent, inactive Purusa, by their co-operation, bring
about a differentiated world of objects in Prakrti for the
sake of Purusa’s bhoga and apavarga.

In reply to the objection that Purusa cannot move
Prakrti into evolution and transformation, being essentially
mactive, the Sinkhya answers that Purnsa is the unmoved
mover of Prakni and activates Prakrii by sheer proximity.
Even as the magnet is the unmoved mover of iron filings
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ot iron dust and draws them to itself by sheer proximity
so does Purusa move Prakpti by sheer proximity without
any mternal disturbance or motion inside itself.

SANKHYA THEORY OF PURUSA

That there is a Purusa or subject other than Prakrti and
its modes constituted of the three gunas is proved by the
Sankhya as follows:—

Prakyti is made up of three gunas, Sattva, Rajas and
Tamas and s also are all the products of Prakrti, i.c., the
abjects of experience. Therefore all objects as well as their
primodial cause, viz., Prakrti, are composite wholes made of
parts, samhata padirtha as the Sinkhya says. But a samhata
padartha has no being-for-itself, it has being only for another.
E.g. a bed is a samhata padartha or composite whole and
it serves the purpose of another to lie down on and so also
chairs, benches, ete.  Therefore there must be an asamhata
or noncomposite, undifferenced subject other than the
composite Prakrti and its modes for the sake of which the
composite Prakpti and its products exist. This proves
Purusa, the Intelligent Subject, as the other of the non-intel-
ligent Prakrti and its modes. It cannot be said that one
composite object exists for the sake of another composite
object and the argument does not prove a non<omposite
intelligent subject as the opposite of Prakrti. The bed, the
chair, e.g., as composite wholes annot be said to exist for
the rest of the composite body, for the body being itself a
composite whole will be for some other compasite whole
and that also will be for another such whole and thus we
shall be landed into an infinite regress of composite wholes.
The law of parsimony (lighava) does not allow the supposi-
tion of an infinite number of composite wholes where the
supposition of one non-composite subject will meet the
requirements of the case.  An infinite regress is legitimate
only where experience testifies to it as in the case of the seed
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and the tree.  Here, however, there is no evidence in suppori
of the supposition of an infinite number of composite wholes.
Further, the relation of the hetu, ‘composite whole', in the
above inference, holds only with parirthatva or ‘being-for-
another’ and not with a composite ‘para’ or composite
another. Therefore the objection does not bear examina-
tion. Thus is proved a subject other than, and the opposite
of, the non-intelligent, triplenatured Prakrti. Hence as
Prakrti is triple-natured, non-intelligent, objective, active,
etc,, Purusa, as the opposite of it. must be nom-composite,
ie, simple and without parts, intelligent, unobjective, in-
active, etc. The fact that individuals seek liberation from
experience and its sufferings also proves a subject other than
Prakpti. How cn one be liberated from suffering if one
is a mode of Prakrti consisting of sukha, duhkha and moha?
The fact of moksa-prayisa or effort after liberation from
dubkha thus proves that the individual believes himself to
be other than the duhkhitmiki Prakrti. This also proves
Purusa as other than Prakrii.  Further. Prakrti and its
modes consists of sukha, dohkha and moha, Sukha and
duhkha, as bhogya or objects of fruition or frustration, imply
a Bhokta or experiencer other than the bhogya or ohjects.
Therefore there must be a subject, Purusa that is agrecably
or disagreeably affected by the sukha and dubhkha in
Prakyri.

SANKHYA THEORY OF PURUSABAHUTVA

SANKHYA proves Purusa-bahutva, the existence of many
purusas, as follows: —

Purusa, the non-composite, intelligent subject, is other
than, and the opposite of, the non-intelligent, cOmpasite
Prakrti and its produces. The birth or empirical existence
of a Purusa consists in its association with a body which is
2 composite product of the composite Prakrti, just as death
is its dissociation therewith. If there were one Purusi, and

4
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not many, then the birth of one empirical individual will
mean the birth of all other individuals and the same will hold
in respect of death. But this is contrary to experience.
Therefore the one and one relation that holds between
individuals and their births and deaths proves that there are
many Purusas, and not one. The same one and one relation
holds between individuals and their respective organs of
sense so that one individual becoming deaf or blind all other
individuals do not become deaf or blind with him. This
also proves that there are many Purusas and not one. The
same vyavasthi or one and one ordering holds between
individuals and their happiness and unhappiness and also as
regards their bondage and release (bandha-moksa). The
happiness of one individual is not the happiness of every
other individual. Nor does every other individual become
unhappy when one becomes unhappy. 1f there were only
one Purusa this would not be the case. Similarly when one
individual is caught in the toils of samsara every other
individual is not necessarily involved in similar disaster, nor
does one individual realising his freedom from experience
and its toils every other individual becomes similarly
liberated. All these prove that there are many Purusas and
not one.

SANKHYA THEORY OF EVOLUTION AND
NYAYA COSMOGENESIS

Tue Sinkhya theory of evolution is a corollary of its theory
of the preexistence of the effect in the cause. Cause,
according to Sankhya, must take after the effecr which it
produces and must contain the latter and its distinguishing
features in a subtle or potential form within itself. The
world of objects must have for its cause a primodial Prakyti
which must contain in itself the fundamental characters of
the objects of the world of experience. An object of
experience, says Sinkhya, reveals the following characters or
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features. In the first place, it is an object of experience and
therefore an experience-content. Therefore there must be
something in the object answering to its nature as experience-
content. This is the sattva element in the object, i.e., that
element in the object which makes it capable of being an
expericnce-content, ie, enables it to manifest itself as
a content of consciousness. The sattva element is there-
fore the intelligencestuff in the object with the capacity
of manifestation or prakasa. Sattva therefore is characterised
by the quality of prakaga or manifestation and as prakdsa has
no weight (gurutva) it must also be described as being devoid
of weight, i.e., as being characterised by laghutva or lightness,
Besides, the content character, an object of experience has
the further characteristic of intermittent manifestation in
experience which shows that there must be something in
the object which acts as a principle of retardation and
prevents the sattva element from revealing itself continuously
in experience. This is the tamas element in the object, the
element of mass or inertia which prevents sattva from reveal-
ing itself always without intermission. Tamas is thus charae-
terised by the quality of avarakatva or retardation and
gurutva or weight. The fact, however, that no object
remains always in darkness or hidden from experience proves
that there is a third element in every object, viz,, mjas ar
energy, which overcomes the resistance of tamas and enables
sattva to reveal itself in experience. The third element
therefore must possess the character of activation {(upastam-
bhakatva) and motion (calatva). As these three elements or
gunas constitute every object of the world they must also be
constituents of the primodial cause of the world, viz,
Prakrti. Since these elements or gunas are themselves
substrates of qualities (sattva of laghutva and prakiisa, tamas
of gurutva and dvarakatva and rajas of calatva and upastam-
bhakawva) they are not gunas or qualities in the Vaidesika
sense of the term, guna, but are substantive reals though not
independent reals as no one of the three is found without
the ather two. The three gunas in their interdependence
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constitiite Prakyti which is, as it were, the rope (guna) that
binds Purusa to samsira or the world of objects.

Prakrti consisting of the three gunas is, according to
Sinkhya, in the samydvastha or the state of equipoise in the
pre-empirical state before there s a world of experience.
In this state the reals or gunas constituting Prakrti are
uniformly diffused as a consequence of which uniformity it
has the same form everywhere and so no distinguishable form
anywhere. It is therefore a state of formlessness of which
no experience is possible. Through an original alogism, an
Anddi Aviveka, or beginningless non-detachment, the bare
relation of proximity or presence (sinnidhya), between
Purusa, the transcedental subject and Prakrti, the formless
background of objects, is transformed into a samyoga or
attachment, as a consequence of which there is an end of
the state of uniform diffusion or equipoise and a consequent
process of differentiation and integration in Prakrti, the
primodial cause, The process is thus one of resolution of
like to unlike, giving rise to unequal distribution of the
reals at different centres and so causing the appearance of
different forms. Where, e.g, we have an aggregate with
the sattva-reals preponderating over the mass- and energy-
reals we have a conscious being reflecting the Purusa's
consciousness in itself. Where, again, we have energy-
centres preponderating over the mass-particles and sattva-
reals, we have a moving object. Lastly, where we have the
mass preponderating over sattva and energy we have a
material object at vest. The total of tamas and rajas in
Prakrti being constant, there is neither increase nor diminu-
tion of the total quantity of mass and energy in the world.
‘Through the process of differentiation and integration energy
may pass from one form to another, but the total quantity
of energy and mass remains always the same. Thus physical
Energy in one arrangement may become chemical energy
and chemical energy may become energy of life and
energy of life may become energy of mind but the total
quantity of encrgy remains always constant and unchanged.
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The Sankhya holds, in other words, that evolution is no
addition in any way to the sum total of energy and mass in
Prakrti, no real creation stricily speaking, but only trans-
formation or change of form. The forms which are held in
abeyance or arrest in one arrangement or distribution of the
gunas or reals become released or liberated as it were in
a new distribution or rearrangement of the same reals. The
evolution process is thus the process of manifestation of the
non-manifest, of liberation of arrested forms. Thus what
15 matterstuff in one armangement becomes lifestuff in
another ammangement and what is lifestuff in one arrange-
ment becomes mind-stuff in a further rearrangement.

The law according to which Prakyti evolves is, Sankhya
holds, Samsrsta Viveka, differentiation in the integrated.
Hence, according to Sinkhya, differentiation and integration
are not two separate moments of the process of evolution but
two aspects of one and the syme process, to be more differ-
entiated being, according to Sankhya, is also to be more
integrated at the same time. Evolution, therefore, proceeds
not, as in the Spencerian scheme, rhrough three successive
stages of homogeneity, differentiation and integration, but
from a less differentiated, less integrated whole to a more
differentiated, more integrated whole, ie., from whole to
whole and not from whole to parts and thereafter to a more
integrated whole.

While visadréa paripdma as resolution of like to unlike
is one form of evolution resulting in differentiation and
integration and appearance of new forms, there goes on along
with it another from of evolution in Prakrti which is its
diametrical opposite. This is evolution as sadréa parinima
ar yesolution of like to like. Both these forms are going on
simultancously in Prakyti, sometimes the one and sometimes
the other preponderating. Thus when dissimilation, differ-
entiation and integration preponderate over assimilation
or resolution of like to like we have a more and more
differentiated and integrated world corresponding to creation.
When, however, assimilation preponderates over dissimila-
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tion the world disintegrates more and more tending to a
relapse into the original uniformity.

It is obvious that the Sankhya theory of evolution
presents a strong contrast to the Nydya theory of creation
of the world by the will of the Tévara out of pre-existent
atoms. There is no place for a directive intelligent will in
the Sankhya theory of cosmogenesis. Praksti evalves of its
own inherent energy or Rajas through the relation of bare
proximity to Purusa as the Subject by a sort of unconscious
teleology. Purusa is nothing but the motionless inactive
witness of the drama of evolution, Prakrti evolving of itself
" for an end or purpose that lies outside itself. But the Tvara
of Nyiiya is not merely the final cuse but also the formal
and efficient cause of the world.

The evolution process, according to Sankhya, is transi-
ton from potentiality to actuality, ie., a process whereby a
form which remains potential in one arrangement becomes
kinetic or actual in another arrangement. And just as in
Aristotle God as pure actuality without potentiality moves
the world towards the actualisation of its potentialities
without Himself moving, so also Purusa, the eternally real
and complete, moves Prakrti and starts it on its career
of evolution and transformation of energy without itself
moving.

The stages of the evolution of Prakrti into a world are,
according to Sankhya, as follows: —

Prakrti the non-manifest background becomes, in the
first instance, manifest as Buddhi or neutral matter of
experience, neither subjective nor objective. Prakrti as
Buddhi thereafer bifurcates into Ahamkiira or the abstract
€80 as apperceiving unity on the subjective side and through
the mediation of Ahamkira into the five kinds of poten-
tial encrgy, i.e., the five Tanmitras (sound-potential, colour-
potential, taste-potential, etc) on the objective side. There-
after Prakrti as Buddhi and Ahamkiira on the subjective side
further transforms itself into the eleven diffevent sensibilities
(the five sense-organs of knowledge and the five organs of



a6 FUNDAMENTAL OQUESTIONS

action and the common sensible or mind) just as Prakrti as
the five kinds of potential energy on the objective side trans-
forms itself into the five Mahabhias, ie., the five great
clements, namely, earth, water, fire, air, etc,, with actual
physical and chemical characters.

The krama or order of the evolution of the successive
stages is, according to Sankhya, fixed, so that there is never
any change in the order of appearance of the different
:tagcs.

THE JAINA THEORY OF SYADVADA
OR SAPTABHANGI NAYA

Tue Jaina believes that every subject as an existent
admits of being affirmed or denied in seven different
predications. The assertion even of a single predicate in
respect of a subject, the Jaina says, may be in seven different
forms. In fact, reality is never exclusively this or that, but
is of different modes or forms so that while in respect of
reality in one mode we can say that it is, we can also say
that it is not in another mode and also both is and is not in a
third and so on. Thus when we say of a pen that it isasa pen
we also mean thereby that it &s not as a pencil. When we
say it is here, we also imply that it is not there. When we
say it is now or exists in the present time, we also imply that
as existing in the present time it is also not existing in the
past or the future. In fact, of every real in this sense we
can say—
(1) that it exists in one mode,
(2) that it does not exist in another mode,
(%) that it is, therefore, successively existent and non-
existent in the same mode,
(4) therefore, it is unspeakable or indeterminate
(avaktavya) as both existent and non-existent.
and
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(5) that as this indeterminate real it exisis (as in-
determinate) and therefore

(6) that it does not exist as other than the indeter-
minate and therefore

(7) that, as indeterminate, it exists as well as does not
exist successively.

An ecighth mode is not possible because it brings us back
to the indeterminate again. This 15 known as the sapta-
bhaiigi naya or the doctrine of seven-fold predication of the
Jainas. It is a corollary of their anckintavida or the
doctrine that reality is manifold in chamacter. It may he
noted that the Jaina doctrine of seven-fold predication is a
rejection, from the realistic standpoint, of the doctrine of the
void of the Midhyamika Buddhists, According to the
Madhyamika Buddhists the ultimate principle is sinyata or
a void which cannot be characterised either as reality, or as
unreality, or as both reality and unreality, or again as neither
reality nor unrveality, The Madhyamikas argue that if
reality belonged to an object like a jar, then the activity of
the potter who mukes it would be superfluous, and if the jar
were unreal, no potter could make it real. Nor can it be
both real and unreal as it involves a contradiction. For the
same reason it cannot also be neither real nor unreal, The
Sapta Bhangi Naya is a refutation of the Miadhyamika
doctrine of the void by an appeal to the deliverance of
experience. Experience iself points to anckintaviada as
distinguished from ekintaviida, i.e, to a reality that cannot
be characterised by one simple mode (ekanta) but only as
one of multiple or manifold nature (anekinta) so that every-
thing that we experience can be described as existent from
one point of view, non-existent from another, both existent
and non-existent in succession, as the indetermmate unity
of existent and non-existent and so on. Since experience
self reveals reality as being of a manifold nature, the
doctrine of the void which is a denial of reality as revealed
in experience has no valid ground to stand upon,

7
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THE RAMANU]JIST SYSTEM

Tue system of Ramanuja rejects the Jaina doctrine of
Anckintavida and its theory of sevenfold predication.
According to Rimanuja there being only one principle really
existent, the co-existence of existence, non-existence and
other modes in a plurality of really existing things is an
impossibility. If it be said that while existence and non-
existence being contradictory cannot co-exist in one and
the same thing. yet it may be capable of alternate existence
and non-existence, the answer is that alternate existence and
non-existence can be possible only in action and not in a
substantive real. If it be contended thar the whole universe
is multiform like the hgure of the elephant-headed deity
Ganesa or that of Vispu as part man and part lion (nrsimha)
the answer is that the elephantine or the leonine forms do
not exist in the same part along with the human form so that
as the human form and the animal form belong to 1wo
different parts of the same figure there is no contradiction.
When existence and non-existence are both predicated of the
same real they are not predicated in respect of its different
parts and there is thus no possible escape from the contradi-
tion involved. If it be urged that existence belongs in one
form and non-existence in another form and thus there is
no contradiction, the answer is that contradiction could have
been avoided if we had predicated existence and non-
existence at different times. Nor can it be contended that
the multiformity of reality is like the length and shoriness
which belong to the same thing in different relations, for
i such length and shortness which arise through different
relations in one and the same real there is no contradiction
as they arise from contrast with different objects.  Therefore,
for want of proof, the Saptabhngi-naya predicating both
existence and non-existence in respect of the same real must
be rejected as involving contradiction, Again, it may be
asked, is this doctrine of sevenfold predication itself uniform
(ekinta as excluding one contradictory). or multiform
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(anckanta as conciliating many contradictories)? 1f it is
uniform, there will emerge a contradiction to the Jaina
thesis that all things are multiform. If again it is multiform,
the Jaina has fiiled to prove his thesis, for a multiform
statement as both existent and non-existent proves nothing.

According to the Jainas, the soul has an extension equal
to that of its body so that while the soul of an ant pervades
thie body of the ant and is a very small soul the soul of an
elephant pervades the body of an elephant and is a very large
soul. But several absurdities follow from such a theory of
the soul. If transmigration be accepted as true (as it is by
the Jainas) then if a man, after death, is reborn an elephant
or a snraller animal such as a bird, his soul of the size of the
human body will be unable, after transmigration into the
clephant form, to fill the entire body of the elephant, and
if it transmigrates inte the body of a small bird it would be
impossible for it to be confined within the size of the hird
body. Nor will it be possible for a yogin or an ascetic to
assume different bodies at the same time and thereby exhaust
his moral desert. If it be said that the soul is capable of
contraction and expansion like the light of a lamp then
it will follow that the soul is susceptible of modification and
is non-eternal, which will strike at the very root of the law
of Karma so that merit will go unrewarded and demerit
unpunished. The Jaina theory, therefore, both in respect
of its doctrine of sevenfold predication and its conception of
a contracting and expanding soul is incompatible with the
teachings of the infallible Vedas. Rimdnuja, thercfore,
rejecting the Jaina theory, expounds the Upanisadic reaching
as follows :

There are three principles—cit, the conscious soul, acit,
the non-intelligent world and Tévara or the Lord as the unity
of the two. Thus it has been said, "Lord, soul and non-soul
are the three principles : Hari (Visnu) is Lord, individual
spirits are souls and the perceived world is non-soul.”

Sankaracirva gives a different account of the Upanisadic
teachings, According to him pure undifferenced Intelli-
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gence is Brahman, the ultimate reality. Thus the Absolute
or Brahman which is eternal, pure, intelligent and free and
the identity whereof with the Jiva or individual Spiric is
learnt from reference to the same subject in such Upanisadic
texts as “That thou art’, undergoes bondage and emancipa-
tion. The universe of differences consisting of knower,
knowing and known is an illusory superimposition: on the
undifferenced pure Intelligence which is Brahman or the
Absolute Reality. Maintaining the identity of the indivi-
dual soul and Brahman and acknowledging the possibility
of a cancellation of the beginningless illusion that causes the
appearance of difference by the realisation of the unity of
the individual spirit and Brahman, the Sankarites reject the
division of the ultimate Reality into soul, non-soul and the
Lord as the Ramanujists do.

The Sankarites attribute the appearance of difference
to u beginningless illusion which is nothing but a form of
positive ignorance (bhivariipa aji¥ina). In proof of ignor-
ance as a positivity as distinguished from mere negative
absence of knowledge the Sankarites cite such perceptions as
‘I am ignorant’, ‘I know not myself and other things'. Such
self-conscious ignorance, the Sankarites contend, is not
mere absence of knowledge, Neither Prabhakaras nor the
followers of Kumirila Bhatta can consistently explain self-
conscious ignorance as absence of knowledge. The Prabha-
karas do not recognise absence as a padirthd or know-
able and therefore, according to Prabhikaras, the experience
of ignorance is no experience of absence. Nor ean a Bhirta
consistently say that we perceive or have immediate experi-
ence of the absence of knowledge. Knowledge, according to-
Bhirtas, is never an object of perception but is known by
inference from the mark of knownness which it generates in
the object known. Since knowledge itself cannot be known
immediately but only mediately by inference, the absence of
knowledge cannot also be known immediately, for any
immediate knowledge of the absence of knowledge will
entail not merely an immediate experience of the absence
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but also an immediate experience of the knowledge the
absence whereof is immediately apprehended. Thus, neither
according to the Pribhikaras, nor according to the Bhattas,
can one’s perceived ignorance be explained as an immediate
experience of the absence of knowledge. The difficulties in
respect of self-conscious ignorance can be avoided only if the
ignorance experienced be explained as a positive kind of
ajiiana or ignorance, ie,, an experienced positivity which
can be contradicted or cancelled by knowledge. Self-cons
cious ignorance thus furnishes an actual example of a posi-
tivity contradictorily related to knowledge, i.e, a positivity
which ends or terminates on the appearance of knowledge or
realisation, The maya or the cosmic nescience which causes
the appearance of a world of difference cansisting of knower,
knowing and known in the undifferenced essence of Pure,
Presentative Consciousness which is Brahman or Absolute
Reality is also a beginningless entitative or positive ignor-
ance of the type of self-conscious ignorance and is terminated
or cancelled by the realisation of Brahman's undifferenced
essence,

Rimiinuja points out that Sankara’s view of knowledge
as pure, undifferenced consciousness is a myth without sup-
port in experience. Pure objectless knowing, knowing which
is not the knowing of anything whatsoever, is nowhere found
in experience. All knowing is knowing of an object other
than knowing and is the property of the subject that knows.
This is how knowing is revealed in experience. Knowing is
known immediately by the knower and is svaprakiéa or self-
revealing in this sense, i.c, as immediately revealing itself
as knowing to its own substrate, the knower, through its own
activity. It is also svavyatinktaprakasaka, ie., self-transcen-
dent as revealing an object other than itself. Every act of
knowing thus immediately reveals both itself and an object
other than itselE It reveals itself immediately to the subject
or self whose property it is and it so reveals itself as revealing
an object other than itself. Hence we know our own know-
ing immediately through the act of knowing. In respect of
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the knowing of other persons, however, we have only an
inferential or mediate knowledge. Likewise, in respect of
the recollection of our past experiences we have no direct or
immediate consciousness of the experience that is past
through itself or its own activity but through a present act
of memory other than the past experience which is dead,
Thus in the case of other people’s knowing as also in respect
of knowing of past knowing, there is no direct knowing of
knowing through itself but only indirect knowing either by
infevence from marks or by the activity of a present recollee-
tion. In these cases, therefore, knowing is not known through
itself and is therefore not self-luminous or self-revealing.

Though knowing is known both mediately and imme-
diately and is thus an object of knowledge, vet it is not on a
par with objects in general. An object other than knowing
reveals itself to a subject other than itself and it so reveals
itself not through its own activity but through the subject’s
act of knowing that apprehends it. But knowing reveals
itself by its own activity to its substrate, viz,, the subject that
knows. 1In this sense an object is jada, non-intelligent, being-
foranother, while knowing is ajada, non-objective and is
spiritual.

Knowledge being knowledge of objects and such know-
ledge being the product of different sources of knowledge; it
follows that all knowledge as product has a beginning and
an end. Further as knowledge is knowledge as revealing
objects and as objects are both eternal and non-eternal and
differ from one another, it follows that knowledge, as reveal-
ing different objects, is different in different instances.
Hence the Advaita view that timeless Intelligence is the pre-
suppasition of all mental modes in time and is the ultimate
undifferenced reality of which ordinary knowledge is only a
false appearance must be rejected as being inconsistent with
the deliverance of experience. There is no objectless pure
knowledge as Advaitins say, nor is sleep a proof of such know-
ledge. In sleep the onbject of knowledge is the ‘I' or the self
as the substratam of knowledge. This explains the recollec-
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tion T slept comfortably’ after the sleep is over. In short,
while in sleep the ‘1" is the object of knowledge, in the
waking state knowing also reveals an object other than the
knower.

Since each knower knows his own knowing immediately
and knows the knowing of other persons mediately by infer-
ence it follows that each knower knows his own cognitive
states as different from the cognitive series of other knowers.
This explains the .distinction between ‘I, ‘vou’ and ‘he’.
That cach knowing has an object different from that of
another knowing also shows that cognitive acts are also
different from one another and that there is no truth in the
Advaita view that particular cognitive acts are only false
appearances of an indivisible (akhanda) essence of Pure
knowing. Nor does the Advaita view that knower and objects
known are also false appearances of pure undifferenced
Intelligence square with the facts of experience. Knowing
reveals objects and is knowing only as object-revealing.
Therefore, there must be a knower to whom knowing
reveals its objects.

That the knower cannot be identical in essence with
knowing as such is also proved by the following considera-
tions. The knower is known as persisting in spite of the
lapse of time as is evidenced by the experience of recognition.
When 1 say, "I am the selfsame ‘1" who saw this house a
year ago”, 1 recognise myself as a permanent seif persisting
from past to present. 1 thus cognise myself as enduring as
against the act of recognition which [ cognise as a present
act with a beginning and an end. This shows that T have
an imumediate experience of myself as permanent, of my cog-
nitive act as impermanemt and of myself therefore as
different from my act of cognition. The Adwaitins’ view
thus contradicts the evidence of immediate experience.

The Advaiting” contention that what we know as 'T" is
a false appearance generated by adhyisa or superimposition
of Pure Intelligence on the non-intelligent Avidyd is also
untenable for the following reasons. When we have a false
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appearance such as that of a snake in a rope, the illusion is
of the form, “This is a snake”, In the self-luminous experi-
ence in which the ‘I’ is revealed, the 'T' is revealed as the
knower and knowledge is revealed as the property of the ‘1'.
This is obvious from such judgments as “1 know™, “I have
knowledge of such and such objects”, etc  In the instance
of the snakerope illusion the illusory appearance, viz., ‘the
snake’ appears as one with the “This', viz., the locus of the
illusion, and not as a property of the “Fhis". We say, “This
is a snake” and not “This has a snake as its property’. Hence
‘I' as knower cannot be the same as the act of knowing.
Advaita regards the antahkarana, or the inner instrument of
experience, as the knower but this view is obviously unten-
able for the simple reason that the antahkarana being non-
mtelligent cannot be the ‘I' or the subject of knowing.
Knowing derives its character of revelation from the sclf-
revealing ‘T', it is the 1" that imparts to knowing its power
of revelation and the ‘I' must therefore be essentially self-
luminous and intelligent and unlike the non-intelligent
Nor is the Advaita view that Atman is akhanda and
therefore not relative to any other thing tenable, Atman
can be akhanda, ie., undifferenced, only as distinguished
from that which is sakhanda or susceptible of differences and
is thus necessarily related to the latter. Nor is the Atman
akhanda or indivisible in the sense of being devoid of pro-
perties, for the very description of Atman as indivisible or
akhanda ascribes to it the character of indivisibility. Further
Atman as knower is related to knowing as its property and
through the property of knowing to the object known.
Atman as ‘T', though related to the object known, is,
however, not a generated event and endures even in deep
sleep. That the ‘T’ endures in deep sleep is evidenced by
the recollection after sleep, viz, ‘T had a sound sleep’.  1F
the ‘I" did not reveal itself in sound sleep there would be
no recollection in the form ‘1 had a sound sleep’, but only
as “There was no ‘I’ at the time of sleep.””  In short, the
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object of knowing in sound sleep was the ‘I’ and no external
object. When I say on waking, 'I slept soundly, 1 knew
nothing’ I mean that "I knew only myself and no object other
than myself’. In fact, the absence of objects which I recall
in waking is just the bare self as the object of my experience
during sleep, the absence being nothing but the location of
absence, i.c., a simple presence (as Pribhikaras say).

The Advaitins cite self-conscious ignorance as evidence
of a positive nescience.  When [ say ‘I know not myself and
other things', T am conscious of an ignorance that is not mere
absence of knowledge, says the Advaitin,  But this view does
not bear examination. In self-conscious ignorance the posi-
tive ignorance is in respect of the self as the object of ignor-
ance and also has the self as its subject or substrate that is
ignorant. The question thus arises, at the time of the cons-
ciousness of the ignorance, is there any consciousness of the
self as pure undifferenced consciousness, or is there no such
consciousness?  If the answer is in the affirmative, then, in
so far as such consciousness of self cancels ignorance, there
is mo room for the co-existence of ignorance, positive or
otherwise, with the realisation of the self as Pure Intelligence.
If, however, the answer is in the negative, then, in the
absence of any knowledge of the object of the ignorance, viz.,
the self as Pure consciousness and also of the subject of the
ignorance, i.e., of the self as that which is ignorant, there
cannot be any consciousness of the ignorance.

Further, the Advaitin view that Brahman which is Pure,
Non-dual Intelligence appears falsely as the triad of knower,
knowing and the known through the adjunct of Maya or
Nescience, is also not tenable. For how does this Nescience
function and thereby cause the appearance of the world of
difference? 1t cannot have the individual self as its subs-
trate, for the jiva or the individual self is itself the product
of Nescience. Nor can Nescience have Brahman as its subs.
trate, for Brahman is Pure, Self-luminous Intelligence and
any Nescience in Brahman is inconsistent with the nature
of Brahman as Pure, Selfshining Intelligence.
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The Advaitin contends that the relation between
Brahman and Nescience is a false appearance (mithyi) in the
sense of being not describable either as real or as unreal
(sadasadvilaksana). But the Advaita view is untenable for
the following reasons. 1f a thing is real, it is not unreal ;
and if a thing is unreal, it is not real. There is no Toom for
a third, or fourth alternative in the sense of being "both real
and unreal’, or ‘neither real nor unreal. The Advaitins’
belief in a category of mithyi or false in the sense of being
‘neither real nor unreal’ thus does not bear critical examina-
tion.

In the stock example of illusion of silver in a motherof-
pearl, there is no indescribable silver in the sense of a silver
which is neither real nor unreal. On the contrary, the silver
perceived is real silver, though the proportion of silver in
the motherof-pearl being very small compared to its other
elements, the silver perceived is negligible and cannot be
turned to practical use. This is why the perception is called
an illusion. In fact, the illusion of silver in the mother-of-
pearl would not be pessible if there were no similarity
between silver and motherof-pearl. So the object perceived
is both silver and motherof-pearl, and the similarity, on
analysis, resolves into the presence of silver in the mother-
of-pearl. So the object perceived is both silver and mother-
of-pearl, but the element of silver is so small that the object
can be used only as mother-of-pearl and not as silver.

Hence, though all knowledge is of that which ts and.
strictly considered, there is no difference between knowledge
and illusion, yet from the practical stand-point, knowledge
1s either practically useful and therefore valid knowledge or
prami, or of no practical value and therefore non-valid
knowledge or aprami. Aprami is either (a) saméava or doubt
wherein for practical purposes incompatible characters
are apprchended in the same object leading to mental
uncertainty and  indecision, (b) bhrama wher¢in an
object is apprehended in a chamacter opposed (viparita)
in mature to its practically useful properties, (¢) where
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an object is apprehended in the character of another
(anyathd) objec, and not in the character in which
it can be turned to practical wse, As distinguished
from aprama, prami or valid knowledge (as vyava-
hiara anuguna) conforms to the requirements of practice.
Such knowledge is either perceptual, inferential or verbal
relatively to its proximate cause or source, pratyaksa, anu-
mana: or $abda. Comparison, presumption etc., of the
Advaitins are not additional sources of knowledge, but only
disguised forms of the above three. Comparison and pre-
. sumption, e.g., are nothing but inference and anupalabdhi
is only the perception of the bare locus.

As neither perception, nor inference, nor fabda or
verbal knowledge delivers a non-relational content, the
Advaita doctrine of a Pure Non-relational Essence of Cons-
ciousness as the one Ultimate Reality lacks the support of
valid evidence in any form. Nirvikalpa pratyaksa reveals a
relational object and savikalpa pratyaksa reveals it as related
to other relational objecis. Sabda also as communication
through propositions predicating a character of a subject also
conveys only relational contents. The same is wue of
inference also as inference proves only what can be perceived
or communicated by language.

It follows that as all the sources of valid knowledge
convey only relational facts, the non-relational Brahman of
the Advaitin is a myth without valid evidence. None of the
praminas, in fact, proves a nirvidesa object. If the Pure
Distinctionless Knowledge of the Advaitin were a reality it
would be indistinguishable from anything clse and therefore
could not be distinguished even as knowledge. Knowledge
is always the property of a knower and is of an object known,
so that knowing is never known except as distinguished from
the knower and the known.

Since the pramiinas prove only vidista objects, it follows
that all knowing is in the form of a judgment predicat-
ing an attribute of a substance. The substance-attribute
relation thus characterises both knowledge and the reality
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known. To know anything, in other words, is to know it
as a substance distinguished by an attribute. In knowing a
cow, e.g., we know it as a particular cow, i.e., as a substance
possessing the character of ‘cowness’. The ‘cowness’ may be
observed in other particulars, ie., in other cows, and in this
respect may be called a different cowness. But in so far as
there is a striking similarity or sansidriva between the cow-
ness of one cow and that of another cow, we may also call
it the same (ck. the Buddhist view of universal).

The substanceattribute relation which characterises
reality also explains the relation between Brahman as the
Lord or Isvara and the world of intelligent souls (cit) and
non-intelligent things (acit). But the substance-attribute
relation, it may be noted, is a comprehensive velation com-
prising within it the relation of soul ($ariri) and body ($arim),
of whole (amsi) and part (amsa), of subject (visayl) and object
(visaya), of organism (angi) and organs (anga), etc. Hence
Brahman as Tévara or the Lord is not merely substance in
relation to the world of sentient beings (cit) and inanimate
objects (acit) as its attribute, but is whole in relation to the
latter as its parts, is soul in relation to it as its body, is subject
in relation to the world as object, etc. This may be explained
as follows. Just as the body does not live but dies and
decomposes when the soul leaves it, so does the world of cit
and acit evolve from the subtle or causal state to the mani-
fest or effect state in so far as Brahman informs and sustains
it. The identity of Brahman and the world of cit and acit
is thus the identity of a substance and its attributes. The
relation of Brahman and the world may thus be described
as one of qualified identity or vidistadvaita. According to
Vidwan H. N. Righavendrachara (Studies in Philosophy No.
1—University of Mysore) vidistidvaita is a compound of two
terms and can be construed as (i) vidistayoh advaita, meaning
advaita, or identity, of two visistas, or qualified entities ; and
also (ii) vidistasya advaita, i.e. identity, or advaita, of a
vidista, or qualified reality. With reference to the first sense
the term stands for three ideas viz, (i) the identity of the
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evolved cidacit with the subtle or non-evolved cidacit with-
out which the former cannot exist, (i) the identity of
Brahman qualified by reality or satta as the material cause
with Brahman qualified by knowledge and bliss (jiina and
dnanda) as the efficient cause and (iii) the identity of
Brahman as the ground of the entire universe with the latter
as that which is grounded in, or sustained by, Brahman, both

From the above it follows that the Advaita view of
Brahman in itself as the ultimate non-relational Reality
consisting of the essence of Undifferenced Eternal Intelli-
gence, and of a saguna or relational Brahman as a false
appearance of the former as creator, maintainer and destroyer
of the world, cannot be maintained. In fact, when the Vedas
speak of nirguna Brahman, all that they mean is that
Brahman is devoid of all qualities that import defect, imper-
fection, want, etc, Brahman being characterised by all the
kalyinagunas or auspicious qualities importing excellence
and the good of creatures. Brahman is thus throughout a
relational Absolute, being in incessant relation to creatures,
cancelling their imperfections and assisting them in finding
out and attaining what is really beneficial and good for
themselves. An examination of these kalyinagunas, or
auspicious qualities of Brahman, clearly brings out the in-
herently relational character of Brahman, Consider, eg.,
the qualities of knowledge (jiiana), might (fakti), forgiveness
(ksama), straightforwardness (arjava), etc., in Brahman. Of
what use is knowledge to the allknowing Brahman unless
it be for the enlightenment of creatures who are ignorant
of their own good? OF what use is might to the Almighty
Lord unless it be for assisting weak, helpless creatures in
attaining their real good and avoiding what is harmiful?
Of what use, again, is forgiveness as a quality in the Lord
unless it be for reclaiming sinful creatures who wander from
the right path and are lost in the wilderness of the world?
Similarly, of what use is straightforwardness in the Lord
unless there are crooked creatures who have o be won back
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to honesty and straightliving? Thus each and every one
of the kalyanagunas is what it is because of the Lord'’s rela-
tion to creatures. Cut out finite beings, consider the Lord
to be an undifferenced Absolute as the Advaitins consider
Brahman to be, and all these auspicious qualities in the Lord
lose their reason for existence. The Lord, therefore, is a
mediated Absolute, an Omnipersonality that is what it is
in and through its relation to finite persons limited by the
world of inanimate objects.

Creation is defined as jivinam ujjivanam or inbreathing
of life into finite spirits, just as sthiti or maintenance is
anupravesa, indwelling, of the Lord in His created world.
What is called pralaya or dissolution of the warld is explained
as the inactivating of the creature, i.e., putting him into
chains, as it were, so that he may not do further harm to
himself allured by the blandishments of sense. Thus the
purpose of creation is the good of creatures, so that when
the creature forgetting his real good misuses his chance and
does more and more harm to himself, the Lord, as the
loving Father, puts him into chains and deprives him of the
power of doing further injury to himself. 3

The created world of cit and acit consists of two
categories of objects, viz, dravya or substance and adravya
or non-substance. Since substance alone can be the substrate
of changing states, it is only objects that are of the nature of
substance that can be upadina kirana or material cause,
There are six kinds of substance, viz., Tévara or the Lord,
jiva or individual soul, dharmabhiitajiidna; i.e., knowledge
of the jiva which, though a property, is also substrite of
changing states, fuddhasattva or nityavibhiti (as distin-
guished from sattva mixed with rajas and tamas), prakrti or
the ground of the world of nature and kila or time., Of
these, the last two have objectivity or being-for-another
(jada) while the first four are ajada or non-objective. Prakrii
consisting of mifra-sattva, i.c., sattva mixed with rajas and
tamas, is jada, non-sentient, objective, while duddhasativa is
ajada, non-objective though not cit or conscious like dharma-
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bhiitajivina which is both dharma or property of the knower
and is substance as the substrate of changing states. Time
(kala) is-also jada, i.e.. an objective substance. Adravya, non-
substance includes sound, touch, taste, smell, edour, sattva,
rajas, tamas, samyoga and power. Sattva, rajas and tamas
in their intermixture constitute prakyti, the ground of physi-
cal nature. In the state prior to creation, they are in a
state of equipoise and at the will of the Lord they differen-
tiate and integrate in unequal proportion and thus sart the
process of creation. Sativa, however, is distinguished from
rajas and tamas in this that while the latter two are the
cause of bondage, sattva liberates the individual from the
toils of samsira.

The Nyaya view that jhana, sukha, duhkha, iccha,
dvesa, pravrtti, dharma, adharma and samskira are the nine
specific qualities of the self offends against the rule of parsi-
mony. Pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and will are all modes
of jiina or cognition and dharma or merit is God's Grace
just as adharma or demerit is its absence. What is called
samskiira is also nothing but a form of samyoga.

Since Tévara or the Lord is the ultimate Reality or
Soul of which the world of cit and acit are the body, realiss-
tion by the individual of its essential dependence on the
Lord as His body is liberation, while ignorance of it lead-
ing to a mistaken idea of oneself as having independent reality
and to consequent selfasscrtion and selfwill against the
Lord’s will and purpose is bondage entailing suffering and
misery.

Realisation of one's real status as dependent comes
through: —

(a) A course of karmayoga consisting of disinterested
performance of one's unconditional duties and the eschewing
of all interested actions from empirical motives leading to—

(b) Jnanayoga er the realisation of one’s essential depen-
dence on the Lord as the Sariri or soul of whom the indivi-
dual is the body, culminating in— ;

(c) Bhaktiyoga or the practice of devotion through the
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astangayoga as its auxiliary conditions consisting of the
practice of yama or restraints and niyama or rules, etc., and
through (1) viveka or practice of discrimination between the
right and the wrong sort, (2) vimoka or eschewing of desires,
(3) abhyasa or repeated practice, (4) kriya or due discharge
of one's duties, (5) kalyina or practising truthfulness, kind-
ness, right attitude, ahimsa or harmlessness and charity,
(6) anavasada or non-depression at misfortune and
(7) anuddharsa or non-clation at good fortune.

Devotion so practised, according to the above condi-
tions, brings on realisation at the end and is essentially of
the nature of an intellectual intuition in which the repre-
sentation of the ultimate truth becomes a presentation or
intuition of the reality as it were,

Such realisation comes from the grace of God, according
to the school of Lokacharya, and does not require any special
qualifying for it by the discipline of karma. According to
the school of Venkatefa, however, the individual must
qualify for Divine Grace by the discipline of karma before
Divine Grace can liberate him.

(dy After Bhaktiyoga and the consequent intellectual
intuition of one’s essential dependence on the Lord comes
prapatti, Saranagati or selfsurrender so that the individual
relinquishes all self-will and conceit and considers himself
to be an instrument worked by the Divine Will in the
fulfilment of Divine purpose. With prapatti comes libera-
tion from the bondage of samsira.

ADVAITA—THE PHILOSOPHY OF SANKARA.
CHARYA AND HIS SCHOOL

AccorpING to Ramanuja and his school neither reality nor
our knowledge of it is indeterminate, both reality and
knowledge. according to them, being characterised by the
relation of substance and attribute. The Advaitin poinis out
that this view of reality and knowledge leads 1o insuperable
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difficulties, Consider, eg. the Ramanujist analysis of an
act of knowing such as ‘the lotus is blue' (nila utpala),
According to the Raminujist, this is a judgment which
predicates a particular ‘blue’ as an instance of the universal
of 'blueness” (nilatva viSista nila) of a particular lotus as an
instance of the universal of lotusness (utpalatva vidista
utpala). For the Ramanujist therefore the predicate as well
as the subject of a judgment are qualified substances (subs-
tantives qualified by adjectives). But how can one visista
be predicated of another vidista ? How can one qualified
- substance be the predicate of another qualified substance ?

How, in other words, can a substance be qualified by another
substance, and an attribute be the atribute of another
attribute 7 IF substances could be attributes of other subs-
tances, and qualities could be attributes of other qualities,
the distinction between substance and quality will cease to
exist. Qualities are qualities of substances and not of other
qualities, and substances are substrates of qualities and not
themselves qualities of other substances. The Ramanuijist
analysis of the act of cognition will, in other words, obliterate
the distinction between the different padarthas, the different
categories of objects.

It follows from the above that no judgment asserts the
unity of one qualified substance with another. What a
judgment such as ‘S is P really affirms is the affirming cons-
ciousness as the undifferenced reality cancelling both S and
P as mutually incompatible. Eg., in the judgment “The
lotus is blue’, the ‘lotus’ is different from ‘blue’ and ‘blue’
is different from the ‘lotus’ so that they are reciprocal
negatives of each other. When the judgment brings these
two incompatibles together, ‘lotus’ and ‘blue’ as reciprocal
negatives cancel each other,  The reality which survives in
the judgment is the Pure Affirming Consciousness. Cogni-
tion as judgment thus proves undifferenced Consciousness as
the Reality falsely appearing as relations of contents,

The Rimanujist view that we have immediate experi-
ence of the self as the permanent knower or ‘I' and of

8
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knowledge as a property of the ‘I' having a beginning and
an end in time also does not bear examination. How can
the self know itself as a permanent ‘T distinct from its
knowledge which has a beginning and an end except by a
consciousness that has neither beginning nor end ¢ Nor can
the necessity of such a consciousness be dispensed with since
prameyas or objects asserted without proof or evidence are
only dogmatic assertions inconsistent with systematic logical
thinking. If it be contended that proof consists in facts and
not in the testimony of consciousness, the answer is that facts
as experienced, i.e., as consciousness of facts constitute the
real evidence in all cases. Hence, as all evidence, in the
last ahalysis, is the evidence of consciousness, it follows that
only a timeless consciousness can prove knowledge having a
beginning and an end in time. Consider, eg., an act of
cognition in time such as the knowledge of a jar. Now, its
being in time means that it has a beginning and an end in
time, and this again means that it was absent for all the
time prior to its beginning to be and will be absent for all
the time after it will cease to be. Thus its antecedent and
emergent absence comprise the whole of time minus the
limited period of jts existence as a temporal cognitive act.
Such absence, antecedent and emergent, as also presence for
the limited period of its existence can be ceriified only by a
consciousness that comprises the whole of time. In other
words, it is only an eternal imtelligence that can certify
mental events in time.

Ramdanujists say that the self knows itself as a permanent
T different from its property of knowing which is a temporal
cognitive act, Hence, according to Ramianujists, the self
knows itself as a substance or substrate of which knowledge
is an atrribute. It thus knows itself as a substantive object
different from its act of knowing which it knows as a property
or an attribute of itself. But how can an ohject of one kind
be known as different from an object of another Kind except
by a consciousness which comprehends both categories of
objects and also their objective difference as substance and
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attribute 2 If it be contended that the consciousness which
comprehends the difference is itself an object, i, a third
category of object different from self and its property of
knowing, then to prove this third object we must posit a
fourth consciousness which comprehends ‘self, ‘knowing’,
and the ‘comprehending consciousness” and also their objec
tive differences.  And thus an endless series of consciousness
of consciousness etc., will be inevitable—a consequence which
can be avoided only if the certifying consciousness be regard-
ed as self-certifying and unobjective.

Further, Rimianujists say, ‘I', ‘knowing’ and the ‘object
known' are immediately presented as different from one
another and their difference is as much a fact of immediate
experience as the three entities which differ.  But being a
fact of experience no more proves the reality of difference
than the illusory snake (in the ropesnake illusion) being a
fact of experience proves it to be an intelligible real snake.
For consider the following in regard to the idea of difference.
When one thing is said to differ from another, is the differ-
ence between the two things itself different from the things
that differ, or is it non-different from them ? If the first
alternative be accepted, then the difference between the two
things being different from the things themselves, we shall
have two more differences, one between difference and one
of the two differents and another between difference and the
second different.  And as the same problem will recur in
regard to these two differences which, as two, must them-
selves differ, we shall be landed into an endless series of
differences to explain one single difference.  If, however, the
second alternative be accepted and difference be conceived
as being nondifferent from the things that differ, then the
question arises, is the difference between two things, A and
B, one unitary difference, so thar the difference between A
and B is the same as the difference between B and A, or are
there twao different differences, *A’s difference from B' being
one difference and ‘B's difference from A' being another
difference ? If the latter altermative be accepted, then as
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the two differences themselves differ, there will be rwo more
differences ro explain the difference between the two differ-
ences and thus we shall be landed into an endless series of
differences which are yet non-different from the differences
which differ. If, however, the former alternative be accepted,
then since the difference between A and B (a cow and a
horse) 1s non-different from A and B, we may as well say
‘a cow’ simply when we want to say “a cow is different from
a horse’ or ‘different from a horse’ when we mean to say ‘a
cow’. Thus the judgment “The cow is black’ will be the
same as “difference from a horse is black’, which is obviously
absurd, Moreover, if difference between two things be the
same as the things that differ, and if further such difference
be one single difference between the two things and not two
differences. then as one and the same difference is non-
different from, or identical with, the things that differ, the
things themselves, as identical with one and the same differ-
ence, should be identical with one another. Hence, if A
and B differ and their difference is non-different from, or
identical with, A and B, then in so far as this difference is
the same as A itself, it is A and also in so far as it is the same
as B itself, it &s B. Thus A and B being identical with the
same thing are identical with each other. It follows, there.
fore, that difference, though an experienced fact, admits of
no intelligible explanation and must therefore be regarded
as an indescribable appearance. This disposes of the
Ramanujists view that ‘knower’, ‘knowing’ and ‘known’
being given in experience as different, their respective differ-
ences must be regarded as intelligible and ultimately real.

The following conclusions follow from the preceding
discussion of the Ramanujist position ; —

. That a temporal cognition is significant as temporal
only in the light of an Eternal Intelligence which comprises
both itself and all that lies outside it :

2. That this Eternal Consciousness which is a necessary
presupposition of all objects in time is not itself an object
among other objects ;
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3. Thar though not an object either to itself or any-
thing other than itself, it yet always is self-certified in the
sense that so far as it is concerned ‘being’ and 'being known'
are the same thing ;

4. That just because it never remains unknown and
15 yet not known as an object distinct from other objects, it
is indivisible and undifferenced (akhanda).

The third point noted above requires further elucida-
tion. That consciousness certifies itself is shown by the Fact
that while a non-intelligent object such as a jar may be
without being known, it is otherwise with consciousness
which never is without also being known as such. But while
consciousness is thus self-consciousness in the sense of being
consciousness of consciousness it never is consciousness of
consciousness as an object. The Nydya view, therefore, that
a primary cognition is itself the object of a secondary retros-
pective act numerically distinct from it must be rejected as
untenable. If a primary cognition be certified by a secon-
dary retrospection, the latter will have to be itself certified
by a tertiary cognition and that again by another and so on
without end, unless we concede that a cognition which is
itself uncertified can certify a cognition numerically distinet
from it. For similar reasons the Bhatta view that cognition
is cognised as an object, not immediately, but only mediately
by inference from the mark of knowness it generates in the
object cognised must also be rejected.  For if the knownness
in the cognised object is the mark from which we infer the
cognition as the act that has generated the knownness, then
this knownness must itself be a known knownness and so
must itself have another knownness qualifying it and the
latter again another and so on endlessly before it can be
used as a mark in the inference of cognition as an object.
Nor is the Prabhikara view that in every cognitive act we
cognise ‘knower’, ‘knowing’ and the ‘object known', each in
its own distinctive form (which is also the Ramanujist view)
more reasonable than the Nyaya or the Bhétta conceprions,
for the Pribhikaras fail to see that a temporal cognition can-
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not know itself as temporal except in the light of an eternal
consciousness that both includes and goes beyond it

From the reasons set forth above it is clear that an
undifferenced, unobjective, ecternal consciousness is the
necessary presupposition of all empirical objects in time and
that whatever significance empirical objects possess is derived
from the self-certifying consciousness in the light of which
they appear. Pure, Undifferenced Consciousness as certify-
ing both itself and objects of experience is thus the Ultimate
Truth and Reality that makes objects of experience appear
real and true. Since difference, as we have seen, is an
mexplicable appearance, Consciousness as the Ultimate Self-
Iuminous Truth and Reality must be devoid of differences
of all kinds, internal and external. Thus Consciousness has
no vijativa bheda, i.e., no vijativa or heterogeneous other of
itself such as a Prakrti, e.g., as a real principle of nature
different from Purusa, the subject, as Sankhya philosophers
say. Nor has Consciousness a sajatiya other of itself, ie, a
homogeneous other such as a plurality of experience-
moments (vijiina ksanas), as Vijiiinavidi Buddhists say.
Nor is there any room for any svagata bheda or intermal
differences within Consciousness as the Ultimate Reality as
Rimanujises, Vallabhites and [ollowers of Nimbirka hold.
The Ultimate Reality as Consciousness being thus undiffer-
enced, selfcertifying, pure and eternal, the question arises,
why should there be a world of difference appearing in time
in a nontemporal undifferenced absolute reality? It is
obvious that as no objective world can appear except as
revealed by Conscionsness and as Consciousness is never itself
an object among other objects, the world of pmctice cin be
explained only on the supposition of some sort of false
identification of Consciousness as the unobjective reality
with a principle of objectivity other than Consciousness, It
is, in other words, only on the hypothesis of a reaprocal
superimposition of Consciousness on something other than
Consciousness and of this latter on Consciousness that
experience as consisting of the world of mind and nature can
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be satisfactorily explained. [ The idea of false identification
of self and not-self may be illustrated as follows, 1If the self
15 immortal as it is taken to be and if of the soul it cannot
be said that it returns to dust when the body dies and turns
to dust, then the soul cannot be the same as the body. And
yet statements such as ‘1 am dark’, ‘I am fair’, ‘1 am well’,
‘Tam ill', Rlsely identify the soul with the body and ascribe
the dark or fair complexion of the lauer or its health or
ill-health to the soul. Similarly one identifies one's clothes,
one’s dwelling-place, one’s property etc., with one's self as
when any damage of the latter is felt as an injury to oneself.
Also one's family, community, nation, etc., appear as part and
parcel of oneself so that the good or the opposite of the
former is regarded as one’s own good or the reverse. All
this is explained as a consequence of adhyisa or super-
imposition of sclf on not-self by the Advaitin )

Nor does the hypothesis of a principle other than
Consciousness as the cause of the appearance of the world
contradict the Advaita view-point that pure, self-certifying
Consciousness is the only Ultimate Reality and Truth. A
principle which is the other of Consciousness as Reality is
also other than reality and not a second reality over against
Consciousness as the Ultimate Reality. As the other of
reality, however, it cannot be regarded as an absolute nought
or nothing, for it causes the appearance of a world of objects.
It is therefore sadasadvilaksana, other than reality as well
as unreality, a principle, in other words, which, as the other
of the Self-luminous Intelligence, must be Non-intelligence,
Nescience or Ajiana though not Ajiiana in a purely negative
sense as mere absence of Intelligence, but rather a positive
Nescience—a bhavariipa ajitana—that projects the appear-
ance of a world of mind and things on a Reality that is
nothing but undifferenced Consciousness. Only as we invest
this principle of Nescience both with an dvarana ki or
power of obscuration of the true nature of Reality and also
a viksepa sakti or power of projecting the appearance of
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objects, can we explain the appearance of difference in the
undifferenced reality of Pure Consciousness.

Ajidna as a positive Nescience is thus the cause of the
world of objects—not however Ajiiana as such but Ajiiana
as superimposed on Cit or Consciousness which is the ului-
miate Truth and Reality. Cit or Consciousness, however, is
not superimposed on Ajfiana in the same sense as Ajnana is
superimposed on Cit, Cit being Reality itself and Ajivina
the other of Reality the superimposition of Cit on Ajhana
is a relation 1o what is mithya or false and therefore a rela-
tion that does not affect Cit. Hence while Ajhana super-
imposed on Cit becomes transformed into a world of objects,
Cit itself as adhisthana of Ajhana is not really transformed
into a world. Thus it follows that while the world is a
paridima of Ajfiina in the sense of being a material or
substantial modification of it, in regard to Cit as the Ultimate
Reality or Brahman it is only a vivarta or apparent modifica-
tion that does not affect Brahman’s intrinsic nature.

In the ‘Siddhantaleda’ the distinction between a vivarta
or apparent modification and parindma or substantial modi-
fication is explained from three points of view: —

I. According to one view, a vivarta or unsubstantial
modification is distinguished from a parinima or material
modification as follows. A material modification is a
changed condition of the material cause and possesses the
same grade of reality as its material cause. An apparent
modification, however, entails no change of its material cause
and possesses an inferior grade of reality comparatively to
its material cause. Thus the jar which is made out of the
lump of clay is a substantial modification of the lump of
clay and has the same grade of reality (i.e., the same empirical
reality) as the lump of clay. But the snake that is falsely
perceived in the rope is an unsubstantial or apparent modi-
fication of the rope—the snakeappearance does not alter
the substance of the rope into a snake. Moreover the snake
that appears in the locus of the rope is an apparent snake,
Le, its reality is apparent reality and Jasts as long as the
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illusion lasts. But the rope is not an apparent rope, i.e.
it has empirical and not merely apparent reality, and lasts
beyond the experience of a subject perceiving it. In this
sense, the objective world, according to Advaita, is a parinima
or substantial modification of Nescience and a vivarta or
apparent modification of Brahman. In other words, the
world is a changed condition of Nescience and possesses the
same grade of reality as Nescience does. But it is not a
changed condition of Brahman nor does it possess the same
grade of reality as Brahman. As the illusory snake does not
change the rope into a snake, so also the world-appearance
does not change Brahman into the world, and further as
the snake is no real snake compared to the empirical reality
of the rope, so is the world no real world compared to the
absolute reality of Brahman.

2. According to a second view a material modification
is a changed condition that possesses the same nalure as its
material cause, while an apparent modification is one that
possesses a nature different from that of its material cause.
In this second view the three kinds of being or sata, viz.,
apparent (pratibhisika), empirical (vyavahdrika) and ultimate
(paramarthika) are done away with and we have instead a
distinction of nature between reality and other than reality.
Thus, according to this definition, the world is an apparent
modification of Brahman in the sense that it is an unreal
appearance of which Brahman is the real substrate in the
same sense as the snake is an unreal appearance super-
imposed on Brahman as limited by the form of the empin-
cally real rope. In other words, according to this view, both
vyavahiirika or empirical reality and pritibhasika or apparent
reality are on a par as being false appearances of the absolute
or paramirthika reality.

3. According to a third view, a substantial modifica-
tion is one that is identical with its material cause, while
an apparent modification is one which, though not identical
with its material cause; is yet one thar does not admit of
being defined as anything else than its material cause. “Thus
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the jar as a substantial modification of the lump of clay is
identical with the lump of clay of which it is made, but the
snake, as an apparent modification of the rope, is not identical
with the rope and is yet not definable as anvthing else than
the rope.

In the fhirst definition, an apparent modification is
defined in terms of the kind of being it possesses. In other
wonds, it is defined as an object possessing being or existence,
though an inferior kind of existence comparatively 1o the
being or existence of its matenal cause. In the second
delinition, the conception of being is done away with and the
apparent is defined as an object lacking reality, ie., as an
unreal objectivity or objective unreality. In the third defini-
tion, the conception of objectivity is also done away with
and the apparent is defined as indescribable either as
Brahman (subjectivity) or as other than Brahman. Accord-
ing to the third definition, therefore, the world is an
apparent modification of Brahman in the sense that, though
not Bralhman itself, it is yet not definable as anything clse
than Brahman. This highest point of view thus discards all
duality and reduces the worldappearance to an ultimate
inexplicability that neither is, nor is not, Reality in the strict
sense,

Brahman is thus the unchanging reality in which
Nescience causes the appearance of a changing world. In
other words, Brahman is the fixed stage, as it were, on which
the world-drama is enacted, or is like the permanent canvas
in a cinema show on which Nescience projects the shifting
scenes of world-history. And yet Brahman is much more
than the fixed stage on the canvas for it is the light of
Brahman as Consciousness or Intelligence that makes all
changes significamt and real. Hence in so far as the world
derives. both its significance or truth and its reality from
Brahman as self-certifying Intelligence, Brahman is the
ultimate ground of the world.  But since the world is a world
of change, difference and of objective contents while Brahman
is unchanging, undifferenced and unobjective, it is not
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Brahman as such but Brahman superimposed on Nescience
that is the cause of world-appearance. In this aspect, i.e., as
related to Nescience and as the cause of the world, Brahman
is called Saguna Brahman or Tivara as the creator, main-
tainer and destroyer of the world. It follows that Brahman
as Tivara must be allknowing as well as ommpotent
as without the knowledge of all that is and without
the power of creating all things, both ordinary and other
than ordinary, Ifvara cannot be the creator of the world.
It also follows that, as creator, Tvara must also be
immanent in all His creations as it is the sattd or reality
of Brahman that invests creation with reality. Thus while
the reality of His creations is derived [rom the sat or
reality-aspect of Brahman as évara, the intelligibility
or- meaning of His creations is derived from His aspect as
Cit or Sell-luminous Intelligence. Moreover, since Brahman
as cternally accomplished reality is also of the nature of
fulfilment, joy or dnanda, the values of things (ie., their
attraction or agreeableness) are a reflex of the ananda or
joy-aspect of Brahman. Brahman as Ivara, in its wriple
aspect of Being, Intelligence and Joy, is thus both the
material and the efficient cause of the world. The Nyiiya
view that Tévara is only the efficient cause of the world,
a mere worldarchitect and not its material cause. must
therefore be rejected.  Atoms cannot be the material cause
of the world for the simple reason that whatever meaning
and reality atoms possess are derivatives of the intelligence
and reality of Brahman. Nor is the Yoga view of Iivara as
only the highest among individual purusas a more satisfactory
conception. A highest so conceived need not necessarily be
the creator of the world and so the Ivara of Yoga will not
explain the appearance of a world of objects. Further, a
highest. may be quite as much the highest in goodness as
the highest in wickedness, and so the Yoga argument will
cut both ways proving not merely a benevolent Lord but
also a wicked Devil who excels in mischief and cvil-doing.
Since the Jiva s unlike Tévara as being neither all-



124 FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS

knowing nor omnipotent, nor as being the immanent reality
in all things and beings, it follows that the Nescience which
makes Brahman appear as world-creator or Iévara is a more
inclusive Nescience than that which causes Brahman to
appear as individual finite beings of limited intelligence and
power. In its pervasive collective aspect in which Nescience
causes the appearance of a world in Brahman, it is called
Miya, while in its distributive, individual aspect in which
it canses Brahman to appear as finite beings, it is called
Avidya. Thus while Brahman in relation to Mayi is Tvam
or the world-creator, possessing ommipotence, omniscience,
¢tc., Brahman in relation to Avidya. in its mode of antah-
karapa, is an empirical self or Jiva of limited knowledge and
power, Both Miyi and Avidya are forms of Ajiiana or
Nescience, but while Maya is the cosmic Nescience that
causes a world to appear in the undifferenced reality of
Brahman, Avidya is Nescience particularised as it were that
causes Brahman to appear as a finite being limited by the
created world.

Just as the Jiva is Intelligence appearing in the form
of the antahkarana or internal organ so is the knowledge of
the Jiva a vrtti or function of the antahkarana. It is jiiina as
an antahkarapavrtti that distinguishes the Jiva's knowledge
as a temporal mental event from Brahman which is non-
temporal Intelligence. While the latter is knowledge in its
svaripa or intrinsic nature and is timeless, the knowledge
of the Jiva, as a vrttijiiina, is a mental event in time that
reveals objects. In other words, the knowledge of the Jiva
is the timeless Intelligence appearing through a temporal
antahkarapavriti, a mental mode in time. The tole of
vrttijidna in the experience of the finite individual will be
clear if we consider its function in relation to the states of
waking experience, dream and dreamless sleep.- That
consciousness does not lapse altogether even in sleep is proved
by the recollection one has on waking that one had a sound
sleep, Such recollection in the form ‘I slept soundly, I knew
nothing” would not be possible if there were no awareness
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during the sleep. And yet, unlike waking experience and
dream, it was not awareness of any object. This means that
in sound sleep there was neither any antahkaranavreti nor
any distinct object revealed by it. Hence the experience in
sound sleep was an avidyavytt that revealed ajiina as such,
not modified yet into any objective mode, i.e., ajiina as
a potentiality of objective forms as distinguished from actual
full formed objects. In other words, while in dream and
waking, knowing is an antahkaranavrtti revealing objects, in
sound sleep knowing is an avidyivitti revealing bare ajiana
as the potentiality of objective forms.

Since Iivara as creator of the world is Brahman itself
appearing through Miyi or Nescience and Jiva is Brahman
appearing through the limit of antahkarana which is also
Nescience in its non-pervasive, individual aspect, and since
further the Jiva's experience is only antahkaranavriti
revealing objects, it follows that the Jiva is intrinsically
Brahman itself and that what we call Jiva's participation in
the world is only a false appearance in Brahman. Hence the
Jiva's bondage. i its participation in samsira or the
empirical life and its vicissitudes, is illusory and unreal, its
intrinsic unity with Brahman being the reality and its
separation from it an unreal appearance. Hence the Jiva's
freedom as identity with Brahman is eternally real—an
accomplished truth which, under the influence of Nescience,
appears as something to be accomplished or achieved.
Liberation, therefore, as escape from the ills of the empirical
life, is only the cancelling of what is false, the negating of
what never is, just as freedom is only self-finding  or
rediscovering, and no doing or achieving in the strict sense.
In other words, liberation is intuition rather than action,
knowing rather than doing. Hence in a scheme of spiritual
discipline, works (karma) as a process of achieving has no
place, the really essential element in it being jiiina, intuition
or realisation of one’s identity with Brahman which alone
€an undo the illusion of separation. If any preparation js
required for such intuition, it is the discrimination between
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the eternal and the non-eternal, between the empirical and
the transcendental, etc,, such as is embodied in the sidhana
catustaya, and also learning the real truth (Sravana), inter-
preting its real meaning by the logical reason (manana)
and meditating on the conclusion arrived at (nididhydsana).

METAPHYSICS OF FALSE APPEARANCE—I

WHEN we perceive a tope as a snake, or a mother-of-pearl
as a piece of silver, we say we have perceived wrongly and
we reject our cognition as a false apprehension.  The question
therefore arises, what is it that constitutes the falsity of the
false apprehension? Is the epithet ‘false’ 1o be attributed to
the apprehension itself, or to the content apprehended, or
to both the apprehending and the apprehended? The pre-
sent essay will deal with the principal Indian views of the
question, and the enquiry will be confined to an exposition
of the different views without any critical estimate which is
reserved for a second essay to follow.

Since the false apprehending takes its character as false
from the nature of the content apprehended, and since
further the correction which follows is a rejection of the
content and is never a denial of the psychic facthood of the
apprehension, the nature of the false appearance relates
primarily ro the objective content rather than the subjective
apprehending. Hence controversies in Indian philosophy,
called the khyativiadas, centre round the nature of the false
content, i.c., the status of the content which appears false
rather than of the subjective fact of the apprehension itself.

There are six principal theories about the nature of the
false appearance called respectively Asatkhyativida, Arma-
khyativada, Akhyativada, Anyathakhyativida, Anirvacaniya-
khyitivada and Satkhyitivida. We shall consider these
theories serially, explaining each view as clearly as possible
and reserving a critical estimate of each for a second essay.

The Asatkhyati view is professed by Sinyavadi Buddhists
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or nihilists who maintain the voidness or absolute nothing-
ness of all experiences and their contents.  Error, according
to the nihilistic Buddhists, is the cognition of the asat, of
the absolute nought. When the yope is cognised as a snake,
the snake which is falsely cognised is asat (non-existent), an
absolute nought. We must distinguish between an absolute
asat and a relative asat, between absolute non-existence
and relative non-existence, An absolute nought nowhere
exists: it is without attachment to reality anywhere. A
relative negation is only partially excluded from reality: it
is non-existent in one place but exists in some other place.
A jar may be non-existent relatively, Le,, it may be non-
existent in one place, but may exist in another place ; or it
may be non-existent at one time but may exist at some other
time. But an absolute nought does not exist anywhere, or
at any time, Le., it 1s excluded from the wholc of reality,
A sky-flower is an absolute non-existent in this sense. So
is & horned hare, A sky-flower exists nowhere and nowhen,
and so does a horned hare. They are fictions of the
imagination, absurd combinations suggested by the trickery
of language—alika or imaginary, without any attachment to
reality anywhere. OF such imaginary fictions (vikalpas), we
may distinguish two grades, viz., (1) the factually non-
existent, and (2) the logical impossible. Thus the horned
hare is an absolute nought of the first type: it nowhere
exists as a fact, but we do not perceive anything absurd in
its existing. We may even suppose that nature may bring
forth a horned hare in course of evolution, though till now
it has no attachment to reality. A barren mother however
illustrates the absolute nought of the second type: it not
only is not existent but cannor but be so, contradicting as it
does the very conditions of its attachment to reality. Now
when the cogniser is in error, he cognises, according to the
Buddhist nihilist, an absolute nought in one or other of the
above two senses, for what he cognises is a combination of
incompatibles which is without its parallel in experience,
For example, when the cogniser perceives the rope as a snake,
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what he perceives is not a snake only, but a rope that has
appropriated to itself the properties of a snake. In other
words, he perceives not a snake as such, but the rope-snake,
a snake which is a Tope as well—an evident absurdity. He
thus perceives what nowhere exists: the snake may exist, but
a ropesnake is nowhere found except in cognitions of
the false,

There is another Buddhist view, the Aunakhyati view
of the Vijiiinavidins, which rejects the nihilistic view of
€rror as a contentless cognition that cognises nothing. The
Vijianavadins as subjective idealists repudiate the concep-
tion of cognition as the cognition of nothing. Such cognition,
being cognition of nothing, must also be itself nothing. An
crror, they contend, which is iself indistinguishable from
nothingness, must itself be nothing, ie, must be not even
error. Hence they accuse nihilists: of denying the self-
evident cognitive fact. Error is not the cognition of an
absolute nought: it does not apprehend a non-existent blank.
It cognises the cognitive fact itself, i.e., it cognises the psychic
fact as a transcognitive object. FError thus arises from
cogmising the mental as an extramental real. Blue is the
cognition of the blue, but the erring mind cognises it as the
extramental blue. The psychic fact is thus mistaken for
a transcendent meaning. What is cognised is only the
subjective image, but this is wrongly taken to be the cogni-
tion of an external object. The Armakhyiti, ie., the self-
cognition of the psychic fact, is imagined to be the cognition
of an objective trans-psychic reality. Hence error is not
asatkhyiti, the cognition of a sheer nought, but is the
cognition of the subjective state as an objective fact.

The Pribhikara Mimdmsakas who advocate the view
known as Akhyati repudiate both the Asatkhyati and the
Atmakhyiti views of the Buddhisis. They contend that
error always involves a given element, the error arising,
according 1o them, from a confusion of what is so
given with the memory-image it calls forth. Hence error
involves both representation and presentation—something
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given or presented and some representation or image which
the presentation calls forth.  The error consists in the ailure
to distinguish between the perceived fact and the memory-
image, in the non-distinguishing (akhyit) between the
presentation and the representation. In the stock example
of the rope-snake illusion, there is a given element, viz., the
presentation of the ‘rope’ as a generic ‘this’. The generically
given rope calls forth the image of the snake. The illusion
consists in the non-listinction of the presented ‘this’ and the
represented ‘snake’. The non-distinction entails confusion
and leads o the flse judgment, ‘this is a snake’. The two
facts, the percept and the image, are thus confused as one
and certain false expectations are aroused as a consequénce
which practical experience negatives, The error is thus a
negative non-distinguishing of the two experiences, the
failure to realise their distinction and numerical duality,
Hence error is no positive experience:. it is only negative
non-distinction. Correction is the negation of this non-
distinction: it is the assertion of the distinction through the
cancellation of the confused non-distinction. As a matter of
fact, there is no positive falsity in ermor anywhere, The
cognition of the rope in its general outline as a ‘'this’ is a fact,
and is not sublated. The recollection of the ‘snake’ is also
a fac, and correction does not deny its facthood. The
objects of these experiences are also facts, and are not
cancelled. The rope is not cancelled as a fact, nor is the
reality of the elsewhere and elsewhen snake which is recalled
negatived,. What is rejected is the non-distinction, the
negative non-distinguishing between the perceiving and the
remembering, or between the perceived and the remembered
facts.

The Prabhikaras thus insist on a given or objective
starting-point of all false cognitions and in this respect go
beyond the subjectivism of the Armakhvitividins who
reduce the false cognition to a mere subjective fact illegi-
timately objectified. They however refuse to recognise any
positive element in error, error being, according to them,

9
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only negative non-distinguishing between the presented
object and the represented image.

The Naiyayikas who profess the Anyathakhyati view
here join issue with the Pribhakaras. The Naiyayikas urge, as
against the Prabhakaras, the intrinsic positivity of error as
distinct from negative non-distinguishing or akhyati. Every
error, the Naiyayikas point out, is a single complex expe-
rience, not two psychoses falsely confused and merely non-
distinguished as Prabhakaras say. In the ‘snake-rope” illusion
we are not aware of two experiences but of a single complex
experience of a perceived ‘this’ appearing to be a ‘snake’.
Nor docs correction cancel a negative non-distinction of two
confused experiences. It rejects the single, composite expe-
rience in its entirety, the ‘this snake' thar was falsely
perceived through the influence of the defects (of sense,
media, etc). The illusion is thus a unitary composite
presentation: of a this ‘snake’, the ‘this' being presented
through the natural (laukika) contact of the visual sense and
the object lying before it, and the ‘snake’ being also presented
through the non-natural (alaukika) contact of the visual
sense with the elsewhere-elsewhen perceived ‘snake’. The
resulting experience is thus a mispresentation of the snake-
form in the locus of the presented 'this’: a mispresentation
of the this’ externally presented in the form or character of
the ‘snake’ extraordinarily presented. It is an error as being
a unitary presentative experience of a presented ‘this’ in the
form of an extraordinarily perceived ‘snake’ with which it
15 objectively unconnected. The snake is perceived as
4 teal snake, and the snakecharacter or feature perceived
in it inheres in an elsewhere snake, i.e., not in the locus of the
‘this” which is presented to the eye by natural contact but
in the “snake’ that exists elsewhere (e.g, in the jungle). The
mistake or error thus consists in a complicated perception of
the extraordinarily seen snakecharacter of the Junglesnake
as inhering in the ‘this’ that is seen by the external sense,
viz,, the eye, by natural contact of sense and object,
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The Nyaya Anyathikhyati view thus differs from the
Akhyit view in the following respects:

(1) According to the Akhyiti view, an error is equi-
valent to two cognitions, while according to Nyiya, an error
is a single composite experience.

(2) According to the Akhyiti view, the two cognitions
involved in error are different in nature. One is a presenta-
tion, while the other is a representation with its memory-
character lapsed or suppressed. According to Nyiya, how-
ever, these two are only predisposing conditions . of the
resulting cognition which is a single, composite, presentative
cognition. Further these predisposing factors are themselves
both presentative, one of these being the laukika or natural
presentation of the ‘this’ through the ordinary, natural
contact of the eye and the ‘rope’ that lies before it, and the
other being the alaukika, non-natural, complicated presenta-
tion or vision of the snake through a non-natural contact of
the eye with the elsewhere and elsewhen perceived *snake’.

(3) Lastly, according to Akhyati, error is no positive
experience but is only negative non-distinguishing between
two cognitions which are not in themselves false. According
to Nydya, however, error is a positive experience being a
positive false unification of two experiences, one of which is
an extraordinary perception of a past and distant object and
the other an ordinary perception of a present and proximate
object.

Hence error according to the Naiyayikas involves a
positive, false clement, the false element in error consisting
in a false relation between the otherwise real presentative
contents which are objectively unconnected. Thus jt is the
relation between the contents which is false and not the
contents themselves which are wrongly related.

We shall now consider the Sankara-Vedanta view of
Anirvacaniyakhyiti which repudiates the Nyiya Anyatha-
khyati view though admitting the positivity of error. Error,
according to Sankarites, involves more than the experience
of a [alse relation: it is the experience of 4 unitary false
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content, not the experience of a false relation between real
contents. The Naiyayika's mistake consists, according to the
Sankarite, in making error consist in the apprehension of
a false relation only, But the relation is one with the relata
it relates: the 'this snake’ is an indivisible unity of ‘this’
and ‘snake’, a unitary whole which the Naiyayika falsely
splits into a ‘this’, a ‘snake-character’ and ‘a relation between
the two’. We are not actually aware of any such plurality in
the illusory cognition itself. Nor does the deliverance of
the correcting experience point to any rejection of a false
relation only, When we correct the illusion we reject the
entire content, the ‘this snake” in its indivisible unity, as
a falsely perceived content. In other words, just as the
illusion is the experience of a ‘here and now’ snake and not
of 'an elsewhere, jungle' snake, so is the correction which
follows on the discovery of the truth a rejection of the ‘here
and now” snake falsely perceived and not of a false connection
only between a “jungle’ snake and the “here and now’” rope
perceived as a ‘this’, And the Sankarites thus conclude that
every error involves an unreal positivity or positive unreality.
It is,neither the cognition of a sheer nought as Asatkhyativa-
dins say, nor a cognition of an elsewhere reality as Naiyayikas
say. Itisa positive experience and therefore is the experience
of a positive content. A ‘sheer nought’, the absolute asat can-
not be the content of a positive experience, while every error
is a positive experience. But it is also not the experience of
an elsewhere reality, for an elsewhere reality has attachment
to reality, while the erroncous content is excluded from
reality altogether as the deliverance of correction shows.
When I correct the error I reject the snake absolutely and
unconditionally. I say that the rope that I perceived to be
a snake, never was, never is and never will be the ‘this snake®
I took it to be, that, in other words, it was nor even a ‘this
snake” when I perceived it as such. Correction is thus a
traikdlika nisedha, a rejection for all the three periods of
time. It amounts, in other words, to an absolute denial or
negation, de, the absolute exclusion of the perceived content
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from reality. Correction thus brings out the real character
of the illusovy experience: it shows forth the illusion as the
cognition of an unreal object, of an objective unreality. The
cognition would be no cognition without an object copmised
(for surely the cognition does not cognise itself). And yet
the cognition is further revealed (in the correction) as the
cognition of an object without a location in reality anvwhere,
The illusory cognition is thus the experience of a logical
indefinable, i.e. of an objective or positive content which
yet has no attachment to reality. Verily we may say that its
esse is, and also is not, its percipi: as object of cognition it is
other than the cognition which cognises it as object, and yet
as cancelled and rejected it is revealed as lacking in any
substantiality other than that of the cognition which reveals
it. Here then we have something which is indescribable,
which is positive and yet unreal, and which is neither
the subjective experience itself nor definable as anything
different from it.

We shall now conclude with an analysis of the Rama-
nujist Satkhyiti view which rejects the Anirvacaniyakhyiti
of the Sankarites and regards error as consisting in the appre-
hension of a partial truth as the whole truth. According to
the Satkhyativadins, error is neither the apprehension of
sheer nothingness nor of any indescribable object: it is
simply the cognition of a partial feature as the only and the
exclusive feature of an object. Thus when the rope is
cognised as a snake, or a motherof-pear]l is taken to be a
piece of silver, the cogniser perceives a real snakefeature in
the rope lying before him or a real silvercharacter in the
mother-of-pearl that shines before his eyes. He thus does
not perceive nothing, nor does he perceive any elsewhere
snakecharacter or silver-character, nor again any indescrib-
able snake or indescribable silver. On the contrary, he
pereeives a real ‘here and now’ smakecharacter, or a real
‘here and now” silver-feature, in the object lying before him
‘here and now'. His mistake consists not in perceiving
anything false or unreal, but in considering the snake or
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silver-character to be the only characteristic of the object
lying before him and ignoring its other and more important
aspects. This is why the cognition does not work in life and
why the cogniser acting on the suggestion of such imperfect
knowledge comes to grief in the practical affairs of life.

Comparing the above six views we note that while the
Asatkhyativadin makes error consist in the cognition of an
absolute non-existent and the Naiyvavika makes it consist in
that of the relatively non-existent, the Sankama-Vedantin
makes it consist in the experience of a logical indefinable
which is neither existent nor non-existent. Further we find
that according to Akhyiti and Satkhyiti views, error is no
real experience in the strict sense: according ro Akhyatividins,
error is only negative non-distinguishing of two positive and
real experiences, while according to Satkhyativadins, the
socalled error cognises a real fact in the object and thus
cognises no falsity in the strict sense.  Besides, according to
the four views, Asat-, Atma-, Anyathi-, and Anirvacaniya-
khyati error always involves a false content which is rejected.
It may also be noted that both Satkhyatividins and Anirva-
caniyavidins make error consist in the cognition of a
transcendent object. In other words, according to both, the
‘snake’ is other than the cognition of the ‘snake’. Bur,
according to Anirvacaniyavadins, the transcendent object has
apparent reality: it lasts as long as the subjective cognition
lasts and is generated along with the latter as its object of
reference.  According to Satkhyiatividins, however, the trans-
cendent object has empirical veality ; the snakefeature is
generated in the rope along with the production of the rope
and it continues even when the primary presentation merges
into a fuller perception of the truth. In other words, the
snake character does not disappear when the perceiver
cognises the rope in its character as a rope.
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METAPHYSICS OF FALSE APPEARANCE—IIL
(A Critical Study )

Ix the previous essay we have considered six different Indian
Theories of False Appearance called Asatkhyauvada, Atma-
khyativida, Akhyativada, Anyathiakhyacivida, Satkhyativada,
and Anirvacaniyvakhyitivida. Our treatment of these
theories has so far been descriptive and explanatory. We
propose in the present essay to discuss the first five theories
critically from the standpoint of Anirvacaniyakhyat which
15 the Sankarite view of the nature of a false appearance.
We may say at the outset that we consider the Sankarite
view to be the least unsatisfactory of the six different theories
and that no account of false appearance can avoid the
concept of the indescribable as the essence of a rejected
content.

We have seen that the Asatkhydtivadin equates the false
content to the simply unreal or asat. The false is what is
not, what never, nowhere is. As the simply unreal, it is an
absolute nought. A snake is or may be, but a snake which
also is a Tope is purely imaginary, an absurdity like a barren
mother. It is thus not a fact at all, neither a subjective nor
an objective fact, neither positive nor negative. The snake
and its negation are facts, but the ropesnake is not even
a negative fact. To err is to cognise this no-fact, to cognise
what is not. Error is thus a cognition without content—a
cognition that cognises nothing.

The obvious objecrion to this view is that it does not
agree with the deliverance of experience. The false appears
and as such is a content of experience. But an absolute
nought cannot be an experienced content. To say that
language effects the miracle of a contentless experience is to
deceive oneself with mere words. The absurd may be
suggested by the wrickery of language, but a suggestion to
think is not a completed thought. The false appears and
appears as a completed content. How can an absolute
nought be a fll-fledged content with a definite suggestion
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to the willi The snake is not a nebulous appearance, an
appearance in the making. It is complete in iself and
suggests a course of action. How can a complete content be
vet something nothing? Furiher, the false content has
causal efficiency. It produces effects on the cogniser. But
a sheer nought cannot produce effects, Nor does correction
lend support to the theory that the false is an absolute
nought. A sheer nought can neither be affirmed nor denied,
neither accepted nor rejected or negatived. But the false
is false in so far as corrected, i.e, negatived and rejected.
But a mere nothing cannot be rejected.  Rejection 1s rejec-
tion of a positive content. To reject a nothing is like striking
the empty air with a sword.

But how, it may be asked, may a rejected appearance be
anything else than a mere nothing? Rejection is rejection for
all time. When the snake is rejected, it is rejected for all
time.. We do not say thar the rope was a snake. bur now is no
snake. We say on the contrary it never was and never can be
a snake, that it was no snake even when it appeared as one.
Therefore even when appearing, the rejected appearance is
not, The appearance is the appearance of what is not. I
the appearance proved any existent content, its rejection
would not be unqualified and absolute. The content cannot
both be and be negated when appearing.

The Sankarites in reply point ount that the objection
rests on a confusion between positivity and reality. The
appearance has positivity, but it lacks reality. The snake
1s a content of experience, it hills experience, but it is a
content without reality, an unattached or floating appearance
and as such indescribable. The unreality of the snake-
appearance does not prove its absolute emptiness, its sheer
nothingness, This is the puzzle of false appearance. It is
a. positivity without reality, an unreal objectivity, an un-
attached content.  Without the concept of the indescribable,
of unattached positivity, of a bhivarfipamithya false appear-
ance is quite unintelligible. The Asatkhyativiadin's mistake
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arises from his confounding the rejected appearance with the
absolutely empty, with an absolute nought.

The Atmakhyiiti view, the Sankarite points out, is also
equally unsatisfactory, even though free from the defects of
the Asatkhyad view, The Atmakhyarivadin does not deny
the content character of the false appearance, he merely
rejects its objectivity, its extramentality. The false is not
mere nothing. It is an experienced content, a cognitive
fact. But 1t is a cognitive fact taken to be a transcognitive
object, a mental event mistaken for an extramental reality.

The Sankarites point out that the Awtmakhyativadin
makes the same mistake as the Asatkhyativadin, though
in a different way. He 15 right in recognising the con-
tent character of the false appearance, but he con-
tradicts the evidence of consciousness in denying to
it extramentality or transsubjectivity. The false does
not appear as a mental content nor does rejection
prove its subjectivity or intermality. A pleasure or a
pain appears as a subjective state and it appears as nothing
else. But the false snake does not appear as a subjective
state and it does not appear as anything else than a trans-
subjective object. In the absence of evidence to the contrary,
the false cannot be treated as a psychic fact. As a matter
of fact, the false snake appears as one with the external “this’,
How can an internal state appear as the external ‘this
snake'? The man who withdraws in fear avoids an external
fact. He does not withdraw from a snake inside himself.
Nor can it be said that rejection establishes the subjectivity
of the false. Rejection cancels the snake as a false appear-
ance. It does not posit it as a subjective fact. The identity
of the snake and the presented ‘this' being negated, the false
snake is simply detached from the presented locus. Bur it
is not thereby attached to the subject as its internal state.
In fact, if the snake were an internal state it would not be
overthrown by the cognition of the external rope. When
we perceive the rope specifically as a rope, the snake-
appearance is cancelled. But the rope is an objective fact,
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How can the perception of an objective fact negate a non-
objective, subjective state?

The Atmakhyitividin thus makes the same mistake as
- the Asatkhyatividin. He propounds a theory that contradicts
the deliverance of experience. The false is not a sheer
nought, nor is it a mere subjective fact. It presents itself
as trans-subjective and therefore must be taken as such. To
deny the objectivity of the false appearance is to impugn
the evidence of actual experience.

The Pribhikara-Mimdmsaka theory of Akhyat is also
unsatisfactory according to the Sankarites. There is no
evidence in consciousness that the false appearance is
negative non-distinction. The Prabhikaras are right in
recognising a presentative basis of the false appearance. The
snake is no mere subjective image objectified and projected.
It has a presented basis in the rope perceived generically as
the “this’. But the mistake of the Pribhikaras consists in
ignoring the unity of the false appearance. According 1o
them, the false is really two experiences non-distinguished
and so confused as one unitary experience. We have not
merely a presented “this” but also a represented “snake’, but the
two are not distinguished as two and the result is confusion.
The error arises from a failure to distinguish, the failure to
distinguish the perceiving from the remembering, the percepr
from the image. Hence error, according to the Prabhakaras,
is no positive experience, it is only negative non-distinguish-
ing. There is no real falsity anywhere. The presented "this’
i a face and so also is the presentation. The represented
‘snake’ is also a fact and so also is the recollection of it. The
error is a name for their non-distinction and confusion. The
confusion leads to chaos in life and so the experience is
rejected as false.

The Prabhakara view, the Sankarnites point out, also
runs counter to actual experience just as the two previous
views., Actual experience does not show thar the false
appearance is mere negative non-distinguishing.  Nor does
experience bear out the Prabhikara contention that we have
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two experiences instead of one experience. If the false
appearance were merely negative, it would not induce a
positive practical reaction such as withdrawing in fear, The
merely negative cannot have a positive practical effect. Nor
can the false appearance be anything else than a unitary
specific content. A generic perceived ‘this’ could not produce
a specific reaction like that of ‘starting back”. If the specific
reaction could be produced by a generic ‘this’, it could be
produced by anything perceived as a mere ‘this’ such as a
piece of wood or a stone. Nor can the specific reaction be
explained by the recollection of the snake. The cogniser
who starts back does not withdmw from a past snake. What
he withdraws from is a snake cognised ‘here and now’, a
snake cognised as one with the presented “this". The false
appearance is thus not the ‘snake’ as such, nor the ‘this’ as
such. Tt is the ‘this’ perceived as a ‘sake’. It is the ‘this
false snake’ that the cogniser withdraws from, not any else-
where, elsewhen snake. The point to note is that the ‘snake’
is cogmised in unity with the ‘this’ and sharing with the
latter the reality of a perceived content. This could not
be, if ‘this' were perceived and the ‘snake’ were merely
remembered. It is illegitimate to distinguish the ‘this’ and
the ‘snake’ as perceived and imagined when there is no
actual evidence in experience to warmant such distinction.
Nor can it be sid that the ‘snake’ is a memory-image with
its image character suppressed. A memory-image with its
past reference suppressed is no longer 4 memory-image and
in the absence of what constitutes its esence as 4 memory-
image we have no right to characterise it as a content of
memory. Moreover nonddistinction means absence of dis-
tinction, and distinction means reciprocal negation or bheda,
Bur reciprocal negation, according to the Prabhikaras, is
nothing else than the negated contents. Hence where the
contents are present, their reciprocal negation or distinction
also must be, and therefore there cannot be any ahsence of
distinction in such circumstances.  In the present case, since
the distinct contents, viz., perception and recollection, are
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present, their distinction must also be present by necessary
implication. Hence the asumption of an absence of dis-
tinction is precluded by the circumstances of the case.
Again, according to the Prabhakaras, every cognition gua
cognition illumines itself. Hence there is no experience
which is unaware of itself. This being the case, both the
presentation and the representation must be aware of them-
selves as presentation and representation respectively, How
then can the representation fail to appear to itself as a
representation and thus fail to be distinguished from the
presentation?  Moreover, when the false appearance is can-
celled, what is rejected or cancelled is a unitary positive
content and not a mere negative non-distinction. Thus the
experience of correction also proves a unitary positive object
as the content of the corrected appearance.

While the Prabhiakaras make the mistake of disrupting
the unity of the false appearance and thus contradict the
evidence of actual experience, the Naiyiyikas who advocate
Anyathikhyati acknowledge both the unity and the positivity
of the false content. The false appearance, according to the
Naiyayikas, is a complex unity resulting jointly from per-
ception and recollection. It is in fact a single presentative
content consisting in the presenied ‘this’ in the form of the
elsewhere real snake. The falsity arises from a mispresen-
tation, in the cognition of the here and now ‘this’ in the
form of an elsewhere real object. The presentation of the
‘this', in other words, effects by a process of complication as
it were a perception of it in the form of an object which is
remote and distant.

The Sankarites point out that the Naiyayika is right
in stressing the unity and the positivity of the false appear-
ance. But his analysis of it as a perceived ‘this' in the form
of an elsewhere real thing is open to serious objections.
The ‘snake’ that is perceived as the ‘this snake® is not appre-
hended as an elsewhere jungle snake magically translated
before the cogniser. The actual testimony of consciousness
does not bear out the Nydya view of an elsewhere snake-
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-
form getting mysteriously attached to the ‘this’ appearing
before the perceiver. We perceive the ‘this’ as a snake, ie,
as a particular fact possessing the specific character of a
snake, and not as an individual fact appearing in the guise
of another. The Nyiya contention, that we have here some
sort of extraordinary perception of an elsewhere, remote
character in the locus of the ‘this’ that is apprehended by
the eye, is untenable for the following reasons. The
Naiyayika holds that there is here in the hrst place an
ordinary contact of the visual sense and the ‘this’ which
produces an ordinary perception of the ‘this’. But with it
is also produced a recollection of an elsewhere snake and
the recollection serving as a connecting-link between the
visual sense in ordinary contact with the 'this’ and the snake-
form of the elsewhere snake revived by memory brings
about a complicated perception of the form of the elsewhere
snake in the locus of the 'this. And thus is produced a
complex qualified perception "This is a snake’, the ‘this’ being
perceived by ordinary perception and the snake-character
being extraordinarily perceived in the ‘this’ by an extra-
ordinary contact through the recollection of the snake as the
connecting-link. But the difficulty in the Nyiya view is
that the facts adduced in support of it do not bear out the
Nyiya theory. In the case of the fragrant sandal-wood, the
fragrance, the Naiyayika holds, is cognised by the eye through
an extraordinary complicated perception through the con-
tact of cognition or knowledge. The ordinary perception of
the sandalwood by the eye through contact with the visual
sense revives the past experience of its fragrance, and this
experience serving as the connectinglink between the eye
and the fragrance produces a visual perception of the
fragrance.  This, however, is very far from being the actual
case. Actual report of consciousness shows, the Sankarite
argues, that we are not aware of perceiving the Bagrance,
As a matter of fact we are conscious of perceiving the sandal-
wood and we are aware of being reminded thercby of the
fragrance. Thus the Nyiya view does not square with the
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facts of experience. Moreover, the Nyiya theory, if accepted,
will make inference psychologically impossible. Inference
is knowledge mediated by the cognition of an invariable
relation between a mark observed in a particular subject and
something else of which it is a mark. The resulting know-
ledge is the cognition of this something clse as the property
of the particular subject in which the mark is observed.
But if the perception of the mark were to produce a recollec-
tion of what it is a mark of, then this latter will at once
connect itself with the observed locus of the mark through
an extraordinary contact of cognition or knowledge. Thus
we shall have an extraordinary complicated percepiion of
the thing to be inferred through the contact of knowledge,
and the appearance of the perception will prevent inferential
cognition of the thing. For example, in the inference of
‘fire’ in ‘the mountain yonder' from the observation of
‘smoke rising from the mountain yonder’, the ‘smoke’ being
perceived will produce the recollection of its invariable
associate ‘fire’. But ‘hre’ as so cognised will at once connect
itself with the ‘mountain’ as the observed locus of the mark
through the cognitive contact of recollection so that we shall
have a complicated perception of ‘fire’ in the ‘mountain
vonder' instead of an inference of it. The appearance of the
perception will make the appearance of the inference
impossible, for where the conditions of perception and infer-
ence are both present, it is perception that arises and inference
does not arise because of the appearance of the perception.
It follows thercfore that the presentation of the ‘snake’
is not due to any extraordinary contact of the eye with an
elsewhere 'snake’ through recollection or cognition as the
connecting-link. The example of recognition cannot be
given as a case in point. In recognition the perceived con-
tent is a sense-given fact. The past reference which qualifies
the given fact is a matter of memory and not of perception.
Anuvyavasiya or introspection in the Nydya sense also can-
not be cited as a case of extraordinary perception through
the contact of knowledge. It is only Naiyayikas who admit
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introspection in the sense of anuvyavasiya. As this is not
admitted by other schools pratyasauti in the sense of an
extraordinary contact of sense with a remote and distant fact
cannot be proved by the doubtiul example of anuvyavasiya.
Further, cognition does not connect itself with a cognitum
irrespective of its context. On the contrary its connection
with the cognitum is subject to the context wm which it
was first cognised. But the snake that is perceived is per-
ceived in the locus of the rope. The perceived snake is thus
the “here and now’ snake and the ‘here and now' snake, (the
snake as located in the present rope) was never cognised as
such in the past. How then can a recollection of an else-
where cognised snake serve as a connecting link with a snake
cognised ‘here and now'?

Nor can the Naiyayika say that the so-called extra-
ordinary contact is only another name for the presence of
certain defects. If pratviasatti were a name for certain
defects (dosas), then the cognition resulting from such
defects will be defective or false cognition. But the Naiyi-
yikas say that the perception of the snake is the perception
of the form of an elsewhere real snake and not the perception
of anything unreal. The Naiyayikas contend that though
the snake is real, its form qualifying the rope is an unreal
qualifying of it. But if this be the case, then Naiyayikas fail
to show how real defects can produce an unreal qualification,
Besides, defects presuppose their respective substrates in
producing effects. Hence they can produce effects either in
their substrates or in things which are in contact with their
substrates. Defects therefore cannot have any efficiency in
regard to objects unconnected with their substrates, i.e.. with
clsewhere objects with which neither the defects nor the
substrates of the defects are in any way connected. Tt cannot
be said that the defects are themselves the connections that
connect the substrates with the socalled unconnected objects.
If this be the case, there will be no errors of inference, since
on account of defects all remote and distant objects will get
into our experiences through defects as the connecting-links
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and thus be perceived contemts. Moreover, if defecs be
themselves contact of sense and object, then the ervors of
perception will be sense-produced, and not defect-born, and
therefore cannot be called errors, strictly speaking.

There is also another difficulty in the Nyiya view of
Anyathakhyati. A cognition evokes practical reaction towards
the object cognised by the cognition. If therefore the false
experience were the cognition of a jungle snake it would
not induce practical reaction towards a ‘here and now’
snake, ie., a snake cognised in the locus of the rope. Nor
will it do 1o say that the rope and not the elsewhere snake
is the objective ground of the snake-perception. For the
object and that which is cognised as the object cannot be
different from cach other. The object which appears in
the cognition is the object that is cognised by the cognition.
Since it is the snake that appears in the cognition as object,
it must be the object of the cognition. The rope docs not
appear in the cognition and the rope thercfore cannot be
the object presented in the case in question,

The Naiyiyika may say, however, that the facts are not
as they are stated. It is not a fact that the rope does not
appear in consciousness at all. It does appear, as a matter
of fact, as a generic ‘this’.. And the jungle snake also appears,
but not in its total chamacter as 2 jungle snake but as a bare
smake-form detached from its original subsirate and attached
to the rope appearing in consciousness as a bare ‘this.  And
thus we have the complex, qualified perception, “This is'a
snake”, or, “"This has the form of a snake”. The resulting
cognition is thus the cognition of the real rope in its generic
character as ‘this' as qualified by the real snake-feature of
an eclsewhere real snake. The only unreal element in the
complex whole is the relation relating the real snake-form
to the substrate of the rope appearing as ‘this’.

The Naiyiyika thus assumes, the Sankarite replies, an
attributed relation between the ‘snake-form” and the ‘this'—
an attribution which is without foundation in reality, But
the actual testimony of consciousness does not bear out the
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Nyaya view. When we reject the false appearance, we do
not reject only the relation between the ‘this’ and the snake-
form. We reject the snake itself as a false or a merely
apparent snake, Further we reject the snake as one with
the ‘this’, i.e., as forming one indivisible unity with it. Asa
matter of fact, there is no distinction in consciousness (as
long as the illusion lasts) between the ‘this' and the snake,
the illusion continuing in the form ""This, a snake™ or “This
is a snake”. And when we correct the illusion we do not
reject a mere relation, but the snake itself in its individual
completeness as an unreal appearance. If the rejection were
the rejection of an unreal relation, then it would be the
rejection of nothing and would thus be without a positive
content to be rejected.

The Nyaya view is also inconsistent with the nature of
the practical reaction that follows in the wake of the illusion,
When we perceive the snake, we withdraw from it in fear.
This would never happen if the perception were of an
abstract snake-character and not of a substantive snake. The
perceiver reacts to what he cognises as a snake, and since the
snake-form does not appear except as qualifying a snake it
cnnot be said that he perceives the rope as a snake. The
snake-appearance thus proves the generation of an objective
apparent snake in the locus of the rope.

That the snake-illusion cognises the rope in the character
of an elsewhere snake is against the evidence of experience.
There is no evidence to prove that the immediately appre-
hended snake is only the cognition of an elsewhere real
snakeform of an elsewhere real thing. If defects could
effect this miracle, why should they not effect the miracle of
generating an objective apparent snake in the locus of the
rope? Nor can it be said that the illusion cognises not the
‘this’ as a ‘snake’, but the ‘this' as non-different from ‘a snake’.
This is against the deliverance of consciousness. It also
contradicts the experience of correction. We do not reject
‘non-difference from a snake’, we reject the snake itself as
a false and a merely apparent snake. And the same remarks

10
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apply to the contention that the illusion cognises an else-
where real snake. If this were so, correction would not
reject the snake simply but would also posit it as real
clsewhere.

The satkhyati view of the Ramanujists is also inconsistent
with the actual deliverance of experience. The Ramanujist
holds that a false appearance is'a real, partial feature in the
object. But this partial feature is taken to be the whole
truth about the object and this is why it is a false appearance.
But the satkhyiti analysis nusses the real point at issue. The
partial feature is a real feature only as a partial element in
the complex totality. It is however no real feature as the
only and exclusive property of the object. Therefore as the
only and exclusive feature of the object, the partial feature
is no real fact at all. As a part which is also the whole. as
partial and yet complete and exhaustive, it is thus a mere
appearance which has no reality except as an object of the
experience to which it appears.

Thus we arrive at last at the anirvacaniya or indescrib-
able as the content of a false appearance.  As appearing in
consciousness, the false is 6ther than the unreal (asatvilaksana).
And yet as cancelled and sublated it is also other than the
teal (satvilaksana). It is rhus other than the real and the
unreal, iec., the indescribable or the logically indefinable,
The false, in other words, is what appears as eternally
negated in the very substrate in which it appears. It may
be added that the concept of the false is necessitated by the
consciousness of rejection and the presumptive evidence
which such rejection implies. Without the concept of the
false, correction as rejection for all time is inexplicable.
Thus the fact of rejection creates presumption in respect of
objective false appearance. It may be further noted that the
false appearance presupposes a substrate of reality so that the
false never appears except in a substrate which is real. The
false, in other words, is what depends on a substrate of
veality for its appearance without at the same time possessing
the same grade of reality as its substrate. This means that
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the negation of the false appearance does not entail also the
negation of the substrate in which it appears. The false
therefore is a dependent apparent fact within substrate of
a higher, more durable reality.

—

NEGATION

WaeTHER negativity or Abhiva may be an objectively real
fact has been a moot question of philosophy. both Indian
and Western. While Western philosophers with their pre-
dominantly positive outlook have generally favoured a sub-
jective view of negation, amongst Indian philosophers we
have advocates both of the subjective and the objective
conceptions. Our task in the present paper will be to
discuss some of the principal Western and Indian views of
the question and incidentally to suggest how the different
view-points may be combined into & more synthetic compre-
hensive theory which will be more in agrecment with actual
experience and will meet the requirements of the case.
Amongst Western philosophers who have discussed the
problem of negation in some detail, the name of F. H.
Bradley deserves special mention. Consistently with the
western positivistic outlook on experience, Bradley subscribes
to a subjective view of the negative judgment. Since
negation, according to him, is 1o objective fact, there are
no objective referents of our negative judgments, strictly
speaking. “We might say that, as such and in its own
character, it (logical negation) is simply subjective: it does
not hold good outside my thinking. The reality repels the
suggested alternation ; but the suggestion is not any maove-
ment 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 1o exist in the world outside our heads.” (Bradley's
Principles of Logic, Book 1, Ch. 111, §13). Hence, according
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to Bradley, the negation signified by a negative judgment
does not answer to any objective exclusion or repulse.
Negation is only the rejection of a subjective suggestion as
incompatible with the given reality. There is no objective
attack of a suggested quality nor any objective repulse strictly
speaking: the whole process resolves itself into an ideal
experiment, an ideal suggestion subjectively withdrawn as
inconsistent with the nature of reality, We may say then
that, according to Bradley, a negative judgment involves
triple ideality, What the negative judgment affirms is an
unknown positive ground of the rejection. This is the affir-
mative element in the negative judgment and this is what
the judgment asserts as real, i.e., refers to reality. As such,
however, it is not completely real for it qualifies reality only
transformed and transmuted in a foller context. Bur what
the negation discards or excludes is not even an asserted
ideality, What it excludes or rejects is a mere suggestion,
i.e, something that is less than a judgment and lacks
reference to reality. It is this subjective suggestion which is
below judgment and therefore an ideality of the second order
which' the negation discards as ideal or merely subjective.
Negation is thus the rejection of a double ideality, the
idealisation of what is itself doubly ideal. Hence the negative
judgment involves triple ideality. What it affitms or asserts
is the unknown positive ground of the negation. This is
the positive element which is referred to reality. The rest
is ideal experiment, Hence the judgment, “S is P”, reduces,
according to Bradley, to the assertion, 'S is (an unknown) Q.
The rest is not judgment but suggestion or unreferred
thought and its rejection. The so-called objective repulse
does not exist anywhere except in our heads; there is no
objective counterpart to the subjective rejection, no objective
repulse or exclusion of B from A. The negative judgment
in Bradley's view thus reduces to a negative answer to a
positive question. A question is not an assertion or judg-
ment ; it is a mere enquiry with a suggested pointing. The
answer “no” is the recognition of the imaginary character of
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the suggested qualification. The question “Is that a snake?”
involves no objective reference and the negative answer
is the recognition of the subjectivity of the unreferred
suggestion.

Bradley's account of negation is deficient in two respects.
In the first place, Bradley's view leaves no room for correction
as a form of negation. A correction is negation of a complete
belief. Hence it is more than the rejection of an unreferred
suggestion. Correction implies prior belicE and therefore
prior judgment. It is the rejection of an objectively referred
idea as false. Secondly, Bradley's analysis does not provide
any basis for the distinction between the true and the false
negative judgment, Since the negative judgment has no
objective counterpart to its negative element, the true and
the false negative judgments share the same fate of a sub-
jective suggestion or attribution subjectively withdrawn. But
this is not how we distinguish between a true and a false
judgment. The true judgment has its objective counterpart,
i.e., qualifies reality even if transmuted and tansformed.
But the false judgment is without objectivity in this sense.
But Bradley's analysis will reduce both the true and the
false negative judgment to a false suggestion with nothing
but an unknown positive ground as its objective referent.

The Pribhikara Mimamsakas amongst Indian Philo-
sophers also deny objective absence or negation. The asser-
tion of absence, according to the Prabhikaras, is nothing but
the assertion of the barve locus, ie., of the location of the
absence as bare or empty. The Prabhikaras point out that
the cognition of the location together with a subjective idea
of a possible qualification amounts to # judgment of negation
or absence. The judgment “No jar on the ground” is
nothing but the assertion of the bare ground with the idea
of the jar as a possible qualification, Hence there is no
objective referent to the negative clement in a negative
judgment. In a similar way Bergson also denies real
absence, The judgment of absence expresses our baffled
recollection  or expectation of a possible qualiication.
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Hence the cognition of absence is nothing but the cognition
of a present object as qualificd by a baffled feeling.

In a more metaphysical way the Sankhya philosophers
also deny the conception of real absence. Since the effect,
according to Sankhya, is pre-existent in the cause, there is
no such thing as real emergence or real cessation. Hence
what is, always was and always will be, and what we ell
emergence and cessation are only names for the transiton
from non-manifest to manifest being. The distinetion
between presence and absence is thus one between manifest
and subtle being, between the potential and the actual
Hence everything potentially at least is in everything and
there is no such thing as the absolute absence of anything in
any other thing.

Diametrically opposed to all these views is that of the
nihilistic Buddhist, For Bradley, Bergson, Prabhakara, etc.,
negation s disguised affirmation.  For the nihilistic
Buddhist, affirmation is disguised negation. To judge is
to affirm, to assert reality, says Bradley. To judge is to
negate, to deny, says the Buddhist. Judging is thus
describing unreality or éfinya by negation of the negative.
It is characterising the characterless, determining the indeter-
minate. Being is the negation of nonbeing and determinate
being is the negation of indeterminate being. Judging is
determining, defining the indefinite through the process of
negation of negation. Definite position is the negation of
indefimite position which itself is the negation of indefmite
negation. Hence every affirmation is the defining of the
indefinite, of the absolute negative or s§finya by negation
of the negative,

The Naiyayika realists reject both these extreme views.
According to Nyiya, both presence and absence are objective
facts. Facts may be either positive or negative. An affirma-
tive judgment asserts a positive fact or presence, a negative
judgment asserts a negative fact or absence. To affirm is to
assert the inclusion of something in something else, the pcsia
tive qualification of a thing by another thing or attribute of a
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thing. To deny is to assert the exclusion of some thing from
something else, the absence of some thing as a qualification
of something else. The objective counterpart of an allirma-
tion is the presence of one thing in another just as the
objective counterpart of a denial is the absence of a thing in
another thing. There is, however, a difference between
presence and absence in one respect. Presence has no direct
reference to absence, but absence is absence of an elsewhere,
elsewhen present thing in a locus which is also a present
object. Thus absence presupposes presence, but presence
does not require absence as a point of reference. But inspite
of this, absence has its own intrinsic being as a knowable, its
svarfipasattva as a known objectivity, though it lacks posi-
tivity (bhdvatva) as well as sattdyoga or relation to the
universal of being. Absence, in other words, has its intrinsic
being as negativity as distinguished from presence which
possesses intrinsic being, positivity, as well as (in the case of
substance, quality and action) being as sattayoga or relation
to the universal of being. Absence as presupposing a present
locus and a present negatum excluded from the present locus
is related both to the present locus and the present negatum
the exclusion whereof fram the present locus constitutes its
character as absence. The relation of absence to the
present locus and the negatum is visesanata or adjectivity—
3 relation other than that of samyoga or samaviya. An
objection to the Nyiya view is that adjectivity is an indirect
relation presupposing a primary relation either of contact or
inherence. Thus a thing becomes adjectival to another thing
either by being in contact with it (the book on the table,
ctc.) or by inhering in it (the brown colour of the table).
The book is an adjective of the table, through the relation
of contact with it in space; and the brown colour qualifies
the table by inhering in it. But no such intervening relation
can be supposed between absence and ifs present locus or
negatum. Contact is a relation that holds berween substances,
hut absence is not a substance and so can not be in contact
cither with its locus or the object that is absent. Further



152 FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS

absence cannot inhere in the locus and thus become its
adjective or videsana for just as when brown inheres in the
table the table becomes brown (inherence being a consti-
tutive relation), so also if absence were to inhere in the locas,
the locus would become absent. The Naiyayikas say, all this
is spurious reasoning. Adjectivity i5 a mediated relation
only as holding between positives. It is, however, not
mediated when holding between a positive and a negative.
- Experience is the evidence here, just as experience is our
evidence in respect both of external, disjunctive relations like
contact and internal, conjunctive or constitutive relations like
inherence. Experience shows that adjectivity is direct as
between a positive and a negative just as experience also
shows that it is indirect, mediated as between one positive
and another, A negation is a direct determinant (svarfipa-
sambandha) of its positive negatum and locus whereas one
positive is adjectival to another only through an intervening
relation of inherence or contact. A further objection to the
Nyaya view is that adjectivity is a new relation not comprised
within the seven kinds of knowables (padarthas) recognised
by the Naiyayikas. The Naiyayikas are niyatapadarthava-
dins—helievers in a fixed number of padarthas or knowables.
Hence they are not at liberty to add to their number of
padarthas according 1o their convenience. The Naiyiyikas
say in reply that adjectivity is no additional eighth padartha.
It is a form of svarfipasambandha. By a svarfipasambandha
is meant a sambandha or relation in which one or other of the
relata or sambandhis is itself the sambandha or relation.
Nagativity (abhava) is adjective or visesana of its locus and
negatum and this means that abhava itself is its relation to
the locus and the negatum. Abhdiva is one of the seven
padarthas or knowables and as abhiva itself is its relation of
adjectivity or videsanatd, no additional eighth padirtha has
really been assumed.

Since negation presupposes a real negatum as well as
a present locus, pure negation either as negation of $iinya
or nothing or of the sadvilaksana or contrareal as well as
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niradhisthana negation or negation without a location of
the negation must be rejected as absurdities. This disposes
of the Buddhist view of asatkhyati as well as the Sankarite
view of anirvacaniyakhyati as the rejected contents of a
corrected falsity. The Sankarite reduces the false to an in-
describable objectivity which is other than reality, i.c., to
a positivity without attachment to reality, while the Buddhist
makes it into a sheer nought and therefore incapable of
filling the false experience. But both these views contradict
the intrinsic nature of a negative fact. And the same is true
also of the Sankarite negation of the entire universe as false
appearance: it is negation without a locus of the negation,
negation from nowhere, the whole universe being the
negatum and there being nothing left to serve as a location
of the negation.

According to the Naiyayikas, therefore, a bare negation
is an absurdity, negation being always the negation of a
real negatum from a real locus. And the negation is itself
a real exclusion answering to an objectively real repulse of
a real negatum from a real locus. There are thus negative
as well as positive facts, real exclusions as well as real inclu-
sions. Change, eg, is an objective fact entailing real
emergence as well as real cessation. And emergence and
cessation are not intelligible unless there is objective absence.
An entity emerges only in so far as it was not and begins to
be. Thus antecedent absence is a necessary presupposition
of real emergence. Cessation similarly is cessing to be,
vanishing, being resolved into nothingness. Hence emergent
absence is a necessary presupposition of cessation. And just
as change and emergence and cessation are facts of experi-
ence, so also the difference between one real and another
entailing reciprocal absence or reciprocal negation. And
lastly, absolute absence is also a fact of experience quite as
much as emergent, antecedent or reciprocal absence. There
are not merely conjunctions and disjunctions in experi-
ence, but also absolute incompatibilities, dissociations or
disjunctions that hold for all time. All these prove not
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merely the objectivity of negativity but also its objective
reality.

A brief reference to the Sankarite view will not be out
of place here. The Sankarites accept the Nyiya realistic view
of negation as suitable for the conduct of life, but they
reject its ultimate truth or reality. Negativity is a trans
subjective fact, and no mere subjective suggestion or
imagined possibility. But the objectivity of negation does
not prove its ultimate reality or truth. The mistake of the
ordinary realist is to equate the real with the objective. But
the objective cannot be real for the obvious reason that it s
in itself self-contradictory and incoherent. To be outside
the mind is not necessarily to be real just as to be in the
mind is not necessarily to be unreal. The criterion of reality
is consistency and not objectivity, and in so far as the idea
of the objective is not internally self-consistent it cnnot
constitute the criterion of the real. Absence is objective
just as is presence, but the objectivity of absence no more
proves its reality than the objectivity of a present fact such
as the object of an illusion. And thus while both negatives
and positives are objective facts and so possess empirical
reality, they lack ultimate truth and reality as being inter-
nally discrepant and so selfdestroying. They are thus
contents without reality, indescribable appearances, eternally
cancelled objectifications of unobjective consciousness as the
subjéct in which they appear.

There are different classifications of negative judgments
in Indian philosophy from different points of view. Accord-
ing to Nyava, eg, negation is either samsargabhiva or
anyvonyibhiva, Samsargabhiva is defined by the Naiviyikas
as the denial of a predicate of a subject in some relation
other than the relation of identity and is either pragabhava,
antecedent negation, or dhvamsibhiva, emergent negation,
or atvantibhidva, absolute negation. Thus, when we say the
ghata or jar is not yet (in the lump of clay) we assert the
antecedent absence of the jar in the clay before it is pro-
duced or made out of the lump of clay. This is absence
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of a ghata in the clay prior to its production and is without
beginning. When we break an earthen jar to pieces, there
is emergent absence of a jar in the pieces and we say that
the pieces are no more a jar. This is dhvamsabhiva or
emergent absence resulting from the destruction of 2 thing.
It has beginning in time, it comes into being through the
destruction of the jar, but is without end, for the same jar
cannot be made again, i.c., one that is numerically identical
with that which is destroyed. When, however, we say that
there is no colour in air or no consciousness in a material
substance, we deny colour or consciousness absolutely with-
put any restrictions as regards time, past, present and future.
We mean, ie., that there never was, is or will be conscious-
ness in material substance. This is atyantibhiva or absolute
negation according to the Naiyayikas. Besides the above
three which are different varieties of samsargibhiiva where
the denial is in some relation other than the relation of
identity, the Naiyiyikas also recognise anyonyabhava or reci-
procal negation which is only denial of identity of the predi-
cate with the subject. When we say, e.g. ‘colour is not
sound’ the judgment does not assert the non-existence of
sound but only denies the identity of sound with colour.
Anyonyibhiva is also called bheda or difference.

Other forms of negative judgments are also recognised
in Indian systems, €.g., anyatara-abhava, ubhaya-abhiiva,
vifista-abhiva, etc. Anyatara-abhava is illustrated in the
judgment A is either not-B or not-C'.  Here one or ot her
of ‘B’ and 'C' is denied of the subject 'A* but not both.
Ubhaya-abhava is illustrated in the judgment ‘A is neither
B nor C'. Here both ‘B’ and 'C’ are denied of the subject
‘A’. Visista-abhava or qualified negation is the denial of a
qualified predicate in respect of a subject. Eg., when we
say ‘there is no ed rose on the table’ what we deny in respect
of the table is a qualified substance, viz., the rose (substance)
qualified by the quality of red. Visista-abhava or qualified
negation thus may mean the negation of the substance. or
the negation of the quality qualifying the substance, or the
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negation of both the substance as well as the quality, Thus
the judgment ‘there is no red rose on the table’ will be
valid if there be no red rose on the table but some other
red flower. It will also be valid if there be no red rose on
the table but a yellow tose instead. It will also be valid if
there be no red rose but a white lily instead.




PART Il
LOGIC






CLASSIFICATION OF COGNITIVE STATES
ACCORDING TO NYAYA

AccorpinG to Nyiya, cognition is the wider class that in-
cludes under it the subclasses of (a) Prama, valid cognition,
(b) Aprama, non-valid cognition, and (c) also a kind of Trtiya
prakirakam jfidnam, tertiary type of cognition, i.e., cognition
which is prelogical and is neither tue nor false. The
Naiyiiyika uses the term jhana, buddhi, pratyaya synony-
mously for cognition in general. The Nyaya classification
of cognition is not accepted by all systems. Mimamsakas, eg..
reject the Nydya conception of pre-logical or tertiary cogni-
tion. The Mimimsakas point out that tertiary cognitions
or cognitions which are of the nature of supposals or
doubts provisionally entertained are not cognitions at all.
According to Nyiya, every cognition is in the beginning
samfayariipa, i.e., of the nature of a provisionally enter-
tained supposition lacking certainty till confirmation by
valid evidence. The Mimimsakas point out that there is no
cognition which is not a judgment and which therefore does
not entail reference to reality. In other words, every cogni-
tion is of the nature of an assertion claiming to describe
reality in its own way. It is therefore either true or flse
in so far as its claim is confirmed by evidence or overthrown
thereby. There is no room in experience for a tertiary kind
of cognition which is neither true nor false. A tertiary
cognition is thus a psychological myth so that the only two
kinds of cognition possible are valid and non-valid cognition.

The Naiyayika includes under valid cognition the forms
of knowledge arising from the different pramanas. As the
Naiyayikas recognise four different pramanas or sources of
knowledge, the knowledge which resulis from the four
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sources is also of four different kinds, viz., perceptual know-
ledge resulting from pratyaksa or perception as a pramana
or source of knowledge, inferential knowledge or anumiti
resulting from inference as a source of knowledge, upamiti
or knowledge resulting from upamina or comparison as a
source of knowledge, and dabda jiina or knowledge result-
ing from verbal communication as a source of knowledge.
As against these different kinds of valid knowledge the
Naiyayikas recognise bhrama (error, sensory or inferential),
samsaya (doubt) and smrti or recollection as forms of know-
ledge of the non-valid kind. Smrti or memory is not regarded
by the Naiyayikas as a form of valid knowing (1) because
in the first place, it is not consciousness of the real (anubhnti)
and therefore does not enrich experience which all knowing
does, and (2) because the walidity or otherwise of the
recollection depends on the truth or otherwise of the primary
experience which: the recollection veproduces so that the
recollection as such 15 not independently a source of
knowledge or the opposite.

Samsaya or doubt also is not valid knowing according
to the Naiyayika because it lacks the finality or adhyvavasiva
of a valid cognition: In saméaya or doubt there is an
indecision of the mind, a sort of wavering between two or
more alternatives and no definite assertion of one to the
exclusion of the rest. It thus lacks reference to reality and
is of the nature of an entertained hypothesis, i.c., a hypothesis
entertained for the purpose of logical scrutiny along with
other rival hypotheses. In knowing, however, there is no
wavering, no oscillation of the mind from one alternative to
another, all knowing being of the nature of a decision made
in favour of one as distinguished from all other possible
alternatives. Thus samfaya lacking an essential character of
valid knowing should be regarded, according to Naiyayika,
as a form of non-wvalid knowing though not necessarily as
invalid knowing, non-valid knowing including, according to
Naiyayikas, all forms of knowing other than valid knowing.
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THE DOCTRINE OF PRAMANA IN
INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

The correct equivalent of pramana in English is ‘source of
valid knowledge’ as distinguished from valid knowledge
itself. In Indian philosophy a distinction is made between
valid knowledge itself and the instrument or efficient cause
of such knowledge. The word prami is used as the equiva-
lent of valid knowledge while the word pramina is used as
the equivalent of the instrument or effective cause of
such knowledge. Pramina is defined as pramakarapam
praminam, ie., that which is the karana or instrumental
cause of pramijiiina or valid knowledge is pramana. What,
then, is a karana or instrumental cause? A karana is defined
as vyaparavat asidhirapam kiranam karapam, iLe., that
amongst the sum-total of causal conditions which is vyipi-
ravat or operates towards the production of the effect and
is an asidhdrana or uncommon condition of the effect is the
instrumental cause or karana of the effect. Thus space, e.g.,
s a sidhirana kirana of a physical effect. Time also is a
general condition of all sorts of effect. Space and time are
thus general conditions of effects and are therefore not to be
regarded as the instrumental cause of any specific effect.
Take, eg.. the case of perception. It is n mental event in
time and is therefore an effect. As an effect it depends on
time. But time also is a condition of other effects as well.
Therefore time is not a peculiar or uncommon condition of
perception as an effect and therefore is not the instrumental
cause of perception. Again proximity of the object to the
sense through which it is perceived is a condition of
perception.  But it is an inert condition and does not operate
towards the production of the effect, i.c., is not syapiravat,
an operative condition (the test being expenditure of
energy). Therefore such proximity is not also an instru-
mental cause of perception. Vyiapdra is defined in Indian
logic as tajjanya tajjanya-janaka. that is, vvipira is the
operation which being karanajanya results in the production
11 r
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of the final effect. Consider, e.g., the effect of felling a tree.
The wood-cutter is the kartd, the causal agent, and the axe
is his instrument ; with the stroke of the axe the wood-
cutter brings about the final effect, i.e., the felling of the
tree. Vyapar is the intervening operation of the instrument
(the stroke of the axe) through which the final effect is
brought about. The karana, therefore, is that among the
assemblage of the conditions which is peculiar to the effect
produced and is actually efficient in the production of the
effiect. In Indian philosophy karana is also defined as
carama kirana or cause par excellence. In the instance of
perception, ¢.g, the karana is indriyirtha sannikarsa
according to Nyaya-Vaisesikas, 1.e., the sumulation of the
respective sensibility by the object of the perception in
question. The sannikarsa or stimulation is the vyapara, the
indriya or sensibility concerned is both vyiparavat, actually
operative, and asidharana or peculiar to the effect, viz, the
particular perception of the object.

In Nyiaya and some other systems pramiaga as the
mmstrumental cause is distinguished from the resulting
knowledge which it produces. E.g, in perception the
pramina is sensestimulation by the object, and sense-
stimulation, if not physiological, is at least an infra-psychic
process and causes an experience on the psychic level, viz.,
perception of the object. The pramina therefore differs in
this case from the resulting prami jiiina. In some other
Indian systems, however, ¢.g., the Ramanujist system, prama
or knowledge itself is regarded as pramina (pramaiva
pramanam), i.e., the cognition is itsclf considered to be the
cognitive process or pramiana which certifies it. In other
words, one and the same thing in one aspect is regarded as
pramina and in an another aspect as the resulting knowledge.

The question, ‘what is knowledge?', has to be considered
first before the question of the sources of knowledge can be
fruitfully discussed. This raises the vexed question of
knowing of knowing or the possibility of introspection. We
cannot ascertain the nature of knowledge unless we know
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knowing. How, then, is knowing known? According to
Nyaya-Vaidesikas, knowing is visaya-prakasa-svabhava, ie,, it
looks beyond itself at an object other than itself, it does not
look at itself. How, then, can knowing know itself? "The
Naiyayika answer is that knowing is known in a secondary
act of retrospection or anuvyavasiya. Thus in some cases
the primary act of knowing an external object is followed
by a secondary act directed to the primary act of knowing
as its object. The primary act looks not at itself buc at the
external object, e.g., at a jar as in "Ayam ghata—Here is
a jar'. The secondary act called anuvyavasiya which is a
numerically distinct act and follows on the primary act called
vyavasaya also looks not at itself but ar the primary act as
its ohject. This is how knowing of knowing is possible
though all knowing is self-transcendent and looks bevond
itself (visaya-prakisa-svabhiva) and is not svaprakisa or self-
luminous. Prabhakaras, however, point out that according
to the Nydya view the secondary act reveals the primary act
not as subjective knowing but as an object known, not as
apprehension but as apprehended and thus misses the true
character of knowing as knowing as distinguished from an
object known. If 1 perceive a rope as a snake I do not
perceive the rope in its true character and my perception
of the rope as a snake is a false or erroneous cognition of it.
For a like reason my knowing of the knowing not as
subjective knowing but as an object known is ertoneous or
false and fails to reveal the true character of knowing as
a subjective process. Further, since nothing can be asserted
as real without valid evidence and since all evidence in the
last analysis resolves itself into the testimony of conscious-
ness, the Naiyiyika must substantiate his doctrine of anuvya-
vasiya by the evidence of consciousness. Thus the Naivayika
proves the vyavasiya or primary act of knmowing by the
evidence of a secondary act of anuvyavassya which appre-
hends the primary knowing act as its object. But how can
the secondary act of anuvyavasiya certify the primary act
without being itself certified? Thus the Nyiaya theory
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requires an anuvyavasiya of anuvyavasiya for every act of
anuvyavasiya as its evidence and thus lands one into an
intolerable infinite regress.

The Prabhikara Mimimsakas, therefore, reject the
Nyiya theory of cognition as visaya-prakasa-svabhiva and
offer instead their own theory of selfillumination of
cognition. According to them, every cognition is not merely
awareness of object but also and at the same time aware-
ness of awareness and also an awareness of the subject that
15 aware, each in its distinctive form. Thus every act of
knowing involves, according to Pribhikaras, not merely the
knowing of an object but also knowing of the knowing and
the knowing of the knower, cach being known in its own
distinctive character and form. Thus while the object is
known as the samvedya or apprehended, the knowing is
known as smpvit or subjective apprehension and the subject
knowing is known as the apprehender or vetti. The Bhirta
Mimamsakas, however, reject both the Prabhikara and the
Nyiyva view. How can knowing be both karta and karma
at the same time? It is like an agent acting on himself or
a razor cutting itself. Therefore, according to the Bhirtas,
there is neither immediate knowing of knowing as Pribha-
karas say, nor a retrospective knowing of knowing as Naiya-
vikas say. In fact knowing is known only inferentially from
its effects on the object known. Knowing, in other words,
is jhatata linga anumeya, is inferentially known from the
mark of Known-ness it generates in the object. Thus the
object in itself or the object not known or unknown differs
from the object as known. From this known or content-
character of the object we have an inferential cognition of
the act of knowing that has generated this character of known-
ness in the object.

The Sankarite Advaitins, however, reject all these views.
The mere fact that knowing is knowing distinguishes
knowing from all objects known and for this reason knowing
cannot be either retrospectively or immediately or again
mferentially known as an object. And yet since it certifies

1
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all objects it cannot be itself uncertified. Knowing, therefore,
is the same thing as knowing of knowing and is never an
object known. In other words, the nature of knowing is
such that though not an object either to itself or to any
other numerically distinct act of knowing, it yet never
remains unknown.

ENUMERATION OF PRAMANAS

Tuere are different enumerations of the sources of
knowledge in the different systems of Indian philosophy.
The Carvikas, e.g., recognise only one source of knowledge,
viz., perception, while the Buddhists as well as the Vaisesikas
recognise two sources of knowledge, viz., perception and
inference. The Jainas and Sankhya philosophers as well as
the Raminujists and the Dvaitins amongst the Vedintins
recognise perception, inference and fabda or verbal testimony
as the three sources of knowledge. The Naiyiyikas besides
recognising perception, inference and fabda also: recognise
upamina or comparison as a fourth different source of
knowledge. The Prabhakaras amongst the Mimamsakas
recognise five praminas, viz., perception, inference, verbal
communication, comparison, and arthapatti or presumption,
while the Bhittas amongst the Mimamsakas recognise a
sixth source viz., anupalabdhi or non-cognition as a source
of our knowledge of absence. besides the five of the
Pribhikaras. The six sources of knowledge recognised by
the Bhittas are also accepted as praminas by the Advaitins
amongst the Vedintins. The Bhedibheda school of Bhis
karicirya recognises two more praminas wviz, aitihya or
tradition and sambhava or mathemetical reasoning or
calculation of chance and probability besides the six of the
Advaitins,
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PERCEPTION AS A SOURCE OF KNOWLEDGE

PERCEPTION, a5 has been shown above, is regarded as a valid
source of knowledge by all Indian systems. We have, there-
fore, now to consider the nature of perception as a source
of knowledge. Before we go into the definition of perception
given in different Indian systems we have to consider first
how perception or pratyaksa differs from paroksa, i,
mediate or indirect knowing.

The Buddhist distinguishes perception from mediate
knowing by means of the kind of object which it reveals.
Thus, according to the Buddhists, perception is salaksana
visaya, i.e, has the unique (sui generis) momentary real as
its object while intellection or mediate knowing is simanya
laksana visaya or has the abstract universal as its object. The
distinction between perception and intellection is thus visaya-
gata, i.e., arises from a difference of their respective objects.
In the one case, i.e., perception, the object is the salaksana
real, i.e., that which is the laksana or mark of itself and of
itself alone and is not the mark of. and therefore has not
anything in common with, any other thing. In intellection,
i.e., indirect knowing, however, what we know is not the
real in itself but certain universals constructed by thought
on the basis of our perceptions of unique reals.

The Naiyiyika joins issue with the Buddhists here
and so do the Mimamsakas, They point out that the
Buddhist's view of perception as salaksanavisaya does not
square with the facts of experience. We perceive particulars,
we also perceive universals. In fact, most perceptions of
particulars are also perceptions of universals inhering in
particulars. Nor is the Buddhist view of intellection as
samanvalaksana visaya necessarily true in every case. Just
as we infer universals so also we infer or have indirect
knowledge of particulars as well. The distinction between
perceiving and mediate knowing is, therefore, not visayagata,
strictly speaking ; it arises from a difference of their respective
karanas or instrumental causes, and is thus karanagata and
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not visayagata. Thus, pratyaksa or perception is jhana-
karanaka jfidna, ic., knowing that results from something
other than knowing as its karana or instrumental cause while
paroksa or mediate knowing is knowing mediated by
knowing as its instrumental cause, i.e., knowing caused by
knowing. In pratyaksa, e.g. the effective cause or karana is
stimulation of sensibility by the object. The sense-stimula-
rion is not itself knowing though it causes the knowing which
we call pratyaksa or perceptual cognition. In inference and
other forms of indirect knowing, however, the resulting
knowledge is mediated by some other knowledge. Thus in
inference the knowledge of the conclusion is mediated by
the knowledge of a universal proposition, vyaptijfiina, and
paksadharmati jfiana, i.c., the knowledge of the mark as a
dharma or property of the paksa or the subject of inlerence.
Similarly in §ibdajiiana, the communication has to be appre-
hended as also the meanings of the words as learnt from usage
will have to be recollected before the communication can
have any intelligible sense and convey information to
the hearer.

The Advaitins, however, differentiate pratyaksa from
paroksa in a different way altogether. Neither visaya nor
karana, according to them, tell the full story. The question
has therefore to be tackled from a different angle. All
empirical knowing is knowing of the unknown. It is the
unknown in fact that can really be known, the ajiata that
can be jiata. The known cannot be known over again
strictly speaking. Ignorance, therefore, is a necessary pre-
supposition of knowledge, and direct and indirect knowing
may be distinguished by means of the kind of ignorance
which each removes or cancels. Praryaksa or direct knowing
removes the ignorance that envelopes the svariipa of the
thing and thus reveals the thing in its dis tinctive individual
character, while indirect knowing removes the ignorance
that veils the bare existence of the thing and so reveals the
thing as a bare fact without irs distinctive individual
character. It may be noted that this is only a restatement
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of the Buddhist view without any commitment as regards the
dynamic plumalism and phenomenalism of the Buddhist. It
is also an advance on Buddhism in so far as it stresses an
important aspect of all knowing as cancellation of ignorance.

DEFINITION OF PRATYAKSA

Pratvaksa is defined by the Bhattas as indriyartha sanni-
karsa janyam praminam pratyaksam. that is, perception is
knowledge which results from the stimulation of sense by
the object. The objection to this definition is that it does
not provide any criterion for distinguishing pratyaksa as valid
perception from bhrama or sense-illusion. The Naiyiikas,
therefore, define pratyaksa as knowledge which results from
the contact of object and sensibility and is avyabhicir, ie.,
does not contradict the nature of the object. This definition
also is open to the following objections. In the first place,
it does not distinguish perception as valid knowing from
niradhisthina jfiana or hallucinations which have no external
or extra-mental objects as their source and therefore cannot
be said to deviate from the nature of the objects they reveal,
Secondly, both the Bhaitta and Nyiva definitions do not
apply to the eternal ‘now’ of the Absolute Experience.
Divine knowledge is direct presentative knowledge of past,
distant and future. It is not indirect inferential knowledge.
Absolute Experience, in other words, is a sort of all-inclusive
specions present in which all past, present and future are
immediately present in one unitary presentative experience
and yet Absolute Experience is not any Agantuka jfdna or
knowledge as a generated event in time. Therefore, the
Nyiya and Mimimsaka definitions of perception are too
narrow being subject to avyipti dosa as not applying to the
‘eternal now" of Divine Perception.

The Naiyiyika, however, points out that in expounding
his doctrine of pramiina he is concerned with it as it operates
in human experience. The all-inclusive Divine Experience
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does not require any pramina vyipira, the application of
a logical apparatus, for ascertaining the nature of reality, but
human beings as finite individuals have need for such an
apparatus, and therefore, the definition has application only
to human experience and its application’ to reality. Even
then, however, as the Buddhists point out, the Nyaya and
Mimamsaka definitions fail ro distinguish perception both
from the conceptual elaboration of the purely sense-given
dara and from such abnormal experiences as hallucinations,
dreams and objectless presentations due to sensory defects,
such as the perception of two moons. Therefore, the
Buddhists define perception as kalpand apodham abhriintam
jianam, ie.. as that cognition which is free from conceptual
elaboration and is differemt from sense-illusions, hallucina-
tions, dreams and objectless cognitions. What, then, is
Kalpani? According to the Buddhists, it consists in the
forming of a general image and a concept immediately
following on the sensation produced or caused by the
svalaksana, momentary real. As the process of naming
accompanies the conceptualising act, it may also be called
the act of naming the sensation produced. The usually
recognised five different kinds of kalpani invelved in
pratyaksa of the savikalpa or judgmental type consist either
in identifving objects which are different or in differentiating
objects which are essentially identical. Thus kalpana is
either dravya kalpand, or jiti kalpand, or guna kalpani, or
karma kalpand, or nima kalpani. E.g.. when I perceive the
object before myself as Krsna and say "Here is Krsna before
myself’, 1 perceive the object by means of a name, This is
nimakalpani or judgmental perception through a name.
The name is a sound. a puff of breath and is not the person
before myself. And vet the name passes as the thing named,
i.e., though the name and the thing are different, they appear
identified in the perceptual judgment, 'That is Kisna
standing before myself’. Similarly, in the judgment, “Venu-
minayam”, ‘that is Krspa with the flute’, the flute and
Krsna are different, though they appear as one in the act of
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perception, It is thus dravya kalpani. ‘Gopo’yam’' ‘He
(Krsna) is a cowboy', i.e, of the class of cowboys. This
illustrates jati kalpand. The jati is not different from the
vyakti, the universal is not different from its particular
instances, and yet is predicated of the particular instance,
viz.,, Krsna as subject as if it were different. In ‘Syimo’yam’,
‘He (Kpsna) is of a dark complexion’, Krsna and his
complexion are not different and yet are made to appear as
different through the act of predication. Lastly, 'Gayati
ayam' 'He (Kmsna) is singing or playing on the flute),
illustrates karma kalpana. The act is not different from rthe
agent acting and yet the singing or the flute-playing is made
to appear as different through the act of predication.

BUDDHIST, NYAYA AND OTHER INDIAN
THEORIES OF PERCEPTION

PercErmion, according to the Buddhists, is nothing but the
passive receptivity of sense, the pure sensation of an efficient
point-instant of reality and is absolutely devoid of the
constructions of the understanding. It is therefore the bare
moment of pure sensation or sense-intuition and is thus
unutterable and not knowledge in the strict sense. The
Buddhists reject the Nyiva and other definitions of percep-
tion as knowledge originating in, or caused by, sense-object
contact. Their main objection to such views is that they
define perception by reference to its origin and misses its
intrinsic nature. In all perception there must be an
element of novelty, ie, a felt addition to our experience.
Such novelty belongs only to the first moment of sensation.
It is therefore the essence or core of a perception. What
pastes as perception ordinarily and is regarded as such by
the Nydya-Vaifesikas and other realists under what they
call savikalpa pratyaksa or judgmental perception is not
perception at all. Tt is the original sensational core followed
by the construction of an image of that object and by an act
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of identification of the image so constructed with the given
in sensation. In the judgmental perception, ‘this is a
cow’, the ‘this' is the sensational core and is unspeakable
in itself and the element ‘cow’ is a general concept con-
structed by the understanding and expressed in a mnemic
image (a connotative name) and identified with the given
sensation by an act of imputation, The Nyiya and other
realists consider both the pure sensation (nirvikalpa) and the
judgmental perception to be sense-perception and ciused by
sense-object contact. The Buddhist, however, excludes all
judgmental element from perception as such. The senses do
not judge, they only present the real which is the pure
affirmative element in perception. It is the understanding
that elaborates the presented element into a known object
by means of a concept. An empirical perception thus involves
both the receptivity of sense and the spontancity of the
understanding and therefore 1s not pure perception. Pure
perception is mothing but presentation as such without
imaginative and conceptual elaboration. It is the bare datum
in its immediacy. Perceptual judgment is a further elabora-
tion, the interpretation of the datum by thought-construc-
tion. The perceptual judgment is thus an interpretation of
the given datum, which is perception proper, by the concepts
of substance (dravya kalpana), of universal (jati kalpana),
etc. This is how a perceptual judgment transforms the non-
significant datum into a significant knowable object. Per-
ception does not know though it apprehends, while judg-
ment knows but only by distorting what it apprehands, A
judgment of perception is of the form "X =A" where X, the
unutterable sensation, is identified, by imputation, with A,
4 concept and a mnemic image, produced by the spontaneity
of the understanding on the wake of the given sensation.
The judgmental perception, therefore, is not perceprion at
all but cognition of a thought-construct on the basis of a pure
sensation, It is the uttering of the unutterable by means of
4 concept and a mnemic image. The subject of the judg-
ment is the datum in its immediacy and as such is unutter-
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able. The predicate is an intelligible concept. Judgment
15 the act of predication, i.e., the interpretation or mediation

of the unutterable immediacy by an intelligible concept and
4 name and is so far a deviation from, or distortion of, the
given in its immediacy.

The Sanskrit equivalent of the term ]udg'ml.m is
adhyavasava. It means a decision, or a verdict as an act of
volition, i.e., a decision in regard to identification of two
objects which are essentially different. It is thus cognition
not of reality but of a phenomenon. In sanskrit poetics
(alankiira dastra) the term adhyavasiva is used as an assertion
of the identity of two things which are not identical, ie.,
a metaphorical assertion as distinguished from an express
comparison as in a simile. A perceptual judgment is in this
sense an assertion of similarity between things which are
dissimilar, i.e., berween the unique point-instant of sensation
and the universal concept or image which the under-
standing constructs on the wake of the given sensation.
As Stcherbatsky says, “the point-instant of reality receives in
stich a judgment its place in a corresponding temporal series
of point-instants. It thus becomes an enduring object in
tme and owing to a special synthesis of consecutive point-
instants becomes an extended body”, and, getting all its
sensibles and other qualities, appears as a universal:

Of the kalpanis or constructions involved in judgment
the principal or fundamental is nimakalpani. Conception
consists in expressing the sensation in terms of what is
utterable, ie., expressible in a name, as distinguished from
the pure sensation which is the thingin-itself as the subject
of judgment which is unutterable. Thus conceiving may be
regarded as naming, conceiving being possible through
naming and naming being possible through conceiving.
The predicate in a judgment is thus the utterance of the
unutterable subject by means of a concept expressed in a
name and the different kinds of predicates answering to the
different kinds of thought-construction in judgment are
thus the different varicties of names. Thus we have
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answering to nimakalpana that variety of a mame which
we call a proper name. (A proper name as answering to a
concept is itself a kind of universal that applies to the object
named not as a point-instant of reality, but as a series or
continuum of point-instants regarded as an enduring object).
Similarly gunakalpana is predication of quality-names,
karmakalpani is predication of action-names or verbs, jiti-
kalpani is the predication of common names, and dravya-
kalpan3 is the use of the names of substantives as predicates.
E.g, when we say “That is a hormed animal’, the hom,
i.e,, a substantive-name, is regarded as a predicate of the
subject ‘that’.

The Nydya-Vaifesikas and the Mimdmsakas give a
different account of perception. According to Nydya-
Vaidesikas there is no intervening image between knowing
or perceiving and the object known or perceived, perceiving
or knowing, according to them, being a direct apprehension
of the reality. The difference between judgment and non-
judgmental perception consists in a qualified and a non-
qualified cognition of the object perceived. Substance,
quality, action, universal, etc., are not thought-constructs as
the Buddhists say but unltimate irreducible forms of reality
as objective material of cognition. We have direct appre-
hension of these ultimate objects through different forms
of sense-object contact. Thus in the case of a substance the
perception of it is due to samyoga or contact of the substance
perceived with the corresponding sense through which it is
perceived. In the case of a quality qualifying a subsmance the
sannikarsa or contact is samyukta-samaviva. The quality is
related 1o the substance by the relation of samaviya or
inherence, the substance 15 samyukta or in contact with the
particular sense concerned. Therefore the sense is also
related to, or in contact with, the quality qualifying the
substance through the mediate relation of samyukea-
samaviya, In the case of a universal similarly the corves
ponding conmct is either samyuktasamaviya or samyukts-
samavetd-samaviya. Thus in the case of the universal of a
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substantive reality such as 'ghatatva’, ‘jarness’, the sannikarsa
or contact is samyukta-samaviya through which the universal
is perceived. Thus ‘ghata’ or ‘jar’ is samyuke or in contact
with the sense and the jarness is related to the jar by the
relation of samviya or inherence and thus through samyukea
samayaya or the relation of inherence in that which is in
contact with the sense, in perceiving the jar we also perceive
the jarness inherent in the jar. In the case of the perception
of universals of qualities or actions, the particular contact or
relation involved is samyukta-samaveta-samaviya. Blue, eg.,
is a quality and blueness inheres in the blue as its universal
and blue again inheres in the blue substance. We perceive
the substance through the relation of contact with a particular
sense, the blue of the blue substance through relation of
samyukta samaviya or inherence in that which is in contact
with the sense and the blueness of the blue through the
relation of samyukta-samaveta-samaviya, ie., through in-
hering in an inherent character of the substance which is in
contact with the sense. In the case of ki or ether and
the perception of sound a restriction must be made. Sound
is a quality of dkida as substance and the sense of hearing
has as its physical basis the cavity of the ear which is dkiéa
uself as limited by the size of the ear-cavity. Therefore there
cannot be any contact or samyoga between the sense of
hearing and its physical basis and the substance of which
sound is a quality. The particular sannikarsa here, therefore,
is samavaya. Sound is thus perceived because of its inherence
or samavaya in akasa a limited portion of which is the cavity
of the ear and the universal of sound or sabda is perceived
through samaveta samaviya, i.e., the universal of sound is
samaveta or inherent in a particular sound which particular
sound we perceive through its inherence (samaviiya) in
akasa and in perceiving the particular sound through
samaviya we also perceive the $abdatva or universal of
sound which inheres in the particular sound through the
relation of samaveta-samaviya.

As regards samaviya we perceive it through the relation
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of adjectivity or through the relation of samyukta videsanata,
Inherence does not itself inhere in the relata which it relates
for that will land us into a infinite series of inherence of
inherence, etc. Therefore the relation of inherence to what
it relates is videsanatd or adjectivity which is a variety of
svarlipa sambandha, the svarlipa or essence of inherence
being its relation to the relata it relates. Hence in per-
ceiving through the relation of contact (samyoga) the
relatum which inherence relates we have a perception of the
inherence also by the relation of samyukea visesanatd, ie.,
inherence is a viSesana or distinguishing character of the
relatum and the relatum is in contact with sense and in
perceiving the relatum through senseobject contact we also
perceive the inherence which distinguishes the relatum.
Abhdva similarly is perceived through the relation of
samyukta-visesanatd. Abhdva or negativity is related to its
location (anuyogi) and the content which is negated in the
location (pratiyogi) by the relation of visesanati which is a
variety of svarfipa sambandha and in perceiving the anuyogi
through the sannikarsa of contact or samyoga we have also,
through samyukta videsanata, a perception of the abhiva or
absence that characterises the locus. Thus in perceiving the
table in which there is no chalk we also perceive the ‘with-
outness’ (the absence of the chalk) that characterises the table.
The Bhitta Mimamsakas do not recognise samaviiya
a5 one of the ultimate knowables (padarthas) as Nyiiya-
Vaidegikas do. Instead of samaviya they will have taditmya
or identity in the sense of bhedasahisnu abheda or non-
difference that admits of some difference. Therefore, where
the Nyiya-Vaidesikas speak of samyukta-samaviya, samaviya,
samaveta-samaviya, samyukta-videsanati, etc, the Bhatta
Mimimsakas will have samyukia-tiditmya, tadatmya, etc,
as the corresponding sannikarsa in sense-perception.
According to the Nyaya-Vaidesikas, savikalpa perception is
vifista jAina or qualified perception, ie. a perception in
which one padirtha or knowable is perceived as an
adjective of another. Thus when a substance is perceived
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as qualified by a quality or an action or a motion, or a
particular is perceived as an instance of a universal, or a
locus is perceived as characterised by an absence, we have
judgmental or relational perception. But the Nydya-
Vaidesikas hold that a necessary presupposition of such
relational perception is the antecedent perception of the
relata and of the relation individually and separately. Such
perception of substance, quality, universals, inherence, etc,
in their separate individuality is nirvikalpa perception or
non-judgmental experience. Such perception may not be a
psychological antecedent of judgmental experience, it may
not be possible to point to any such non-relational experience
as a psychological fact, but it must be assumed as a necessary
prius of pur relational experiences. Just as the unconscious
has to be assumed to explain certain gaps in our conscious
life though we are not conscious of the unconscious, so the
nirvikalpa or non-relational has to be assumed as a necessary
prius of relational experience as the latter cannot be
explained without the former.

The Mimamsakas, however, accept the mirvkalpa not
merely as a logical prius but also as a psychological ante-
cedent of our relational experience, though, according to the
MimAmsakas the difference between savikalpa and nirvikalpa
is a difference of degree rather than of kind, the nirvikalpa
being less differentiated, less articulate than our savikalpa
experience,

Both the Mimimsakas and the Naiyiyikas, however.
reject the Buddhist view that the savikalpa is a construction
of the understanding and therefore void of truth. The
savikalpa, according to the Nyaya-Vailesikas, Mimimsakas,
etc., answers to real relational characters of objects and is not
a superimposition of thoughtconstructs ab extra on an
intrinsically non-relational manifeld. For the Naivavikas
the relational as well as the non-relational represent different
stages of knowing mather than of being so that though in the
order of being there may not be relations withour relata or
vice wersa, in the order of knowing relations and the relata



NYAYA AND OTHER INDIAN THEORIES OF PERCEPTION 177

are first apprehended in themselves before they are appre-
hended as qualifying one another. It is clear from the above
that if reality is essentially non-relational (a non-relational
dynamic manifold as the Buddhists say, or a non-relational
undifferenced essence of pure presentative consciousness as
the Advaitins say), then the relational consciousness of the
non-relational reality will be more or less a construction of
the understanding and will so far be a distorted representation
of its intrinsic nature. Hence both for the Buddhists and for
the Advaitins savikalpa consciousness or judgment (and alsa
inference as the further extension of one judgment through
another) will be knowledge of phenomena as distinguished
from reality. Thus the movement of experience from the
nirvikalpa or non-relational plane to that of the savikalpa or
relational will be a falling away from truth and reality. For
the Naiyayikas and Mimamsakas (and also for the Sankhya
philosaphers for whom relational forms are real evolutes of
Prakrti as the original non-relational background of objective
reality) nirvikalpa, i.e., non-relational, and savikalpa or rela-
tional judgmental experience are not negatively related as
according to the Buddhists and the Advaitins. On the
tontrary, the relational forms being not the impoverishment
hut rather the fuller and more developed forms of the non-
relational experience, the latter is only a less adequate and less
articulate apprehension of what is apprehended more clearly
and distinctly and more in accordance with its developed in-
trinsic nature in savikalpa or relational experience. Thus
the advance from the nirvikalpa to the savikalpa is not a
falling away from truth as the Buddhists and the Advaitins
will say but a marked gain in clearness and distinctness of
Apprehension,

The Raminujists, it may be noted in this connection,
do not admit any experience, or any reality of which we have
experience, to be non-relational either in the Buddhist or in
the Advaitin sense, reality and our experience of it being
relational all through. And yet the Raminujists distinguish
between savikalpa and nirvikalpa perception, though in a

12
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sense different from that of the Nyiya-Vaifesikas or the
Buddhists. According to the Ramanujists, what we cll
nirvikalpa experience is relational experience of the first
order as for example when we say, ‘this is a cow’., Here the
this' perceived by the sense is judged as an instance of the
universal of ‘cowness’ so that the experience is an experience
of the ‘this' (through its relation to the universal of a cow, an
experience, in other words, of the ‘this’) through the relation
of universal and particular. Compared and distinguished from
this primary relational experience which is what the Rimfnu-
jists call nirvikalpa pratyaksa, we may also have a secondary
relational experience or relational experience of the second
order as when we say ‘this also is a cow’. Here the primary
relational experience of the ‘this' as a cow is mediated by
previous relational experiences of cows, i.e., one relational
experience is interpreted by means of other relational expe-
riences so that the experience in question is a relational
experience of the second order and is savikalpa or relational
par excellence as compared to the primary relational
experience which is a relational experience of the first
order,

It may be observed in this connection that whereas for
the Buddhist savikalpa perception is judgment entailing
knowledge of the given by means of conceptual elaboration
and thought-construction and therefore not apprehension of
reality but only knowledge of phenomena, for the Vaiya-
karanas or grammarians all perception is relational percep-
tion involving judgment and naming and there is no such
thing as nirvikalpa or non-relational perception. Between
these two extremes we may place the Nydya-Vaidesikas, the
Mimamsakas, the Sinkhya philosophers, the Ramanujists
and also the Advaitins who récognise both nirvikalpa and
savikalpa pratyaksa, though according to the Naiyiyika the
nirvikalpa is more a matter of inference and is not an object
of introspection as a psychological antecedent of savikalpa
and, according to the Advaitins, the savikalpa is a falsifica-
tion, through superimposed relations, whereas the nirvikalpa



CLASSIFICATION OF PERCEPTION 179

is the non-relational reality presented in aparoksa anubhiiti
or non-mediate apprehension.

CLASSIFICATION OF PERCEPTION

PRATYAKSA has been classified into different classes from
different points of view.

(a) One of these classifications—that between nirvikalpa
and savikalpa—we have already discussed above.

(b) According to another classification, pratyaksa is
cither vahih pratyaksa (external perception) or manasa
pratyaksa (internal perception) or yogaja pratyaksa (in-
tellectual intuition).

External perception is of five kinds through the five
different external senses, eye, ear, etc. Fach of these has its
own proper object. Thus through the eye we have percep-
tion of colours, etc., but not of sounds. Through hearing
again we perceive sounds, not colours, ete., and 0 omn.

Manasapratyaksa is perception through the internal
organ or mind and consequently it consists in the perception
of our own internal states of pleasure, pain, etc.

Yogaja pratyaksa is intuition of past, distant and future
objects, independently of sense-object contact, through con-
centrated meditation and focussing of attention:

[t may be noted in this connection that besides the five
kinds of external perception and internal perception of our
mental states as a sixth kind, the Madhva philosophers regard
memory as a seventh kind of perception as vision or direct
apprehension of the past, the dispositions of the past expe-
riences acting as a connecting link between the present and
the past. In other words, according to the Midhva, the
past lives in the present (cf. Bergson) as disposition through
which we have an immediate contact with the past and
thereby a perception of it in the form of memory.

It may also be noted that the Buddhists also recognise
four kinds of perception, Thus according to them the first
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moment corresponding to the Svalaksana is a pure sensation.
It corresponds to the external perception of other Indian
svstems., It differs from them as being absolutely non- .
conceptual. Before the understanding works on the pure
sensation and transforms it into a judgment there follows on
the pure sensation a mental apprehension of it which is
analogous to it as being direct, intuitive and non-conceptual.
This is minasa praryaksa, the sensation apprehended as
mental according to the Buddhists. Thus while the first, ie.
the pure sensation, is a sensuous sensation, the second is the
apprehension of the pure sensation by the understanding and
is therefore memal sensation. The Buddhists also recognise
yogi pratyaksa in the sense of non-senspous intuition. Le.
an intelligible intuition which is neither sensuous sensation
nor mental sensation. It is the timeless intuition of all that
is and is a kind of omniscience. The Sautrantika and the
Yogicira schools recognise samvedana or introspection as a -
fourth variety of perception, every act of consciousness being,
according to them, also consciousness of consciousnes or
self-consciousness.

(¢) The Nvava-Vaidesikas distinguish between laukika
pratvaksa and alaukika pratyaksa, or perception through
laukika sannikarsa or natural contact of sense and object and
perception through alaukika sannikarsa or non-natural, ie,,
extraordinary, contact of sense and object. Thus ordinary
perception of substance, quality, etc., is through the natural
contact of samyoga, samyukta-samaviya, et¢. Here the pro-
cess s objectively determined and there is nothing extra-
ordinary or out of the way in the resulting perception or the
conditioning sensc-object contact. In perceiving the table,
e.g., through the relation of contact or samyoga we also |,
perceive the colour of the table through the abjective relation
of samyukta samaviya, i.e., inherence in that which is in
contact with the eye, But in certain other cases we have an
extraordinary contact in some way not intelligible in the
pattern of the normal objective movement of experience
as the contact is brought about not by an objective relation
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but through a subjective conditioning factor. Thus in the
perception of the fragramt sandalwood by means of the eye
* there is no normal contact of eye with the fragrance of the
fragrant sandalwood. In this case the visual appearance of
the sandalwood revives the fragrance in memory and the
subjective recollection brings on the contact of the eye with
the fragrance of the sandalwood that is seen. The process
here corresponds to what is known as complication in
Western psychology, and in it an objective contact is brought
about by a subjective process of recollection. The same is
the case in ordinary sense-illusions, e.g., in the case of the
snake-rope illusion where the snakecharacter (sarpatva) of
the jungle-snake revived in memory is brought into contact
with the eye apprehending the coiling thing before it result-
ing in the perception of the coiling thing seen as an instance
of the universal of snakecharacter (sarpatva). These are
cases of jnana-laksana sannikarsa where jiiana or subjective
cognition brings on an objective eontact of sense and object.
Yogi pratyaksa or yogaja pratyaksa is another variety of extra-
ordinary perception, according to the Naiyivika, in which
the contact with the past, the distant and the future object is
brought about not through ordinary sannikarsa of samyoga,
samaviya, etc., but through the subjective power of yoga as
sustained concentrated attention. A third variety of alaukika
pratyaksa, according to the Naiyayika, is samanyalaksana
pratyaksa where the sense, in contact with a universal, there-
by comes in contact with all the particulars, past, present,
and future, under the universal so that in perceiving the
universal through ordinary senseobject contact we also
have perception of all the particulars subsumed under the
universal through the extra-ordinary siminyalaksana sanni-
karsa. This also is without any parallel in ordinary expe-
rience and is therefore an extraordinary kind of perception.
In “Vedinta Paribhasi, a distinction is made berween
Jitinagata pratyaksa and visayagata pratyaksa, i.e, between a
percept or an object perceived and the perceiving of the
object. The difference between perceiving and the percept,
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Le., between perceiving an object and an object perceived is
explained as follows. Since, according to the Advaitins, the
ultimate reality is Consciousness or Caitanya, what we call
knower, knowing and known are Caitanya or Consciousness
limited by the forms of the knower or subject-consciousness,
limited by the form of knowing and lLimited by the form
of the known. For the sake of brevity we may call them
respectively  subject-consciousness, subjective-consciousness.
and object-consciousness,  Subject-consciousness or con-
sciousness as knower is antahkarma-avacchinna caitanya,
Le, consciousness limited by the form of the internal
organ or mind. Subjective consciousness or conscious-
ness as knowing is antahkamana-vrtti-avacchinna caitanya
or consciousness as limited by, i.., as appearing in the
form of, a temporal mental mode. Object-consciousness
i5 consciousness limited by the form of the object known
We have a percept or an object perceived when the subject-
consciousness coincides with the objectconsciousness and
becomes. completely one with it. We have perceiving as
distinguished from the percept when the subjective-conscious-
ness or consciousness as a mental mode exactly coincides with
the object-consciousness. The Advaitins also distinguish
siksi-pratyaksa or the perception of the witnessing Intelli-
gence from empirical perception. It is knowing of knowing
but not knowing of knowing in the Nyava or Buddhist sense
of internal perception (minasa-pratyaksa) which is a temporal
mental event. It is, on the contrary, timeless knowledge of
all temporal knowing acts as temporal and is a necessary
presupposition of atl such acts.

—
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FALLACIES OF PERCEPTION

Some of the fallacies of sense perception are mentioned m
Sankhyakarika (Karikd 7). There the illusions of sense are
regarded as arising either from defects in the objecis of
perception or defects of the media of perception or defects
of sense or other internal causes and are regarded as being
either of the nature of mal-observation or of non-observation.
Thus when the objects to be perceived are beyond the range
of a sense (atidirat) or in too close. proximity to it they are
not perceived. Objects are also not perceived or misperceived
when the relevant sensibility is not in order or there is
inattention in the perceiver. Nor are objects perceived which
are too minute for perception or are separated from the
sense by a barrier, e.g,, a wall, Nor are objecs perceived
when their perceptibility is over-powered by a stronger force
or when they are mixed up with objects of a similar nature.
E.g.; hirds flying very high in the sky are not seen because
they are beyond the range of vision (atidfivir), Similarly the
ointment on the eye is not perceived becaunse of its close
proximity to the eye. Again when the sensibility is not in
order there is no perception. Thus the deaf does not hear
nor does the blind sce. Similarly when the mind is otherwise
engaged as in absent-mindedness there is no perception of
objects immediately in front of the perceiver. Atoms
again are not perceived because they are too minute for
perception.  When there is an intervening barrier, eg., a
wall, the objects behind the wall are not perceived. Again
when the perceptibility of objects is overpowered as, e.g., the
light of the stars by the light of the sun (as in daytime) they
(Le., the stars) are not perceived. Also when an object gets
mixed up with other objects of the same kind, e.g., a drop
of water in a lake, it becomes lost to perception.  Lastly,
it is added, when the preceptible characters remain only
potential or non-manifest they are also not perceived. eg.,
curd in milk.

The above are mainly cases of non-observation which
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also sometimes lead to mal-observation but the cases of mal-
observation mentioned as such by Indian philosophers are the
following. A man perceives the white conchshell as yellow
because of a disordered liver and consequent jaundice.
Again in uncoordinated binocular vision a man sees two
‘moons instead of one. In the case of the snaketope illusion
what happens is that the rope is observed only in its generic
character, and as its specific nature is not observed there is
revival by similarity of the form of the snake. Here non-
ubservation of the specific character leads to mal-observation.

CARVAKA CRITIQUE OF INFERENCE AND
OTHER PRAMANAS

PErcirrion being the only source of knowledge, according to
the Carvikas, they argue, those who prove the existence of
soul, of God and of the other world by means of inference
are refuted with the refutation of inference as a source of
knowledge. That inference as a source of knowledge cannot
be established will be obvieus from the following considera-
tions, say Cirvikas.

Inference is the process by means of which we pass from
the perception of a mark or sign in' the subject of the
inference to the eixstence of something else in the said
sutbject on the basis of an invariable relation between the said
mark and the thing which is inferred. The subject in
respect of which we infer something is called the ‘paksy’.
The sign or mark by means of which we infer the inferent
in the subject is called ‘hetu’, ‘sidhana’, linga’ or ‘gamaka’,
and that which is inferred by means of the mark in the
subject, ie, the inferent, is called ‘sidhya’, ‘gamya’, lingi"
etc. The invariable relation between the mark or hetu and
the sadhya or inferent is called ‘vyapt’, ‘niyama’, ‘avina-
bhiivasambandha’, etc. It is to be noted that the vyapti
relation does not cause inference simply by virtue of its
existence but only by being subjectively apprehended or
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known. E.g., when we infer fire in the mountain yonder
from the perception of smoke in the mountain yonder, a
necessary condition of our being able to make the inference
is not merely the objective vyapti or invariable relation
between ‘smoke’ and 'fire’ but also our subjective knowledge
of this objective relation. Savages of cocoanut island have
no prior knowledge of smoke and fire. When they are
brought for the first time into the proximity of the yonder
mountain and perceive smoke rising therefrom, they will be
unable to infer fire because of the absence of knowledge of
the vyipti or invariable relation between smoke and fire,
Hence vyapti as such does not cause inference bur vyapt
jiidna or the subjective knowledge of the objective invariable
relation. How, then, is the knowledge of vvapti or invariable
relation possible? It cannot be perception or pratyaksa.
Perception, (pratyaksa) is either external perception (bahih
pratyaksa) or internal perception (mdinasa pratyaksa), ie,
perception by the exvernal senses (eye, ear, etc.), or perception
by the internal sense or mind. Now external perception
cannot cause the knowledge of an invariable or universal
velation. The external senses can be stimulated only by
particulars which are present and stand in close proximity to
the senses. They cannot be acted on by the non-existent
past or furure objects nor by objects thar are remote and
exist beyond the range of the senses. But the universal
relation between the mark and the inferent holds not merely
between present particulars but also between past, distant
and future instances of each. Nor can internal perception
apprehend such an invariable relation for the obvious reason
that internal perception depends on external perception, and
the mind cognises as the objects of its internal perception
nothing else than what external perception has made known.
Nor can we say that knowledge of this invariable relation
consists in the apprehension simply of the general essence of
this relation as distinguished from its particular embodiment
in concrete instances. For then there will always remain
an uncertainty as to whether the particular instance in a
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particular inference 1s in reality a concrete embodiment of
this general essence.

Nor can inference be the source of the knowledge of
this universal relation. For, this inference like the first will
require the knowledge of another universal relation which
again will require another inference through another
universal relation and %o on, thus landing us into an infinite
regress of inferences.

Nor can fabda pramina or authoritative testimony com-
municated by language be the source of our knowledge of
the universal relation. For, according to Kanada and his
followers, the Vaidesikas, sabda or authoritative testimony is
no independent third source of knowledge but is a form
of inference in disguise, ie,, inference based on the trust-
worthiness of the speaker. Besides, knowledge caused by
verbal communications itself presupposes inference. When
we hear certain words and grasp the meaning of the words
spoken as conveying some information, the entire process,
on analysis, resolves itself into the following steps. There is,
in the first place, the words apprehended by hearing as
sounds. Thereafter an apprehension of the objects to which
the words refer through an apprehension of the connection
between the sound representing the words and the objects
they stand for. The knowledge of this connection is based
on our knowledge of social usage of such words in certain
contexts. Therefore the extension of the meanings of words
used in past contexts to present and future contexts involved
in the understanding of any verbal communication is of the
nature of an intellectual leap implying inference. The
sound itself is not the thing signified but is only inferred to
signify it in accordance with past usage. Nor can the
authority of Manu and so-called other seers be invoked to
ensure the truth of the universal relation conveyved by
verbal communications. For the ipse dixif, or the bare
dogmatic assertion of a Manu or any other ser does not
amount to a valid assertion or logical truth.

Again. if authoritative testimony is to be accepted as
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our only source of the knowledge of a universal proposition,
then where a man had no chance of knowing a universal
relation such as that between smoke and fire from an autho-
ritative source, he will be debarred from inferring fire on
secing smoke.

Nor again upamina or comparison can be said o be
the source of our knowledge of umiversal relation. For,
according to Nydya, upamina consists in applying a name to
the thing which is so named by means of a comparative state-
ment.  Its function, therefore, is restricted o applying
names to the objects nmamed by the names through the
knowledge of a comparative statement and not in causing the
knowledge of any universal relation or vyapti.

Further, the invariable relation or vyapti which causes
inference is defined as a nirupidhika relation, ie,, an un-
conditional invariable relation not determined by any
extraneous condition, observed or unobserved. Therefore
vvapti can be established only if we dispose of all upidhis or
extraneous conditions, observed or unobserved, that are likely
to vitiate the vyapti relation. Bur this is not possible by
means of perception.  Absence of perceptible conditions may
be perceptible, but imperceptible conditions, the unobserved
and unobservable factors can be known only by inference
and therefore the absence of such imperceptible conditions
can also be known only by inference. And thus we are
involved in circular reasoning, viz,, that inference presupposes
vyapti and vyapti presupposes inference.

Further, an upadhi is defined as @ condition that is in
symmetrical invariable relation with the inferent or sidhya
but not an invariable concomitant of the hewn, sidhana or
mark. E.g., the relation between smoke and fire is an
uneonditional invariable relation but the velation between
fire and smoke is a conditional (aupadhika) relation. invari-
ableness of the relation between fire and smoke being
dependent on the presence of a condition, viz., greenwood
{ardra indhana). It is not every fire that is concomitant with
smoke but only greenwood fire. Eg., the fire in » lighrted
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electric bulb is fire without smoke but no case of greenwood
fire is smokeless fire, Greenwood, therefore, i5 a condition
that must determine fire if the latter is to be an invariable
concomitant of smoke. Greenwood is thus an upadhi in
the above sense in the inference ‘vonder mountain has
smoke, because it has fire’. It issamavyapya with, ie, in
symmetrical invariable relation to, the sidhva or inferent, viz.,
‘smoke’ so that we can say that in every case of smoke from
hire greenwood is an invariable antecedent and in every case
of greenwood fire smoke is a necessary consequent. Green-
wood, therefore, invariably accompanies, and is invariably
accompanied by, the inferent ‘smoke’ in the above inference.
That is to say, the relation between greenwood and smoke
in the above inference is a symmetrical invariable relation
(where greenwood is, smoke is, and where smoke is, green-
wood is). But the relation between greenwood and fire is
not a rvelation of invariable concomitance, every fire not
necessarily being greenwood fire (sidhana avyipakatve sati
sadhya samavyaptam = upadhi).

The absence of any upadhi in the above sense is indis-
pensable for the vydpti relation which causes inference. But
how can we know the absence of an upadhi which is in
symmetrical invariable relation to the inferent? We cin
know the absence of a thing only as we know the thing itself,
Therefore to know the absence of all upddhis in symmetrical
invariable relation (samavyapta) with the sidhya we must
not only know the upadhis themselves, perceived and unper-
ceived, but also know all instances of their symmetrical
invariable relation with the sidhya. Bur this is not possible
by perception. We can perceive only perceptible upidhis.
But even in their case for a knowledge of the invariable
relation with the sidhya in all cases past, present and future,
we have to fall back on inference and as regards imperceptible
upadhis they cannot be known by perception and can be
known only by inference. Thus we can establish inference
as a source of knowledge only by inference and this is a
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vicious circle that vitiates all proofs of inference as a source
of knowledge.

Therefore in the so-called cases where the knowledge of
smoke seems to cause the knowledge of fire what really
happens is a subjective habit of thought produced by past
experience. The smoke-experience being associated in the
past with the fireexperience a recurrence of the smoke-
experience causes an expectation of the fire-experience in the
mind. Such expectation, however, does not always prove to
be true being Mlsified in many cases. Uncontradicted
experience in the past is thus no ground for its extension to
the future being in many cases contradicted and overthrown
hy subsequent incoming experience. That in many cases
our expectation is justified is a matter of experience,

Hence it follows that no adrsta or unseen cause governs
the phenomena of the world, as such ciuses can be proved
only by inference, and inference, as we have scen, is not
a source of valid knowledge.

How, then, is the behaviour of a thing to be accounted
for? The Carviika answer to the question is that the things
behave as they do because of their svabhiiva or inherent
nature. And since we do not know whether this nature is
an eternally fixed character of things we have no right to
say that things must behave in the same way always and
not behave sometimes freakishly.

INFERENCE (ANUMANA)

As we have seen above, the Carvikas recognise only one
source of knowledge and reject inference as a source of
knowledge on the ground that the invariable relation or
vyapti between the mark which constitutes the inferential
reason or hetu and the object proved by means of the mark
cannot be established as a valid induction from experience.
The Buddhists, however, as well as Nyaya-Vaidesika, Jaina
and Siankhya philosophers, etc., recognise inference as a
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source of knowledge besides perception. According to the
Buddhists, the Carviika objection to inference is based on a
wrong view of the universal proposition or propositions on
which an inference is based As a matter of fact, the in-
variable relation which constitutes the ground of an
inference is not an induction from experience at all. It is
rather an a priori construction of the undersianding, i.e., a
relation or relations which the understanding brings to
cxperience instead of obtaining them [rom experience.
Experience pure and simple is nothing but nirvikalpa
pratyaksa or non-conceptual apprehension of a point-instant
of reality and as such is unspeakable, It is the understanding
that transforms the unspeakable given datum into a speak-
able or known object by means of elaboration in concepts and
thought-constructs.  What we call inference 15 a further
extension of this work of thought or judgment and may be
called a judgment of the second ovder, i, a judgment
mediated by another judgment. Thus in ordinary percep-
rual judgment we have a point-instant as the unspeakable
datum which is elaborated into a known object in the form
of the judgment "X is A' where "A’' is the thought-construct
in terms of which the understanding conceives X. Inference
15 an advance one step further into the domain of ideality
and is therefore twice removed from the unspeakable datum
of pure perception. That is, in inference X' is interpreted
as “A’ because of its being thought or conceived as ‘B, ie,
while judgment is of the form X' is A, inference 5 of the
form X, as being B, is A"

While the Buddhists thus meet the Carvika objection
to inference by stressing the apriority of the Vyapti relations
that make inference possible the realists, eg, the Nyiya-
Vaidesikas. stress immediate contact with the universals of
objects in perception in their doctrine of sannikarsa and
thus mect the Cirviika objection so that universal propositions
on which inference is based are quite accessible to judgmental
perception, though for removing all doubts as regards the
presence of disturbing factors such propositions have to be
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sifted by the inductive methods of agreement in presence
(anvaya), agreement in absence (vyatireka) and non-observa-
tion of the contrary (vyabhicara adarsana).

DEFINITIONS OF INFERENCE

InFerENcCE has been defined in various ways. Thus, eg.

(a) It has been defined sometimes as “the cognition of
the object through its mark”. This definition is a definition
of inference by its origin. Further, it does not clearly say
whether it is a judgment of perception having a present
object as its rveferent or an inference proper referring
to an absent object through its invariable relation to the
mark.

(b) Another definition defines inference from the
objective side. Inference, according to it, is the cognition
of an absent object while perception refers to a present
object. While the first definition traces the origin of the
inference. to subjective apprehension through the cogni-
tion of a mark the second definition defines inference by
the kind of object it makes known. Both the definitions
are therefore onesided and miss the character of inference
in all its-aspects. Further, when inference is defined as the
cognition of an absent object what is really meant is that the
object inferred is unperceived, ie., not perceived and not
that the object is absent. E.g., when fire is inferred in the
mountain yonder from the perception of smoke in the
mountain vonder whart is inferred is nor a fire absent in the
mountain yonder but an unpérceived fire present in the
mountain yonder.

Some Buddhists define inference as the cognition of the
general as distinguished from perception which is the
cognition of the salaksana particular. This also is a defini-
tion of inference by reference to its object and also fails o
bring out the distinction between judgment and inference
even from the Buddhist point of view.
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A fourth definition defines inference as a particular
application of an invariable relation between two phenomena
by a person who had previous observation of the connection
or invariable relation in various other situations. Even this
does not bring out the full significance of inference. We
do not know from this definition whether inference is an
addition to our knowledge as every pramiina or source of
knowledge should be, nor do we know whether inference is
the cognition of a present or an absent object.

The Bhapa Mimimsakas define inference as vyapyva
daréanit asannikrstartha jianam anumianam. This definition
is more satisfactory than the other four we have considered.
According to it inference consists in the cognition of an
object not in contact with the senses through the cognition
ol its vyapya or invariable concomitant. Tt thus distinguishes
clearly between perception and inference. Inference is an
inference of an asannikrsta artha, ie., of an object not in
contact with the senses. When an object is in contact with
the senses and the conditions of perception are fulfilled it is
perception that takes place and this makes an inference of it
useless and therefore stops the inferential process. Thus
inference, as distinct from perception, must cognise an object
not in contact with the senses. Further, in its logical aspect,
it must consist in cognition of the object through the
observation of a mark which is known as an invariable
concomitant of the object. Thus it stresses the knowledge
of the universal proposition expressing the invariable relation
between the mark and the unperceived object which is
cognised through the mark. Thirdly, in stressing the actual
observation of the mark it also stresses the cognition of the
mark in a particular locus; ie., the cognition of the minor
premise as a necessary condition of inference.

Thus inference, we may say, must fulfil the two
essential conditions, viz., (a) vyiipti jiiina or cognition of the
universal relation which is the ground of inference (corres-
ponding to the major premise of Western logic) and
(b) paksadharmatd jfiAna, ie, cognition of the mark or
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vyipya as the invariable concomitant of the object inferred as
a dharma or property of the paksa or subject of inference
(corresponding to minor premise of Western logic).

PAKSA, SADHYA, HETU OR SADHANA, SAPAKSA
AND VIPAKSA DEFINED

Tue paksa is the subject in respect of which something is
inferred or proved by means of inference. E.g., in the stock
example of Indian logic, ‘parvato vahnimana dhimat’,
‘vyonder mountain is on fire because it smokes', the paksa or
subject of the inference is the mountain yonder in respect of
which ‘fire’ is inferred. Paksa is therefore defined as
jijiasita sadhya, i.e., that object in respect of which a mental
questioning or doubt arises as regards the existence of the
sidhya or inferent, ie.. that which is inferred, in it. That,
therefore, in respect of which there is no mental uncertainty
as regards the existence of the sidhya or inferent cannot be
the logical subject of an inference. Thus that in which
the Sadhva (eg. fire) is known for certain as existing
(e.g., mahinasa or the domestic oven) cannot be the paksa
or logical subject of an inference. In Indian logic it is called
sapaksa or a similar instance. The sapaksa is thus some-
thing in respect of which there is sidhya nifcaya, and no
mwom for sidhya samfaya, i.e., no scope for any doubt or
uncertainty as regards the existence of the sadhva. Similarly
where instead of sadhya niScaya or certain knowledge of the
existence of the sidhya we have sidhyibhiva nidcava, ie.,
certain knowledge of the non-existence of the inferent we
have what is called in Indian logic a vipaksa or dissimilar
instance. Thus the mahahrada or the great lake is some
thing in respect of which we have certain knowledge of the
absence of the Sdhva or the inferent, i.e.. of the absence of
fire. It is thus the vipaksa in the above stock example of the
inference of fire in the mountain yonder from the observarion
of smoke in the mountain vonder. Thus vonder mountin

13
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is a logical subject of the inference as being that in respect of
which there exists doubt (cither in the person making the
inference or in the person for whose enlightenment the
inference is made) as regards the existence of fire (which is
not perceived) while the domestic oven (mahiinasa) is a
sapaksa or similar instance as being known for certain as a
case of the presence of fire and the great lake (mahihrada) is
a dissimilar instance or vipaksa as being known for certain to
be a case of the absence of fire.

The hetu is the ground of the inference, i.e., that
through which or on account of which the sidhya or inferent
is inferred in the subject of the inference and may be called
probans or ground of the inference. In the example given
above ‘smoke’ is the hetu, sidhana, or linga (mark) by means
of which 'fire’ is inferred. The real ground of the inference,
however, is not the smoke as an unrelated particular pheno-
menon but smoke as a mark or sign of fire, ie., smoke as
an invariable concomitant of fire. The real ground of
inference, therefore, is an observed particular phenomenon
as @ case of a universal relation between all phenomena of
the same nature and the inferent in its universal character.
Thus the real ground of the inference in the above example
15 not ‘this smoke’ as such but ‘this smoke’ as a mark of ‘fire’,
e, the smoke as being a particular case of the universal
‘smokiness' as invariably concomitant with ‘fieriness’. The
sadhya is what we infer in the subject of an inference. In the
above example we infer lire in respect of the mountain
yonder. Fire is thus the inferent, sidhya, or what we infer in
respect of the subject of the inference which is the vonder
mountain. We may call it the probandum.

In rendering the Indian anumina by inference we have
avoided the Aristotelian terms, major, minor and middle
and also the use of the term syllogism as an equivalent of
anumina of the Indian logicians, for two reasons. In the
first place, the Indian anumina aims both at formal consis-
tency and material truth and therefore insists on a guarantee
of the material truth of the premises on which an inference
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is based, i.e., both the universal proposition (vyapti) and the
presence of the mark in the subject of the inference (paksa-
dharmatd) must be materially true propositions according
to Indian logic. This is why they insist on an udaharana
or a familiar instance as illustrative of the invariable con-
comitance which is the ground of inference, as an integral
part of inferential reasoning. According to the Aristotelian
standpoint, the inference
All men are immortal,
John is a man,
.. John is immortal —

is a valid syllogism in the first igure. But it will be rejected
by the Indian logician as a fallacious inference on the ground
that the universal proposition, ‘All men are immortal’, is a
mere assumption without material wruth as no familiar
instance can be cited of an immortal man in support of the
invariable relation expressed in the universal proposition,
The Indian logician has no concern with inferences with
imaginary premises for the sake of intellectual gymmnastic
which lead only to imaginary conclusions lacking material
truth, but only inferences that fulfil both the conditions of
formal consistency as well as actual truth in experience.

Secondly, the terms major, minor and middle as con-
ceived in the Aristotelian syllogism are major, minor and
middle only when read in denotation, the major being major
as being of the widest denotation, the middlebeing middle as
being of intermediate denotation, and the minor being minor
as being narrowest in denotation. In the Indian inference,
however, the terms being read in connotation mather than
in denotation (through avacchedaka or determining charac-
ters) the greatest in denotation will be the least in connotation
and the least in connotation will be the greatest in denota-
tion so that the minor of the Aristotelian syllogism will be
the major in Indian anumina as being greatest in connota-
tion and the major of the Aristotelian syllogism will be the
minor in Indian anumina as having the smallest connotation.
We therefore use the terms, 'subject of inference’ as the
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equivalent of ‘paksa’, ‘probans’ as the equivalent of hetu,
sadhana or lifiga and ‘probandum’ for ‘sadhya’ or ‘inferent’.
We also have avoided the use of the term syllogism as the
proper equivalent of the Indian anumana which we have
rendered by the term ‘inference’ simply.

STEPS IN INFERENTIAL REASONING

Tue Naiyayikas hold that an inference in its logical aspect
must consist of five steps expressed in five different proposi-
tions, though some of these steps may not be always necessary
psychologically and may be skipped over in individual cases.
Thus, according to the Naiyayikas, in case of inference for
others (parirthinumina) the full logical form in five steps is
necessary though in svarthinumdna or inference for oneself
some of these steps may not be psychologically necessary.
The five steps of inference may be illustrated in the stock
example of inference ‘yonder mountain is on fire because it
smokes’, as follows. The first step is the pratijia vikya or
the proposition to be proved, viz., ‘yonder mountain is on
fire". The second step is the hetu vakya or statement of the
hetu or the ground of inference, viz., ‘Because it smokes and
whatever is smoky is fiery’. The third step is the udiharana
vikya or statement of a familiar instance illustrating the
invariable concomitance (e.g., of smoke and fire) which
is the real ground of the inference. The fourth step is
upanaya viakya, i.e., statement of the application of hetu
(e.g, smoke) as the mark of the sidhya (eg., fire) o the
vonder mountain which is the subject of the inference. The
fifth and the last step is the nigamana vakya or the state-
ment stating the conclusion that follows. Stecherbatsky holds
with the Buddhists that the pratijfii vikya and the conclu-
sion are two identical propositions and therefore the five
steps contain at least one that is redundant. The Naiyiyika,
however, does not consider the pratijiia vikya and the
nigamana vikya to be of the same logical import though in
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verbal expression they are identical. The pratijiii vikya is
_ the proposition fo be proved while the nigamana vikya is
the proposition as proved and there is as much difference
between the two as between appearing in an examination
and passing it.

Some schools, however, consider five steps to be not
logically necessary. The Mimamsakas, e.g., contend that the
first three steps or the last three sieps quite suffice for all
logical purposes, The Madhva logicians, however, consider
five, four, three, two, and even one step to be sufficient for
inference, Eg, one may say "The mountain as giving
forth smoke must be on fire’, in which case one single proposi-
tion amounts to a complete inference. In other words,
according to the Madhvas, there is no fixed rule as regards
the number of steps in an inferential reasoning, an inference
being capable of expression in five, four or a smaller number
of steps according to the option of the person inferring.

THE ANUMEYA OR INFERENT

Whaart is it that we infer in an inference? What, in other
words, is the anumeya or the content inferred in an
inference? The question has given rise to controversy
amongst Indian logicians. In the stock example of inference
‘Yonder mountain is on fire, because it smokes', what is it
that we really infer? Do we infer the mountain or do we
infer fire, or do we infer the bare relation between the
mountain and fire, or fourthly, do we infer the mountain as
qualified by fire or lastly do we infer fire as qualified by the
mountain yonder? It is argued that the mountain is not the
object inferred as it is perceived and when an object is
perceived there is no scope for an inferential cognition of it.
Nor is fire the object of the inference for fire is a well-known
object. We have had direct experience of fire in various
other places such as the domestic oven (mahinasa), etc. There
is no use inferring what is already known. That will amount
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to siddhasidhana, establishing something which s already
known to be an established fact. Nor is the bare relation
between the mountain and fire the object of the inference, For
how can the relation be cognised without the relata? The
fourth alternative, viz., that the object inferred is the per-
ceived mountain as qualified by the unperceived fire is also
rejected on the ground that the perception of the mountain
precludes an inferential knowledge of it. Thus what remains |
i5 the last alternative, viz.,, that what we infer 1s fire as quali-
fied by the mountain or fire as the fire of the mountain
yonder (parvata vifista wvahni), Though fire might have
been known elsewhere, it has not been known before as the
fire in the mountain yonder and thus there is no ground
for the charge of siddhasidhana or inferring what is
perceived.

VYAPTI, INVARIABLE CONCOMITANCE OR
INVARIABLE RELATION AS THE
GROUND OF INFERENCE

We have seen above that the real ground of inference is not
any perceived particular fact as such but the perceived parti-
cular cognised as the mark of something else. In other words,
the ground of the inference is the umiversal relation that
holds between the mark-and that which it is a mark of. Eg., in
the inference Yonder mountain is on fire, because it smokes’
the real ground of the inference is not the smoke simply
as a particular fact perceived but the smoke perceived as a
mark of fire, i.e., the particular perceived smoke cognised as
an instance of an invariable relation between smokiness and
fieriness, The invariable relation or vyapti thus constitutes
the real ground of the inference. But it must be noted that
it is not vyipti as such but vydptijiiina or cognition of the
vydpti or invariable relation that constitutes the real ground
of inference.  In other words, the invariable relation consi-
dered objectively as holding between certain categories of
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facts (e.g., smoke and fire) does not suffice for inference. It
is subjective cognition of the objective relation that makes
inference possible. Thus the savages of the cocoanut island
{narikela dvipa), who lack previous experience of fire and
smoke and have not apprehended the vyipti or invariable
relation between smoke and fire, will not infer fire when
they see for the first time smoke rising from a forest yonder.
Here though the objective concomitance holds berween
smoke and fire yet the subjective cognition of the cocomitant
relation being wanting there is no inference of fire.

What, then, is vyipti or a universal relation between
phenomena, and how is it known? Vyipti is defined as
svibhavika sambandha, a natural or essential relation be-
tween one phenomenon and another. An essential relation is
further defined as nirupadhika sambandha or upfdhirahita
sambandha, i.e., an unconditional relation between two
phenomena. The relation between A and B, for example,
is a universal relation or vyipti when it is involved in the
very nature or svabhiva of A and B, i.e., when it does not
depend on any extraneous condition or upadhi such as X. *

This brings us to the question of upddhi. What. then,
is an upadhi or extraneous condition the presence of which
makes vyapti relation impossible? An upddhi is defined as
follows: sidhanavyapakatve sati sadhyasamavyaptaomupadhi-
riti laksanam. An upadhi or disturbing condition in the
vyapti or invariable relation between the sadhana, hewn or
the ground of the inference and the sidhya or probandum
which is inferred by means of the hetu or ground is some-
thing which is non-pervasive (avyipaka) of the sidhana,
hetu or ground and is in equipollent or symmetrical invari-
able relation with the sidhya, probandum or inferent. Thus
if the sidhana or ground of an inference is A and the thing
inferred by A is B, then the ground of the inference will be
the universal proposition ‘All A is B, The material truth of
this universal propesition will depend on the unconditiona-
lity of the universal relation between A and B. Eg., if the
relation between A and B depends on any lurking extraneous
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condition such as X, then the relation between A and B
arises not from the nature of A but from the presence of the
unobserved factor X. The relation between A and B thus
becomes a conditional or aupadhika relation and the condi-
tionality arises from the presence of X in the situation as the
condition or upadhi determining the relation. And X is an
upidhi or extraneous condition as being non-pervasive of A
and at the same time in equipollent invariable relation with
B so that while ‘All X is B’ and ‘All B is X' it is not true
that wherever A is; X is. X being found in places where A is
absent. Thus, instead of saying ‘Yonder mountain is on fire,
because it smokes’, if we make another inference, viz.
Yonder mountain smokes because it is on fire' we shall be
making a fallacious inference based on a conditional relation
between fire and smoke, the upddhi or condition determining
the relation being 'green-wood' (firdrendhana). Thus the pro-
position. “Wherever fieriness is, smokiness is', is not a rue
universal proposition, the invariable relation between fire and
smoke depending not on the nature of fire itself but on the
presence of an extraneous condition such as ‘green-wood'.
‘Green-wood' is an upadhi as being non-pervasive of fire,
every fire being not necessarily green-wood fire (as, c.g. the
fire of the red-hot ironball) but green-wood is in symmetrical
invariable relation with smoke, i.c.. “Where smoke is, green-
wood fire is’ and “Where green-wood fire is. smoke is'.
Vyapti being thus an unconditional relation between two
phenomena, the question arises how can we be assured of the
unconditionality of the vyapti relation between two pheno-
mena, i.e.. how can we be. in other words, assured of the
absence of disturbing conditions vitiating the vyipti relation?
Indian Logicians (barring the Carvikas who reject all truly
universal propositions and the Buddhists who consider the
universality of relations to be due to a priori construction of
the understanding) propose bhityodaréana or repeated obser-
vation and tarka or the method of reductio ad absurdum
as the positive and the negative ways of getting rid of disturb-
g conditions vitiating Vyapti relations. Thus when two

a,
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phenomena are observed repeatedly together in varying
sitnations, then the idea arises of an invariable relation
between the one and the other. This is then strengthend by
tarka or the negative argument of reduction to absurdity of all
objections based on suspected and supposed upadhis affecting
the unconditionality of the relation. Tarka is thus a negative
aid in ensuring the unconditionality of the vyapti relation
which constitutes the ground of an inference. Its principle
function consists in showing how the supposition or suspicion
of any extraneous condition vitiating the vyipti relation
leads to undesirable consequences such as the denial of
obvious and accepted facts. Tarka is thus not inference but
only a negative aid to inference.,

The different forms of tarka go by the names of the
undesirable consequences to which objections to the vyipti
of an inference may lead. Thus when an objection w a
vyapti leads to an undesirable self-dependence we have what
is called Atmasraya. It is proving a thing by itself. E.g,, when A
is proved by A or made to follow from A it is a case of the
undesirable consequence called dtmasraya. Anyonyasraya is
another form of tarka. By it an objection is refuted by show-
ing that its acceptance as valid will lead to the undesirable
consequence of reciprocal dependence. Thus when A is
shown to follow from B and B again is shown to follow from
A we have the undesirable consequence of reciprocal depen-
dence. It is in fact a more complex form of dtmaSraya and
an objection is refuted when its acceptance can be shown to
lead to reciprocal dependence. Cakraka or circular resoning
is another variety of tarka. Thus when A is derived from B,
B from C, C from D, and D from A, we have circular reason-
ing. It is itmAdraya in a still more complex form. Lighava
tarka and gaurava rarka are also other forms of tarka by
means of which objection to an inference may be disposed
of. Thus when an inference and the vydpti on which it
rests can be shown to have the merit of parsimony (Fighava)
entailing fewer assumptions as compared to the acceptance
of any hypothetical objection on the ground of a supposed or
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suspected extraneous condition or upadhi, the inference
scores on the ground of lighava tarka or parsimony and the
objection fails on the ground of gaurava or unnecessary
multiplicity of assumptions. Anavastha or the instability of
an infinite regress is also another variety of tarka by which an
objection to an inference may be disposed of. An inhnite
regress is a flaw in logical thinking as it commits one to an
infinite series of assumptions and thus, besides lack of final
stability, is open to the objection of an infinite multiplicity
of assumptions (gaurava). An objection can be rebutted on
the ground of anavasthd when the infinite series to which
one is committed on account of the acceptance of the objec-
tion is not drsta anavasth3, i.e., an infinite series which is not
actually observed in experience. In the case of the seed and
the tree, or the egg and the hen, we have. however. an
actually observed unending series and such anavastha is,
therefore, no logical flaw in thinking, Lastly, we have also
another form of tarka called praminavidhitirtha-prasanga.
It is that form of rarka which refutes an objection by showing
that it leads to some consequence which is contradicted by
the valid sources of knowledges. E.g., if one is to suppose
an invisible demon as the upadhi or extraneous condition
that causes the vyipti relation between A and B and is thus
the upédhi or extraneous condition that underlies the invari-
able relation between A and B the objection can be refuted
by showing that it is praminabidhit, i.e, contradicted by
the evidence of the valid sources of knowledge. An invisible
demon is never an object of perception or of inference or of
any other valid source of knowledge.
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CLASSIFICATION OF VYAPTI

Vvyipr: has been classified in different ways from different
points of view, (1) According to the character of the rela-
tions, vyapti has been classified (a) by the Buddhists into
relations of taditmya and relations of tadutpatti, ie., into
relations of co-essentiality of species and genus and relations
of causality. According to the Buddhists, vyapti relations
are either invariable relations which can be expressed in
analytical propositions or synthetic universal propositions.
Thus when one says “The Simsapa (tree) is a tree’, this is a
universal proposition expressing an identity between the
species, $iméapa, and the genus, tree, The predicate here
explicates part of the meaning of the subject. In universal
propositions of causality, however, expressing an invariable
relation between the effect phenomenon and the cause
phenomenon, we have a universal synthetic proposition, The
cause is not part and parcel of the connotation of the effect
nor is the effect part of the connotation of the cause, and
yet there is an invariable relation between the effect and the
cause, The Buddhists hold that these two forms, viz,, invari-
able relations of co-existence (tiditmya), as in the case of
co-essentiality of species and genus, and the invariable vela-
tions of sequence, as between an effect and its cause, exhaust
all vy@pti relations between themselves, there being no possi-
hility of any third type of invariable relation, Further,
these vyapti relations are a prioni forms of the under-
standing by means of which we arrange and order the given
facts of experience and are not derived a posteriori From
experience.

(b) The Nyaya-Vaisesikas, however, reject the Buddhist
classification as being not exhaustive. They point out that
there are other kinds of vydpti relations besides tadurpatti
and tiditmya. E.g, the relation between the rise of the
moon and the blooming of the water-lily, the appearance of
the star Rohini on one side of the horizon and the dis
appearance of the star Kritika on the opposite horizon, the
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waxing of the moon and the rise of the tdes in the rivers,
the coming of the autumn season and the clearness of water
in lakes, etc., are all instances of invariable relations, but
they are neither cases of the relation of co-essentiality nor of
causality. The Buddhist contention that tadutpatti and
tidatmya are the only two forms in which the understanding
orders experience thus does not bear examination. Invari-
able relations are inductions from experience and are not
@ priori constructions of the understanding, and experience
abounds in instances not merely of invariable relations
of co-essentiality and of causality but also of other forms
as well,

(2) According to another classification on the basis of
quantity and quality, vydpti is said to be either (a) visama-
vyapti corresponding to the A propositions of Western logic
which cannot be simply converted and where the invariable-
ness is asymmetrical as, e.g., in the proposition 'All A is B’
or “Wherever smoke is, fire is", or (b) samavyipti where the
invariableness is symmetrical as in the U propositions of
Hamilton and formally expressible in the form ‘All A is
all B, as in the vydpti expressed, eg., in the proposition
“Whatever is nisiddha (prohibited) is adharma (wrong)'. The
proposition can be simply converted into "Whatever is
wrong, is prohibited’. Or, () paraspara parihira as in ‘No
A is B’ corresponding to the E propositions of Wastern logic,
€.g., the propoesition ‘Air has no colour’ which can also be
expressed in the form “Whatever has no colour is not air’, or
(d) paraspara samivesa along with paraspara parihara, or a
vyapti relation expressing partial inclusion as well as partial
exclusion, e.g., the relation between being a cook and being
a male, the relation being expressible as the unity of the
three propositions (i) ‘At least in one case there is a male
that is not a cook’, (ii) 'At least in one case there is a cook
that is not a male’, and (iii) ‘At least in one case there is a
cook that is a male’. The last two forms, (c) and (d), are a
speciality of Madhva logicians, only the first two being
usually recognised in Nydya, Mimimsi, etc.
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(3) Vyapti again may be classified into agreement in
presence only (kevalinvayi), agreement in absence only
(kevalavyatireki), and agreement in presence as well as
absence (anvayavyatireki). This classification is a speciality
of Nyiya. The Buddhists do not recognise kevalinvayi or
kevalvyatireki vyapti. According to the Buddhists, the posi-
tive and the negative are two aspects of one and the same
thing so that in asserting a positive relation of co-presence
between two things we are also thereby implying a negative
relation of co-absence of their opposites so that when we say
‘All A is B" we also thereby imply that “What is not B, is not
A’, or, which is the samething, “Where B is not, A is not'.
Further, according to the Buddhists, a universal relation is
an a prion frame-work in which the understanding arranges
the materials of experience and this frame-work is at once
positive and negative in character so that in arranging data
inthe relation of co-presence we are thereby also arranging
their negatives in the relation of co-absence. The Naiyayikas
as realists, however, will have nothing to do with construc-
tion of the understanding in the ascertainment of the vyapti
relation. Consciousness has nothing intervening as an image
or thought-construct between itself and the object it reveals.
Consciousness is like light that reveals the object and there
fore whatever it knows about objects is derived from the
objects themselves and not from consciousness within itself.
Therefore vyapti relations have to be recognised according
to the deliverance of reality in consciousness. This is why
the Naiyayikas insist on upadhifankinirisa for the ascertain-
ment of a vyapti or invariable relation. The mere fact that
A appears in consciousness as before. or after, or simul-
raneously with B does not prove that there is an uncondi-
tional relation between A and B. One must assure oneself
that the apparent relation between A and B is not really a
relation between an unobserved X and B and, therefore, the
elimination of all such likely disturbing factors (upadhi) is
a necessary condition of our assurance of a vyipti or invari-
able relation between A and B. Even then, however, we can
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never be certain that our vyapti relations will not be over-
thrown in future by the accidents of experience. In other
words, a vyapti relation being an a posteriori induction from
experience must always fall short of apodeictic certainty
though it may have the highest degree of probability as
having been never contradicted in past experience. For the
<ame reason, the Naiyayikas contend that vyipti relations
have to be discovered on the evidence of experience and must
not be artificially classified according to a preconceived
scheme as the Buddhist does. This is why the Buddhist
classification of vyapti into tiditmya and tadutpatti rela-
tions has to be rejected as being inexhaustive and incomplete,
there being other forms of vyapti relations found in experi-
ence besides the above two of the Buddhist. For the
same teason the Buddhist contention that agreement in
absence is only the other side of agreement in presence and
that, therefore, there cannot be any vyapti of the kevalinvayi
type as agreement in presence only, or of the kevalavyatireki
type as agreement in absence only, has to be rejecied as
lacking evidence in experience. As a matter of fact we have
vyapti relations in experience which have no negative coun-
terparts as also relations of agreement in absence which have
no positive counterparts just as we have also vyapti relations
which have both their positive and negative examples, For,
e.g., the invariable relation between prameyatva and abhidhe-
vatva, i.e. between knowableness and nameableness, is a
vyapti or invariable relation which can be substantiated by
any number of instances of agreement in presence but can-
not be illustrated negatively as agreement in absence even in
one single case. We cannot point to any case of “What is not
nameable being also not knowable’, for, as soon as we point
1o it, it is both named and known. Similarly, experience
abounds in instances where vyipti can be illustrated only as
agreement in absence but not as agreement in presence. The
case of smoke and fire, again, is a case of anvayavyatireki
vyapti, for the invariable relation between ‘smoke’ and ‘five’
can be illustrated both as agreement in presence as in the

L
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case of mahdnasa or the domestic oven and also as agreement
in absence as in the case of mahihrada, the great lake where
fire is absent and so also is smoke,

VYAPTIGRAHA OR WAYS OF ASCERTAINING THE
VYAPTI RELATION: THE METHODS OF
INDUCTION

{l) Tue Bupphist smETHob: We have seen that, according
to the Buddhists, there are two kinds of vyapti or invariable
relation and that they constitute an a prior framework of
the understanding in which the materials of experience are
arranged. Hence though the relations themselves, ie., tadut-
patti and tadatmya are a priori, the armngement of the data
of experience in these a priori frames necessitates the appli-
cation of certain methods. These, according to the Bud-
dhists, are the methods of induction. The earlier Buddhist
method was the method of difference regarded as a method
of subtraction. The later Buddhist method, called the
method of paficakirani, is, however, a method of addition
as well as subtraction in five steps. Since, according to the
Buddhists, every effect has necessarily a cause preceding i,
but every cause does not necessarily produce its effect because
of intervening circumstances interfering with the action of
the cause, the five steps of paficakirani are as follows: —

(i) A condition in which the effect-phenomenon does
not exist,

(ii) A condition in which the effect-phenomenon comes
into being or exists,

(ii) And immediately preceding the coming into being
of the effect-phenomenon, the appearance of the cause-
phenomenon,

bjiv} The cessation of the effect-phenomenon, its ceasing
o be,

(v) And immediately preceding it, the cessation of the

cause-phenomenon.
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Dr. Brajendra Nath Seal in his "Positive Sciences of
the Ancient Hindus' (chapter on the ‘Methods of Hindu
Science’) expounds the paficakarani method as follows: —

(i) Neither the cause or antecedent phenomenon nor
the effect or consequent phenomenon (i.e., a condition of
relative isolation in which both cause and effect are absent),

(ii) Introduction of the cause-phenomenon (nothing else
being introduced along with it),

(iii) Immediately following it, the appearance of the
effect-phenomenon,

(iv) The removal or elimination of the cause-pheno-
menon (nothing else being eliminated along with it),

(v) And immediately after it, the disappearance of the
effect-phenomenon,

When these conditions are fulfilled, a causal relation is
established between the antecedent and the consequent
phenomena. The method may be expressed in symbols as
follows: —

If A stands for the antecedent phenomenon and B for
the consequent phenomenon, the five steps of the method
will be as follows: —

(i) Neither A nor B,

(ii) The introduction of A and A alone,

(iii) The appearance of B immediately following the
introduction of A,

(iv) The elemination of A, mothing else  being
eliminated,

(v) And immediately following it. the disappearance
of B,

The following is a concrete example of the method. Let
us suppose that we are experimenting on the cause of malaria
and we start with the idea of a particular germ as being the
cause of malaria. Then our first step will be to find a
healthy animal in which neither the germ is nor malaria is,
i.e,, a condition of relative isolation. The second step will be
the introduction of the germ in the animal body. The third
step will be the appearance of malarial symptoms such as
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temperature, shivering, etc., in the animal in question. The
fourth step thereafter will consist of the elimination of the
germ (by quinine injection; e.g.). The fifth step, following
on it, will be the disappearance of malarial symptoms from
the animal in question. When these conditions are fulfilled,
the particular germ will be established as the cause of
malaria.

The Buddhists prove the wvalidity of their fivestep
method by a pragmatic argument. If A, according w the
Buddhists, were not the cause of B in the symbolical example
given above, B would be appearing and disappearing without
anv cause since nothing else precedes its appearance or dis-
appenance excepting the appearance or disappearance of A.
But this means the overthrow of the principle of causality
iself which is the ¢ priori framework into which our
practical world is constructed. Denial of the principle of
causality will thus amount to the denial of the practical
world. The method, therefore, has as much truth as our
world of practical experience.

The Naiyayikas, however, take exception to the
Buddhists method on two grounds. They point out, in the
first place, that the method proves A 1o be the cause of B
only in the particular instance in question but does not
establish A as the cause in other instances also and therefore
the method does not provide any effective safeguard against
the possibility of a plurality of causes. Secondly, the method
also does not provide any effective safeguard against un-
observed factors being introduced along with the introduction
of A, or eliminated along with the elimination thereof, and
being thereby the real determinant of the appearance of B,

The Buddhists in reply point out that the very fact that
phenomena are contingent proves that they occur only on
the occasion of certain special conditions preceding them
and not on any and every kind of condition. This, therefore,
precludes the possibility of a plurality of causes. Nor, the
Buddhists hold, does the Nyiya contention that the Buddhist
method does not provide any safeguard against an inductive

14
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generalisation being vitiated by unobserved conditions bear
strict examination. The positive and the negative universal
propositions being nothing but the expression of the positive
and the negative aspects of one and the same relation, a
proposition being proved as necessary and universal in its
positive aspect implies that there is an invariable relation
also between the negatives of the terms appearing in the
positive relation. Thus when we show that "All A is B',
we thereby also imply that 'Non-B is non-A'. This shows 1
that the Nyaya charge of B happening without A or A being
not followed by B due to unobserved conditions other than

A or B is unfounded.

The Naiyayika, however, does not consider the Buddhist
answer to their objections to be convincing. The Naiyayikas
point out that kidacitkatva or contingency of phenomena
does not necessarily preclude the possibility of a plurality
of causes as the Buddhists contend. The ‘kadacit’, occasional  ©
or contingent is capable of several alternative interpretations.

It may be conceived as ‘akdraga’, uncaused, or ‘abhava-
kdrana’, arising from nothing or non-being as its cause, or
‘apiiatakirana’, i.e,, as the effect of an unknown and unknow-
able cause, or ‘aniyatakdrana’, i.¢., as having a variable cause,
or again as niyatakirana, i.e., as having a fixed and invariable
cause. In the face of so many different possible interprem-
tions of the ‘kadicit’ or contingent, the Buddhist has no right
to equate the ‘kadicit’ or contingent to the "niyatakirana, to
an effect having an invariable cause. The Buddhist reply
to the possibility of unobserved conditions is also a piece of
circular reasoning., Granting that there is an invariable and
necessary relation, it will preclude the possibility of lurking
conditions vitiating the relation. But the issue is whether
we have any such necessary and invariable relation.

(2) The Nyiiye Method: The Naivayika, therefore, pro-
poses the method of ‘anvaya’, observation of instances of
agreement in presence, ‘vyatireka’, observation of instances of
agreement in absence, and ‘vyabhicira adarfana’ or non-
abservation of the contrury as the true method of arriving at
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inductions. The method may be symbolically illustrated as
follows. Let us suppose a series of instances of an antecedent
phenomenon followed by a series of instances of a consequent
phenomenon such that in the instances of the complex of
antecedent phenomena only one phenomenon is throughout
present nothing else being present in all the instances, and
in the instances of the complex of consequent phenomena
only one phenomenon is similarly throughout present,
, mothing else being present in all the instances. Thus in the
symbolical example given below:

Antecalent phenomena Consequent  phenomens
ABC POR
ACD PRS
ADE PST

we find that in the instances of the antecedent pheno-
mena ‘A’ is the only antecedent that is throughout present
just as in the instances of the consequent phenomena P’ is
the only consequent that is throughout present. This is
anvaya or agreement in presence. When such agreement in
presence is backed by instances of agrecement in absence as
shown below:

Anteceden:  phenomena Consequent  phenomena
BCD QRS
CDE RST
DEF STU

where what is throughout absent in the instances of
antecedent phenomena is ‘A’, nothing else being throughout
absent and what is throughout absent in the instances of
consequent phenomena is ‘P nothing clse being throughout
absent ; and when such agreement in presence (anvaya) and
agreement in absence (vyatireka) is further supported by
‘vyabhicira adarfana’ or non-ohservation of the contrary, no
case of A being actually observed witheut P and no P
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similarly being observed without A, we arve justified in
considering the relation between A and P to be an uncendi-
tional, invariable relation or vyapti.

PLURALITY OF CAUSES

As regards plurality of causes, Indian logicians have proposed
ways in much the same way as Western logicians for obviating
the difficulty arising from it.

(@) One method proposed, e.g., is that of considering
the phenomenon to be investigated along with its attendant
circumstances. Thus when we come across several instances
of an apparently same effect being caused by different causes
in the different instances, the way out of the difficulty is to
take the effect along with its attendant circumstances. This
is, e.g., the method by means of which a physician diagnoses
the cause of a particular kind of fever.

(b) Another way also suggested is to coosider the
apparently same effect in the different instances in its
uniqueness and particitlarity. Thus when E, an apparently
same effect, seems to be produced by different causes
C!, €2, C* in different instances, the remedy is to ascertain
the distinctness and speciality of each effect in every parti-
cular instance. This will reveal that what we considered
to be one and the same effect 'E' is in reality either E',
or E2, or E*, etc., corresponding to C', €%, C*, etc., as their
respective causes in the different instances.

(¢) The third way proposed is to consider the different
causes C', C?, C, etc. of the same effect E in different instances
in respect of the form C which they (i.e, C', C%, €, etc.) have
in common and consider it to be the real cause of the
phenomenon E.

(dy The Navya Naiyayikas propose a fourth way. Their
device is to consider in the case of an apparent plurality of
causes ‘one or other but not all’ {anyatara) o be the cause.
According to the Navyas, therefore, in the case of C', C*, C7,
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etc, being observed to be the cause of E in different
instances, the cause should be stated as being one or other
of C', C°, C* etc.

CLASSIFICATION OF ANUMANA OR INFERENCE

{a) We have already seen that, according to Nyaya,
vyapti or the invariable relation which is the ground of
inference is either kevalinvayi vyipti, agreement in presence
only, or kevalavyatireki vyapti, agreement in absence only,
or anvaya-vyatireki vyapti, both agreement in presence and
absence. According to the three kinds of the vyipti or in-
variable relation on which an inference mav be based,
there are, according to Naiyivikas, there kinds of inference,
viz, kevalinvayl, kevalavyatireki and anvaya-vyatireki
inference.

(b) According to another classification of the Naiya-
yikas, inferénce is éither Pirvavat inference, or Scsavat
inference, or simanyatodrsta inference. Purvavat inference,
according to Naiyayikas, is the inference from cause to effect
25 when we infer, from 'dense masses of cloud in the sky’,
‘the coming of rain in the immediate future' (meghonnateh-
vrsti). Sesavat inference, according to Naiyayikas, is in-
ference from effect to cause, as when, from ‘the appearance
of the muddy conditions of the roads in the morning’, we
infer ‘rain overnight'. Both Plirvavat and Sesavat inference
are based on vyapti relations observed specifically (videsatah
drsta) between the cause and the effec-phenomena.
Sdmanyatodrsta anumina is, however, an inference based
on a vyipti relation observed not viSesatah or specifically
between the phenomenon which serves as the mark or
ground and the sidhya or the thing marked or inferred, but
only generally between objects of a wider class within which
the hetn or ground and the sidhya or thing inferred are
included as species or subordinate classes. Symbolically
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started Samanyato drsta inference may be expressed as
follows:—
AllAs B
X is A!
~ X is B

In Pirvavat and Sesavat, the inference will be of the
form: —
All A is B
X is A7
A T

Thus in simanyatodrsta anumana the vyapti is observed
not between A' and B* specifically, but between A and B, of
which A' and B' are species or sub-classes. A concrete
example of samﬁnfatod:ﬂa anumana is the inference of the
sensibilities (indriya) as the instruments of perception. The
eye, eg., does not see itsell. It is that organ or instrument
with which we see. The eye, ear and other sensibilities or
indriyas are atindriya, supersensupus in this sense and
cannot be perceived objects. They are thus objects of in-
ference and the inference which proves the sensibilities as
organs of perception is an inference of the simanyatodrsta
type and may be stated as follow: —

Wherever there is action, there is an instrument with
which the agent acts.

Eg. the action of cutting requires a sharp instrument
such as an axe,

Perception is a cognitive act.

Therefore it must require a cognilive instrument; viz.,
an indriya or sensibility.

(¢) The Sinkhya philosophers classify inference into
purvavat, desavat and simdnvatodrsta like the Naivavikas.
But piirvavat ‘and simanvatodrsta inference they include
under the class of vita anumina proving affirmative con-

clusions. As distinguished from vita anumana they recognise
another varicty which is avita anumina and is based on
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vyatireki vyapti or agreement in absence. Avita anumana
proves a conclusion which is negative, through a vyapti which
is negative, vyatireki, as agreement in absence, or 2 conclusion
which is arTived at as in $esavat by the process of elimination
of other possible alternatives as being not tenable. The
éesavat as interpreted by the Sankhya philosophers is thus a
mixed inference proving a conclusion pirisesyat, i.c., by the
method of exhaustion, or disposal of all other possible alter-
natives excepting one. [t may be formally expressed as
follows: —

(Within the universe of discourse)

Whatever is, is either A or Bor G
X (within the universe of discourse) is neither A nor B
s X is C

(d) The Madhva philosophers classify inference in
another way. According to them, anumana or inference is
either kirana anumina, or kiryya anumina, or akdryya
karana anumina, i.e., inference is either from canse to cffect,
or from effect to cause, or from one phenomenon to another
phenomenon when they are invariably related, but not
causally related. The speciality of the Madhva classification
is thus the recognition of akiryyakiraga anumina, ie.
inference of phenomena related in some relation other than
the causal relation, the kirananumana and Karyyanuména of
the Madhvas being nothing but plirvavat and Sesavat infer-
ence of the Naiyayikas.

THE FALLACIES OF INFERENCE

We have seen that according to the Mimimsakas the
first three or the last three, of the five steps or paficivayavas
of the Naiyayikas logically suffice for inference. Inference,
therefore, can, according to the Mimamsakas, consist of
pratijii, hetu, and undaharaga. Any fallacious inference,
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therefore, will thus involve a fallacy of the pruijiia or proposi-
tion to be proved, or a fallacious ground or hetu, or a logically
faulty udaharana or illustration illustrating the vyapti or
invariable relation which is the ground of the inference. A
fallacious inference will thus consist either of a fallacious
thesis (pratijiabhasa), or a fallacious reason or ground
(hetabhisa), or a fallacious illustration (udibarana Abhisa),
or any two, or all of these.

A pratijiid or a thesis to be proved, as we have seen, must
satisfy certain conditions in order to be a logically valid
thesis or pratijiia. The thesis, in other words, must be some
statement in respect of the truth of which legitimate doubt
or uncertainty exists. If, therefore, any proposition is offered
as & thesis to be proved by inference which is known to be
true independently of the inference in question, the thesis
does not require to be proved again by the inference and is
4 pscudo-thesis or pratijiiabhisa. Thus, if the proposition
fire is hot' is made a thesis to be proved by an inference it
becomes a pseudo-thesis as it is known from perception in
advance of the inference that fire causes heatr. It is, there-
fore, a known fact established by the evidence of perception
and proving it by inference again entails siddhasaidhana
or proving what is already known for true. Knowing of
the known is not knowing at all because it does not add
to our knowledge, The fallacy in such a case is called the
fallacy of & siddha viSesana thesis or pratijiia. If again any
proposition is made a thesis to be proved by an inference
which is known to be false independently of the inference,
we have another form of a pseudo-thesis or pratijiiibhiisa
called badhita videsana pratijia. Eg., if the proposition
‘fire is devoid of heat’ is offered as a thesis o be proved
by an inference, it is a case of a pseudo-thesis of the badhita
videsana type. We know in advance from perception that
five is never devoid of heat and therefore the proposition
in question is obviously a false proposition. Any attempt to
prove such 2 proposition is not only futile but also amounts
to sophistry and intellectual dishonesty, contradicted as it is
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by valid evidence. A badhita visesana pratijitd may be either
pratyaksa badhita, contradicted by perception, or anumina
badhita, contradicted by inference (e.g.. the proposition “the
sun moves round the carth”) or sabda badhita as when one's
own words contradict the thesis one is going to prove (as, ¢.g.,
the proposition ‘1 have been dumb all my life and never
opened my mouth’ uttered by a person who is going to
prove it by an inference, etc.), Or again a pseudo-thesis or
pratijiibhasa may be of the aprasiddha viscsana type where
the predicate to be proved in respect of the subject of the
proposition is aprasiddha or withour its parallel or analogue
in experience and is nowhere actually found. E.g., the pro-
position, ‘Buddha is omniscient or all-knowing as he is free
from illusions’ (moharahitatvat) is a case of an aprasiddha
visesana thesis as the predicate ‘all-knowing' is fictitious or
without its parallel in exprerience, no all-knowing or ommnis-
cient person being met with anywhere in experience.

As regards the fallacies of the hetu or ground the
Mimamsakas recognise four varieties, viz., the asiddhahetu,
the virnddha hetu, the anaikantika hetu, and the asidhirana
hetu,
The asiddha hetu, according to the Mimimsakas, is
either svartipisiddha hetu. or sambandhasiddha hetu, éraya-
siddha hetu, or vyapyawvisiddha hetu. The svarfipisiddha
hetu is one that is asiddha, or cannot be established as real
svartpatah, i.e., in its own intrinsic nature. E.g,; in the infer-
ence, ‘Buddha is free from illusions (moharahita) because he
is allbknowing' ; ‘heing all-knowing or omniscient' is the heru
or ground that is made to prove Buddha's freedom from
illusions. But omniscience is never found in experience.
Therefore, it is an intrinsically unreal hetu or ground and is
thus a svarfipatah asiddha hetu.

A sambandhasiddha hetu, according to the Mimdm-
sakas, is one that does not exist in the paksa or the subject
of inference, i.e., where the sambandha or relation between
the hetu and the paksa is unreal, we have that variety of a
asiddha hetu which is called sambandhisiddha hetu. In
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the stock example, "Yonder mountain is on fire, because it
smokes', the ground of the inference is ‘smoke’ (as an invari-
able concomitant of fire). This smoke must exist in the
mountain yonder, ie., its existence in the subject of the
inference must be certified by actual observation. 1f there
is no evidence of the existence of the ground in the subject
of the inference, if. e.g., the smoke is observed to rise, not
from the mountain yonder, but from a nearby kitchen, then
it cannot prove the existence of fire in the mountain yonder.
The hetu, in other words, must be paksavrtti, i.e.. must be
vartamana, or exist, in the paksa, if it is to prove the existence
of the probandum or the sidhya in the subject of the
inference. Where the hetu does not exist in the paksa, where,
in other words, the sambandha or relation between the hetu
and the paksa is wanting, we have that variety of an asiddha
hetu which is alled a sambandhasiddha hetun. It may be
noted in this connection that the fallacy of the asiddha hetu
which the Mimimsakas call mmbandasiddhi, the Naiviiyikas
designate by the name of svariipasiddhi. That is to say, the
sambandhasiddha hetu of the Mimdmsakas is the same as the
svarfipasiddha hetu of the Naiyayikas. When the paksa-
vrititva of the hetu, e, the existence of the hetu in the
paksa; is partial and not pervasive, i.e., when the hetu or
ground exists in one part of the paksa or the subject of an
inference but not in the other part or parts of the subject, we
have that variety of the fallacy of smbandhasiddhi which is
called bhagasiddhi. E.g., in the inference, ‘parvarahradau
vahnimantau dhumat’, ‘the mountain and the lake are on
fire, because they smoke’, the hetu ‘smoke” is real in respect
of its relation to only one part of the subject of the inference,
viz,, the mountain and does not exist in the other part of the
subject. viz., the hrada or lake. Such partial existence makes
the inference fallacious, and the fallacy of the ‘hetu' in the
case in question is bhiagasiddhi, i.e., partial asiddhi.

Since the hetu must exist in the paksa. it follows that
the paksa or the subject of an inference must itself exist. If
the paksa is imaginary or unreal, then we are really proving
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the saidhya by means of the hetu in a substrate or locus that
does not exist. This amounts to proving the sidhya no-
where. E.g., in the inference ‘manimaya parvatah vahnimana
dhumat,” ‘the jewelled mountain is on fire, because it smokes’,
since the jewelled mountain does not exist, the smoke is
observed to rise not from anywhere and thercfore proves
fire nowhere. Such a hetu or ground is a pseudo-hetu and
the fallacy involved in the case in guestion is the fallacy of
asravisiddhi, unreality of the substrate or dsraya.

Since the hetu proves the probandum or sadhya because
of its invariable concomitance with it. where the relation
of invariable concomitance between the Hetu or ground and
the sadhya ar object inferred by the ground is unreal, we
have a vyapyatvasiddha hew, ie. a pseudo-hetu whose
invariable concomitance with the sadhya is unestablished or
asiddha. E.g, in the inference ‘yonder mountain is smoky
because it is fiery’, fieriness from which smokiness is inferved
is not an invariable concomitant of smokiness. It is. there-
fore, a case of an unreal vyipti relation between the hetu and
the sidhya and the fallacy involved in the particular case
is the fallacy of a vyipyatvisiddha hetu (corresponding to
the undistributed middle of Western logic.) It may be
pointed out here that the Eallacies of pratijid and of hetu
ahove explained are all material fallacies which clearly show
the difference berween the anumiina of the Indian logician
as a formal-material process aiming at both formal consis-
tency and material truth and the syllogism of Aristatle which
aims at formal consistency only. The fllacies above enu-
merated and explained will have no place in the Aristotelian
syllogism which is a purely formal process.

Besides the different varieties of asiddha hetu we may
also have, according to the Mimamsakas, another form of a
pscudo-hetn which is called viruddha or incongruent hetu.
A hetu is viruddha. incongruent or contrary. when instead of
being invariably related to the sidhva or the object to
be proved, it is an invariable concomitant of its viparita,
abhfiva or contradictory, Thus in the inference ‘sound is
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eternal becanse it is an effect’ the hetu, viz., ‘being an effect’,
i5-an invariable concomitant, not of the sadhya which is
eternality, but of its contradictory, i.e., non-eternality, and is
thus a viruddha or incongruent hetu. A viruddha hetu may
be either a svaripaviruaddha hetu, i.e,, direaly contradictory,
or a visesaviruddha hetu. i.e.. one which is incongruent not
with the sidhya as such but with that videsa or special form
of the sadhya or object to be proved which is required in the
special circumstances of the case. Thus, according to the
Mimimsakas, the Nyiya-Vaidesika theistic argument is a
case of a videsaviruddha hetu. The hetu in the inference is
karyatva or 'being an effect’, and it is an invariable concomi-
tant of kartrjanyatva or intelligent authorship. So far there
is no virodha or incongruence between the hetn, effect-
character, and the sidhya in its general character, viz,
intelligent authorship, What is required for the theistic case,
however, is mot any and every intelligent author but a
‘trailokya nirmina nipuna karid’, an all-intelligent cause
possessing the capacity of creating the three worlds, Such an
intelligent cause must be all-knowing and must be free from
the limitations of the body. But the hetua, as a mark of the
sidhya, as illustrated in the case of such effects as the ghata
(the jar), pata (the piece of cloth), proves at best an incarnate
author of limited intelligence such as a potter, a weaver, etc.,
but not a disembodied spirit of unlimited intelligence which
alone can be all-kknowing as being free from the limitations
of the senses. The virodha or incongruence is, therefore, not
between ‘effect-character’ as such and ‘intelligent authorship’,
but between ‘effect-character’ and ‘omniscient intelligent
authorship’, which is required for the theistic case.

An anaikiintika hetu or ground is another variety of a
pseudo-hetu or pseudoreason. It is a hetu or mark which
is found both where the sidhya or probandum is and also
where it is not. It is thus a too wide hetu or reason. The
following is an example of an anaikiintika hetu, ‘Sabda nitya,
prameyatvit,’ “sound is eternal because it is knowable’, Here
knowableness is the hetu by means of which eternality (in
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respect, of sound) is being proved. But knowableness exists
in or is a character of both the eternal and the non-eternal.
Another name of the anaikintika hetu is sidhirana, i.e., a
hetu which is sidharana or common to the sidhya or thing to
be proved and the absence of the sadhya.

The fourth variety of hetvabhisa recognised by the
Mimimsakas is the asidharana or uncommon which is
defined as the hetu or ground that exists in the paksa alone
or the subject of inference (paksamatravrtt) even where its
sapaksa or similar instances exist. An asadharana heru is
thus one which can be found only in the subject of the infer-
ence and nowhere else. The following is an example of an
asidhirana hetu. ‘Earth is eternal, because it has the quality
of odour’. Here being being characterised by odour as a dis-
tinctive quality is an exclusive property, asidhiiranaguna, of
carth only amongst the five different elements. Therefore,
outside the earth the co-presence of ‘odour’ and ‘eternality’
cannot be found in the other four elements. Therefore, in
respect of the other four elements, air, water, etc., though
nityatva or eternality, i.e., the sadhya, may be found, the hetu,
viz., odour, is absent, odour being an exclusive quality of
earth alone, and in respect of earth the co-presence of odour
and eternality cannot be established prior to the inference,
for, though gandhavatva or being characterised by odour is a
known property of earth, nityatva or eternality is only sidhya,
i.e., something to be established by the inference, and not
siddha, i.e., an established fact prior to the inference. There-
fore, the co-presence of the hetu and the sidhya, i.c.. their
agreement in presence, cannot be found anywhere and,
therefore, the hetu, as being incapable of being estmblished
as in invariable relation to the sadhya through instances of
agreement in presence, is a hetvibhiisa or pseudo-hetu.

As regards the fallacies of the udaharana or illustration,
they are, according to the Mimdmsakas, in the first place,
either fallacies of the sidharmva udiharana, or fallacies of
the vaidharmya udiharana. A sidharmya udiharana is an
illustration that illustrates the invariable relation or vyipti
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between the hetu and the sidhya in its positive aspect as
agreement in presence. E.g., when we say ‘wherever smoke
is, fire is, as for instance in the case of the familiar domestic
oven', ‘the domestic oven’ illustrates the vyipti between the
hetu or ground, viz., ‘smoke’ and the object inferred, viz,
‘fire’, in its positive aspect of co-presence. It is thus a
sadharmya uddharana, and it is a valid illustration as being
a well-known case of the co-presence of smoke and fire, IE
however, we say ‘where fire is not, smoke is pot’, and illus-
trate the agreement in absence by citing the familiar instance
of the 'great lake" where fire is not and smoke also is not, the
lake that we cite by way of illustration will be a case of a
valid vaidharmya udiharaga. It is a valid illustration as
being a well-known case of the co-absence of the sidhya or
thing inferred and the hetu or ground. Therefore, the
fallacies of the udaharana in the case of sidharmya udiharana
or illustration of the positive type will be an illustration
in which either the sidhya is not present, or the sadhana or
hetu is not present, or neither the sadhya nor the hetu are
present, or something which by itself is impossible or
incapable of existence. The fallacies of the sadharmya
udiharana are, therefore, either a sadhyahina illustration or
a sadhanahina illustration or a ‘ubhayahina illustration or an
asambhava illustration. Take, e.g., the case of the inference,
‘sound is eternal, because it is uncaused. Whatever 1s un-
caused is cternal; just as is antecedent absence (pragabhiva)’.
Here the illustration illustrating the vydpu or invariable
relation between the hetu or ground, uz ‘being uncaused’,
and the sidhya or objec inferred, Viz, ‘cternality’, is
pragabhdva or antecedent absence. Now antecedent absence
is a case of the presence of the hetu ‘being uncaused’,
because antecedent absence is beginningless and has no
cause. But it is not a case of the presence of the sidhya or
the object 10 be proved which is eternality (nityatva) as
prighliiva or antecedent absence comes to an end with the
pmd:u:lmnﬂlthnub]cﬂttmwnsahscnt, Thus it is a case
of a sidhyahina illustration of the positive type and as such



THE FALLACIES OF INFERENCE 223

is 4 pscudo-illustration of the positive type, a sidharmya-
udiharanabhasa. In the same inference if emergent absence
(dhamsabhava) be cited as an illustration of the co-presence of
the hetu, ‘uncaused’ and the sadhya, ‘eterrnality’, we shall
hav a sidhanahina illustration, as ‘dhamsibhava’ or the
absence that emerges through the destruction of a thing, is
not uncaused. It is thus another variety of a pseudo-illustra-
tion of the sidharmya type. In the same inference, if one were
to use an earthen jug (ghata) as an illustration of the vyapt
relation between the ‘uncaused' and the ‘etermal’ we shall
have an ubhayahina illustration in which neither the sidhya
nor the hetu arc present, for an earthen jug is neither
‘uncaused’ nor ‘eternal’. It is thus a third variety of a
pseudo-illustration of the positive type. Fourthly, if in the
same inference, the invariable relation is illustrated by an
instance of a horn of a man (naraspiga) we shall have a
pseudo-illustration of the asambhava or impossible type as
no horn is actually observed in any man in experience.
Corresponding to the four rypes of pseudo-illustration of
the positive type we have four kinds of psendo-illustration of
the vaidharmya or the negative type. Since a vaidharmya
illustration illustrates the coabsence of the thing inferred
and the ground by means of which it is inferred, anything
used as an illustration which is not a case of the absence of
the sidhya, or the absence of the sidhana, or in which neither
sadhya nor sidhana are absent, or which in itself is
impossible, will be a case of a pseudo-illustration of the
vaulharmya or the negative type. Thus in the inference
‘sound is cternal, because it is uncaused, and whatever is not
c¢ternal is not uncaused’, if the vyapti as agreement in
absence is illustrated by the example of dhamsabhiva. the
illustration will not be a case of the absence of the sidhya
since dhamsibhiva is nitya or eternal in the sense of being
avinisi or endless and is not a case of the absence of
eternality. In the same inference if vyapti negatively stated
as co-absence is illustrated by the example of antecedent
absence (praghhiava) we have a pscudo-illustration of the
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negative type which is not a case of the absence of the
sidhana or hetu as antecedent absence is not a case of the
negation of ‘uncaused’, prigabhiva or antecedent absence
being always uncaused, In the same inference, if the
agreement in absence of the vyipu relation is illustrated by
the example of the sky (@kisa), we have a case of a pseudo-
illustration of the vaidharmya type which is neither a case
of the absence of the sadhya nor a case of the absence of the
sidhana or hetu, the sky (which is eternal) being neither a
case of the absence of ‘eternality’ nor a case of the absence
of the ‘uncaused’. In the same inference if a horn of
a human being is cited as an illustration of the relation of
co-absence, we shall have a pseudo-vaidharmya illustration of
the type which is asambhava or impossible.

The Naiyayika gives a different enumeration of the
fallacies. According to the Naiyayika, while perception is
confined to present objects, the range of inference extends
to past, distant and future objects also, This is why there is
need of special care in ascertaining the unconditionality of
the invariable relation on which an inference is based.
Though the unconditionality can be ascertained by means of
repeated observation (bhiiyodarsana) and tarka or reduction
of objections to absurdity, the results so arrived at can only
have the highest degree of probability but not apodictic
certainty. Our inductions, however carefully arrived at, can
therefore never be free from uncertainty. Take, eg. the
induction ‘whatever is made of earth-atoms, admits of being
inscribed with a sharp iron-tool”. This is an induction which
has the support of experience and yet there is at least one
cse in which the induction fails, viz., glass which is made
of earth-atoms but does not admit of being inscribed with
an iron-tool.

The hetu or ground as the invariable concomitant of
the sidhya or thing to be proved thus has to be very carefully
ascertained and selected. The hetu or ground must fulfil
the following conditions in order that it may serve as a logical
ground of an inference, viz, (1) paksasattva or existence in
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the paksa or the subject of inference, (2) sapaksasativa, ie.
existence in whatever is a case where the sadhya or thing to
be proved exists, and (3) non-existence in the vipaksa or
non-existence where the sidhya does not exist. In other words,
the hetu must exist in the subject, must be found in all similar
instances and must be found absent in all dissimilar instances.
Where one, or other, or some, or all of these conditions are
not fulfilled we have a case of a pscudo-hetu or hervibhasa.
According to Nyaya, the pseudo-hetu or hetviibhisa may be
of five kinds, viz., savyibhicira, viruddha, prakaranasama,
or (satpratipksa), sidhyasama and kilatite. (1) A savya-
bhicira hetu is one that is found both where the sidhya is
and where the sidhya is not. It is thus the anaikintika or
sidhirana hetu of the Mimamsakas., In the inference "parvato
vahnimina dravyawviit', ‘yonder mountain is on fire becinse
it is a substance’, the hetu, 'being a substance’, is a savyi-
bhicira hetu because it is found both where fire is and also
where fire is not, eg., water. The 'viruddha hetu' is one
which instead of being invariably related to the sidhya is an
invariable concomitant of its absence, sadhyibhiiva, as in
the inference ‘yonder mountain is on fire because it has a
lake’. The third type of pseudo-hetu is prakaranasama.
Prakarana means the side and the opposite side of the subject-
matter of a controversy. Thus if the controversy is about the
existence of fire (in a mountain) the two sides in the
controversy will be the side representing the existence of fire
and the side representing the non-existence thereof, existence
and non-existence being the two prakaranas or subject-matter
of dispute. If in these circumstances one party were to
advance a hetu which proves the existence of fire when the
other party advances another hetu which proves its non-
existence, we have then an instance in each of a pseudo-hetu
af the prakaranasama type. Thus if one were to argue that the
mountain is on fire because it smokes and another were to
argue that there is no fire in the mountain because it is wet
with water, the hetus used in the two inferences will be
prakaranasama hetus or pseudo-hetus of the prakaranasama

15
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type.  Such hetus are also called satpratipaksa hetus. The
Mimimsakas reject the satpratipaksa type of hetvibhisa on
the ground that since reality cannot have a self-contradictory
nature, the apparent contradiction between two hetus 1s a
purely subjective affair, one of the two hetus bemg
real and the other false. The sidhvasama is a fourth
variety of hewibhisa or pseudo-hetn according to the
Naiyayikas, and its other name is the asiddha hetu. When
in an inference a person advances as his hetu or ground
for the inference a thing which is not accepted as siddha
or established by the other party, it is a sadhyasama,
asiddha or pseudo-hetu. In other words, anything offered as
a hetu which is not accepted by all is an asiddha or sadhya-
sama hetu, The Naiyiyikas recognise three varieties of such
asiddha hetu, viz,, (1) 34rayasiddhi or paksasiddhi where the
existence of the subject or paksa as the @Sraya of the hetu is
open to doubt and is not accepted as an established fact as
in the case of the ‘jewelled mountain” we have considered in
the Mimimsaka enumeration of the fallacies, Svaripasiddhi
is the second variety of asiddhi recogised by the Naiyayikas,
A hetu is svarnipasiddha, according to Nydiya, when it does
not exist in the paksa and thus jt is the type of pseudo-hetu
described by the Mimamsakas as a sambandhasiddha hetu,
The third type of an asiddha hewu is the vyipyatvisiddia
hetu which we have already discussed in the Mimdmsaka
account of the fallacies. The Gfth form of hetvabihasa or
pseudo-hetu is kalitita or kalatyayapadista. The Naiyayikas
also call it by the name of badha. Thus when a hetu is used
in proving something it must be used in reference to its
particular time in proving the object. If, e.g., it can prove the
object only if it is illegitimately extended beyond its time of
functioning, we have a kilitita pseudo-hetu.  Consider; e.g.
the following case. We find that red, blue and other colours
are continuants but are not manifested in perception without
the co-operation of light, If on the basis of such examples
one were to say sound also is non-temporary, i.c., a continuant,
because: it is manifested by the beating of the drum just
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as colour is manifested by light-contact, we shall have a
Kilitita hetu. In Eact the two cases of drum-beat producing
sound and light-contact manifesting colour are not on a par.
Colour exists even belore we perceive it by means of light
and light-contact only manifests in our perceptual experience
what exists independently of the manifestation by light-
contact. It is otherwise, however, in regard to the sound
produced by the contact of the stick and the drum. The
sound does not come to manifestation only through drumestick
contact but comes into being also and was non-existent prior
to the contact, Besides while colour manifests itself simultane-
ously with light-colour contact, an interval intervenes between
the stick-drum contact and the manifestation of a sound in our
perceptual experience. Thus the time of the sound percep-
tion does not coincide with the time of the drum-stick contact
(danda-samyoga), and therefore causation by drum-stick
contact is a kalatia hetu as far as the production of sound-
perception is concerned and is not on a par in this respect
with colour-perception produced by colour-light contact.
The Mimimsakas, however, point out that it is only a case
aof a badhita visesana paksa, ie., a case of the existence of the
hetu in the paksa or subject of inference being bidhita or
contradicted by evidence and therefore is either a case of
paksibhasa, a pseudo-paksa, or of pratijfiibbass, a pseudo-
thesis, and is not as Naiyayikas say, a fifth kind of a pseudo-
hetu or hetvabhisa besides the four of the Mimamsakas
already stated and explained.

The Buddhist consider an inferential fallacy 10 be
nothing but an infringement of the Tules that govern in-
ference.  The rules of a logical inference are: —

(1) The presence of the reason in the subject of the
inference, ie, its presence pervasively in the subject in its
whole compass.

(Z) lts presence in similar instances only, ie., in
instances where the sidhya is present.

(%) And its absence in all dissimilar instances, i.e., its
absence in every case where the sidhya is absent.
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A fallacy of inference will thus be a fallacious reasomn
violating the first, the second, or the third rule, or any two,
or all of these rules. The violation of the first rule will be
a fallacy against reality since the first rule ensures application
of the logical constructions involved in the vyapti relation
of the second and the third rules to a point of reality. Thus
when this reference to reality is lacking or false, we have an
unreal reason. The second and the third rules are only
the positive and the negative aspects of onc and the same j
rule and any infringement of this rule will be a fallacy,
not of reality, but of consistency (cf. “Buddhist Logic" by
Stcherbatsky).

SABDA PRAMANA:

VERBAL COMMUNICATION AS A SOURCE
OF KNOWLEDGE

LaNGuace is obviously a source of knowledge. There are
different kinds of language. E.g. there is the language of
drums among the savages, the language of signals, gesture-
language (cest). the langnage of omens ($ikuna), written
language (lipi) and spoken language. dabda pramina in
Indian philosophy stands for spoken and written language a5
a source of knowledge. What, then, is the essence of
language, spoken and written, as a source of knowledge
according to Indian philosophy? In the first place, sabda
pramina consists of sounds (and their equivalents in writing).
But any and every sound does not constitute abda or sound
as a source of knowledge, but only alphabetical sounds or
sounds corresponding to the alphabets. E.g. the babble of
the river is a sound but it is not an alphabetical sound and is
therefore not fabda pramina. The alphabets, or sounds
corresponding to the alphabets, convey knowledge, but they
do not convey knowledge unless they are arranged in a certain
definite order. Any and every combination of alphabetical

sounds, eg, a nonsensical arrangement of alphabetical



SABDA PRAMANA 229

sounds such as ha—ja—ba— ra—Ila, abracadabra, etc., does
not produce knowledge. But alphabetical sounds arranged in
certain fixed orders alone have meaning and therefore
arrangement is as essential to the meaning as the sounds
themselves. In fact, the same sounds arranged in one order
have one meaning and in a different order have a different
meaning. Thus the word ‘nadi’ and ‘dina’ have the same
alphabets as their constituents but as the arrangement of
alphabets in one case differs from that in the other the
meaning also differs, 'nadi’ meaning a river and ‘dina’
meaning a poor man. Alphabetical sounds arranged in
meaningful orders constitute padas or words and words
combined in certain fixed wavs constitute viikyas or sentences.
Sentences are the unit of fabda pramina conveying in-
formation. How, then, does & word consisting of a certain
combination of sounds has a meaning or objective reference?
How does it come to signify an object other than the sounds
which are its constituents? Here we have two different
Indian theories, viz, the theory of Nyava, and the theory
of the Mimamsakas. According to Nydya, the objective
reference of sabda is a matter of convention, the convention
ittll being promulgated by Evara or Lord at the time of
creation. According to this view, thercfore, there is no
intrinsic relation between fabda and fabdartha, between a
name and its meaning, the relation being determined by the
will of the Lord. According to the Mimamsakas, however,
the relation between ‘fabda’ and its ‘artha’ is an intrinsic
relation, every dabda referring to its respective artha or
meaning by intrinsic force. In the case of proper names,
however, the Mimimsakas make an exception subscribing
to the theory of convention in such cases, though the con-
vention according to them, is only social and not divine as
the Naiyiyikas say.

We have seen that a sentence consisting of ‘padas’ or
words arranged in a certain order constitute the elementary
form of fabda pramdna, but the sentence, according to
Indian philosophers, to be significant, must conform o
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the four conditions of (f) ‘Akanksa’ or mutual expectation
between the words, a nominative, e.g,, requiring a verb and
a verb requiring an objective, (i) ‘yogyata' or mutual suit-
ability, (iff) ‘asatti’ or sufficient proximity (e.g., if 1 utter
one word today, viz, the nominative, and another word
to-morrow, viz., the verb, and the third word the day after
w-morrow, the three together would mnot constitute a
sentence, there being no sufficient proxinuty), (tv) tatparya
or unity of purport or meaning,

There is difference among Indian philosophers as
regards what language really communicates. The Mimam-
sakas hold that éabda communicates acts to be done and not
facts that are. In respect of accomplished lacts fabda is
anuvadaka of other praminas, ie., it conveys over again
what is conveyed by other sources of knowledge such as
perception, inference; eic. In respect of these, therefore,
fabda is mot an independent source of knowledge, not
conveving any information which cannot be otherwise
obtained. In respect of acts to be done, however, as in
requests, invitations, commands, etc., $abda and $abda alone
is our source of knowledge of what is conveyed. What is
requested, commanded or asked for cannot be perceived
or inferred. but can be known only from fabda. The
Miniamsakas try to defend their view by showing that the
so-called nouns of our language resolve, on philological
analysis, into roots meaning acts. As dabda has primanya,
authority or evidential value and validity as an independent
source of knowledge only in respect of acts to be done, it
follows that only the karmakinda of the Vedas ie., that
brunch of the Vedas which describes Vedic injunctions and
prohibitions (vidhinisedha) has primdnya, the jAdna-kinda
relating as they do to things that are and not acts to be
done being devoid of evidential value and walidity. The
Vedantists as well as the Naiyayikas repudiate the Mimimsaka
view as it will lead to the repudiation of the Stma-svarfipa-
para-vikyas of the Vedas describing the nature of the Atman
as the eternally accomplished reality (i.e., as siddha as dis-
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tinguished from a sidhya object), i, the Vedinta maha-
vikyas such as "Tattvamasi’ etc., as apramina or invalid,

Sabda pramana, according to the Naiyiyikas as well as
the Bhatta Mimdmsakas, comprises both laukika or secular
wirerances and Vedic or scriptural declarations.  According
to the Pribhikara Mimamsakas, however, Vaidika Sabda is
the only dabda pramina, laukika dabda  being either
apramina, false, or a disguised form of inference based on
the trustworthiness of the speaker. According to Nvaya,
sabda pramina is panruseya, ie., both laukika and Vaidika
sabda have a personal source, laukika fabda being pramdina
only when free from the faults of the speaker (vakirdosa-
mukta} and Vaidika sabda being pramina as emanating from
the Lord Himself as its personal source.

According to the Bhitta Mimamsakas, however, though
laukika fabda has a personal source and is authoritative only
when free from vaktrdosa or faults of the speaker, Vaidika
sabda is apauruseya, impersonal command, or law without 2
law-giver, and as such has intrinsic evidential value and
validity. The Prabhikara Mimamsakas, however, repudiate
laukika dabda as a form of sabda pramina and recognise
Vaidika dabda as the only dabda pramina having intrinsic
validity as impersonal verity of the moral order.

How, then, does fabda establish itself as pramina or
evidentially authoritative in the consciousness of the in-
dividual? What, in other words, is its modus operandi in
positing itself in consciousness as valid or true?  According
to Nydya, éabda establishes its authority through the con-
sciousness of phalasidhanatd which it generates in the in-
dividual. In so far as the content of an information
conveved by fabda is recognised as conducting to certain
ends, desirable or undesirable, is the dabda recognised as
valid or authoritative,

The Bhata Mimimsakas, however, do away with the
conception of any end subserved by dabda. A Vedic fm-
perative (vidhinisedha), positive or negative, is not autha-
ritative because of any end to which it may conduce. There
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may be some end involved but that is a logical implicate of
the imperative as an imperative but is no part of iis
primianya or authority as a moral imperative binding on the
consciousness of the agent. The fact that the imperative has
been prescribed entails that an end would be attained by its
accomplishment. It would not have been prescribed if there
were no end to be atained by it. But it is just a logical
implicate of the imperative and does not explain its moral
authority in the consciousness of the agent. The imperative
force of the prescription has therefore to be otherwise
explained and the Bhittas explain it on the analogy of
physical causation. It is, according to them, bhiviniriipa
or a form of subtle causality on the consciousness of the
moral agent. Moral impulsion is thus a form of causation.
It constrains the individual, as it were, acting on his con-
scipusness as a subtle force from outside and thus realises
itsef as authoritative. Thus a prescription in the first
ingance acts from ouwtside as a subtle impersonal force
{Sabdibhiivana) in the consciousness of the individual and the
individual thereafter is roused to arthibhavand, ie. to the
realisation of the prescription by the exercise of his will.
The Prabhikara Mimamsakas here join issue with the
Bhattas. Moral impulsion, according to them, is not
causation (bhavanariipa), it is jadpaka or of the nature of
enlightenment and not kdraka, compelling or constraining.
Moral causation is not on a par with physical cusation. We
have causality on the physical plane as when one billiard ball
impinges on another and makes it move. We have causality
in the chemical plane as when several atoms attract one
another to form a molecule of water (reciprocal causation).
We have causality in the plane of life again as when a live
frog is pricked with a needle and an unforseeable element
eniters into the reaction which follows. We have causality
also in the mental plane, viz,, the causality of the will which
acts with the foreknowledge of the future end to be achieved.
But moral causation is diffevent from all these. Moral im-
pulsion is not compulsion. It merely reveals the law as
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authoritative, as something worth vealising, and there its
action ends,

UPAMANA AS PRAMANA:
COMPARISON AS A SOURCE OF KNOWLEDGE

ComparisoN or upamina as an independent source of
knowledge in addition to pratyaksa, anumdna and dfabda is
recognised by Naiviyikas, Mimamsakas and Advaitins, but
not by Cirvika, Buddhist, Jaina, Sankhya, Rimdnujist and
Madhva philosophers. According to these latter, comparison
is included in one or other of the three praminas, viz,
pratyaksa, anumana and $abda.

Upamina or comparison was defined av first as the
knowledge of likeness and extended later on to knowledge
of likeness as well as unlikeness. Vitsyiyana  defines
upamina as sidharmya-vaidharmyajiiina, ie., classification
according to the knowledge of likeness and unlikeness
of things. E.g., according to Virsyivana's view, classifica-
tion of books in a library into books on economics, books on
philosophy, etc., will entail the process of upamina. Later
Naiydyikas, however, define upamina as samjha-samjfi
JAdna; i.e., knowledge of a thing named by a particular name
(samjfii jidna) from the prior knowledge of the meaning of
the name from usage. Thus we know from the dictionary or
from one who knows that the word ‘gavaya’ is the name of
an animal possessing a certain resemblance to the cow and
when we perceive before us an animal which we note to be
not a cow and yet to be very like a cow of our Familiar
experience we recall the name ‘gavaya” and the comparative
statement or atidesaviakya which constitutes its meaning and
apply the name ‘gavaya' to the animal that we perceive.
Thus upaming, according to later Nyiva, consists in correct
application of a name to an object through the mediation of
4 comparative statement learnt previously from usage as
constituting its meaning.
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Mimimsakas, however, recognise comparison  as e
pramina in a sense quite different Bom that of the
Naivavikas. According to Mimimsakas, upamina is sadriya-
jiidna-janya sidréya-visayaka-jiidna, i.e., upamina consists in
the knowledge of a second likeness arrived at from the
knowledge of a first likeness. Thus when from the knowledge
of A's likeness 0 B we come 1o know of B's likeness to A,
the knowledge of the second likeness is caused by upamaina
or comparison according to MimAmsakas. Eg. when we
perceive a ‘gavaya’ before ourselves as possessing a strong
resemblance to the cow that we perceived in the past, we
at once conclude that the cow of our past expericnce must
possess a similar strong resemblance to the animal ‘gavaya’
before us. That this is not a case of inference, the
Mimamsaka says, will be obvious from the [ollowing
considerations.

Inference presupposes or requires a hetu or mark which
exists in the paksa or the subject of the inference and is
also invariably related to the sidhya or what is inferred, In
the present case the subject of the inference is ‘B’ or 'the
cow’ of our past experience but the hetu ‘likeness to B or
‘likeness to cow” does not exist in ‘B’ or in ‘cow’ but in ‘A’
or the perceived ‘gavaya’. In other words, considered as an
inference the argument will entail the fallacy of a svarlipi-
siddha hetu in the Nyaya sense or sambandbasiddba hetu in
the Mimamsaka sense. If smoke rises from a kitchen and
not from the mountain yonder, it does not prove fire in the
mountain vonder. The existence of the hetu in the paksa is
an indispensable condition of valid inferential reasoning.
Therefore the argument, though obviously valid, cannot be
regarded as a form of inference. Again in a valid inferential
reasoning the paksa or subject must actually exist, otherwise
the hetu would be proving the inference in a place that does
not exist and thus would be a case of an adryasiddha hetw
proving the sidhya nowhere. For example, in the inference,
“The jewelled mountain is on fire because it smokes’
(manimaya parvato vahnimina dhiimit), the smoke proves
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fire nowhere as a jewelled mountain nowhere exists. In the
above case, the cow which is the subject of the inference is
the cow of our past experience revived in memory. But
memory is no pramana or valid source of knowledge, smrti
being true or false according to the truth or falsity of the
primary experience which it reproduces. Therefore the
existence of the paksa, i.e., of the cow recalled in memory, is
asiddha, i.e., remains unestablished. Thus considered as an
inference the argument entails the fllacy also of an
asrayasiddha hetu and yet since the argument is obviously
valid, the only escape from the difficulty lies in recognising
upamina as an independent source of our knowledge of the
second likeness in the case in question.

The Midhva logicians, however, reject the Mimamsaka
view on the following grounds. They point out that the
existence of the hetu in the paksa does not mean inclusion
of the hetu in the paksa in a physical or any other sense.
All that is necessary for valid inference is the existence of
the hetu in some suitable place relatively to the paksa or
the subject of inference. Eg, in the valid inference
‘irddhvadede vrsti adhadese nadi porat’, ‘there must have
been rain on the top of the hill because of the flooded condi-
tion of the river at the base', the subject of the inference is
‘top of the hill" but the hetu ‘flooded condition of the river
exists not on the top of the hill but at the base. Therefore
paksavrititva, .existence of the hetu in the sense of physical
inclusion in the paksa, is not necessary, All that is required
is ‘samucita desadivrtii’, i.e, existence of the hetu in a
suitable place or time. Therefore this knocks the bottom
out of the Mimiimsaka contention that the above argument,
considered as an inference, entails the fallacy of a svariipa-
siddha hetu. Nor is there much substance in the contention
that it entails the fallacy of an ryasiddhahety. Smyti,
memory, is not apramina, non-valid knowing, as the
Mimimsakas say. On the contrary, the Madhva philosophers
hald that besides the five different kinds of external percep-
tion through the five different external senses and the sixth
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form of internal perception by mind of our internal stares,
memory (smrti) is a seventh kind of perception, a direct
lpoking into the past as it were through mental dispositions
(samskiras) which are just the past prolonging iself into the
present, i, the past experiences enduring as present
dispositions.

—_—

ARTHAPATTI AS PRAMANA:
PRESUMPTION AS A SOURCE OF KNOWLEDGE

ARTHAPATTI O presumption is recognised as a fifth additional
source of knowledge by Mimamsakas and Advaita Vedantists
and also by the Bhedabheda school of Vedinta represented
by Bhaskaricirya. It is not regarded as an independen!
sotirce of knowledge by Carvika, Buddhist, Sankhya, Jains,
Nyiya, Viistadvaitavadins and Dvaitavidins amongst the
Vedantins.

Arthapatti is the process by means of which we assume
something that will satisfactorily explain an observed
discrepancy in experience. Thus arthapatti is a form of
inverted inference. In inference we start from premises and
draw conclusions justified by the premises. In arthipatti
our starting-point is the conclusion itself and we work back
to the premises that will justify the conclusion. It is,
therefore, something like framing a legitimate hypothesis.
The theistic proofs of the West may be regarded as cases of
arthipatti or presumption. They are not inferences logically
speaking. Considered as inferences they are all open to the
objection that there is more in the conclusion than is justified
by the premises. From the finite world 1o an Infinite ground
thereof obviously there is a leap not strictly inferential. Tt
may be called for by the nature of the world but cannot be
inferred from it in the strict sense. Kant's transcendental
analysis of experience into its presuppositions may also be
regarded as a case of arthipatti or presumption. From the
empirical we can infer only the empirical, but from the empi-



ARTHAPATTI AS PRAMANA 257

rical we cannot infer the metempirical presupposition of the
empirical. Therefore it is a kind of presumptive argument
by means of which Kant passes from objects of experience
to the constitutive principles of objectivity.

According to the Bhattas, arthapaui is a presumption
necessitated for the resolution of an observed contradiction
in experience. Eg., we see a snake in the first instance, but
on a nearer view discover that it is a rope and not a snake.
Here is an obvious contradiction. The object before us
appears first as a snake and then as not a snake bur as a rope.
The contradiction is resolved by the conception of a mithya
or false object. The snake seen in the first instance is
regarded as a false appearance of the rope. The Pribhakaras,
however, give a slightly different account of arthipatti or
presumption. According to them, vastu dvairiipya, i.c, a
dual or contradictory nature in reality is not possible, What
arthdpatti resolves is no contradiction in the reality observed
but only the samsaya or doubrt that arises in the mind from
apparent conflicting evidence.

Arthapatti, according to these schools, is either drsta
arthipatti or fruta arthipatti, i.e. an assumption may be
called for ecither (a) because of observed contradition in
experience or (b) because of contradictory or incomplete
Vedic prescription.  Thus arthiipatti is either drsta arthdpatti
or stuta arthiipatti. An example of the former is the snake-
rope illusion where the apparent contradiction between two
successive experiences, one negating the other, is resolved by
the assumption of the mithya or apparent object. Sruwm
arthipatti is either ‘fabda adhyihiira’ or ‘artha adhyahara’,
1.e., either the adding of a particular word for completing the
meaning of a Vedic text or prescription, or asuming some
object as necessary to make a verbal communication Signi-
ficant. E.g., when someone says ‘door” the meaning is incom-
plete unless other words are added to it such as “shut the
door’, or ‘open the door’, ete, Again when the Vedas declare
‘svarga kiima yajeta’, ‘he that wants happiness in heaven must
perform this particular sacrifice’, the meaning of the injunc.
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tion remains incomplere or unintelligible unless one assumes
‘apirva’ as a link between the present sacrifice performed
and the future happiness into which it matures, ie., unless
one assumes that the performance of the sacrifice now will
release some sort of supernatural energy (apiirva) that will
cubminate in happiness in heaven at some distant date.
Arthapatti, however, is rejected both by Nyaya and
Sankhya as an additional source of knowledge. According to
them, it is a form of vyatireki anumana or negative inference.

ANUPALABDHI AS PRAMANA:
NON-APPREHENSION AS A 50URCE OF
ENOWLEDGE

ANUPALARDHT as a sixth source of knowledge is recognised by
Bhitta Mimimsakas, Advaitins and Bhaskarites but not by
Prabhiikaras, Buddhists, Jainas, Nyaya-Vaiesikas, Vidista-
dvaitins and Dvaitins amongst the Vedintins,

According to the Bhatas and Advaitins, jdanabhava o
absence of knowledge is in some cases a cause of abhava.
jiiana or knowledge of absence. When, eg., all the condi-
tions of perception are present and yet an object that is
perceptible is not perceived, there is an immediate realisa-
tion of its absence caused by the absence of the perception
in question. When, e.g., my visual sense is in order and 1
look in Full day-light at a table just in front of myself and
find that there is no book on the table 1 have an immediate
realisation of the absence of the book caused by my non-
perception of the book. The non-perception here is the
source of our knowledge of absence, ie., absence of know-
ledge causes the knowledge of absence. The conditions of
perception are all present here. My visual sense is in order.
The table is in sufficient visual proximity. There is sufficient
light, And the book 1 do not perceive is a perceptible object.
When a perceptible object is not perceived when all the
conditions of perception are thus fulfilled, the absecnee of
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perception produces the perception of absence. This is
anupalabdhi as the sixth source of knowledge according to
Advaitins.

The Naiyiyikas here join issue with the Vedantins.
The Naiyiyikas say that the source of our knowledge here
is perception and not absence of perception. The absence
(i.e.. the absence of the book) in the present case is an adjec-
tive of the table. ‘“The table without the book” means the
table characterised by the adjective ‘withoutness’ in question.
The “withoutness’ is related to the table by the relation of
visesanatd or adjectivity. ViSesanati isa variety of "svariipa
sumbandha’, ie., the svaripa or nature of the abhiva or
absence is itself both ‘term’ and ‘relation to’ the table. In
other words, ‘withoutness' is what is related to the mable as
its visesana or distinguishing character and is itself the rela.
tion of characterisation. The eye in perceiving the rable
perceives also the “withoutness' that characterises the table
through the relation of samyukta videsanati, i.c.. the eye is
samyukta or in contact with the table which table is related
to the abhiva or absence characterising it by the relation of
visesanatd, and through the relation of samyukta videsanata,
Le., samyoga or contact with that which has the abhiva as
its visesana or distinguishing character, the eve also perceives
the abhava or absence characterising the table, Thus the
pramina in this case is perception and the ‘indrivartha
sannikarsa’ in this case is samyukta "videsanati’. By anvaya
and vyatireka, agreement in presence and agreement in
absence, perception is proved to be the cause of the percep-
tion of absence. When the table is perceived, the abhava
on the table is perceived and when there is no perception
of the table there is no perception of abhiva. Therefore,
perception is the real cause of the knowledge of absence. In
fact, Advaitins are not quite consistent in their views as
regards nop-perception as the cause of the knowledge of
absence in this case. According to their view. when an
antahkarana yrui or mental mode darts forth through the
channel of a sense-organ and reaching an object takes the
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shape and form of the object, excatly coinciding with it,
there is perception of the object (jAanagata pratyakss),
Therefore, in the present case when there is perception of
the table by the eve an antahkarana vriti must have issued
through the eye and reaching the table taken its shape and
form and coincided with it. Therefore the vriti or mental
mode having coincided with the table must also have aken
the form of the absence that characterises the table. Hence
if the table has been perceived, the absence characterising
it must also have been perceived. Therefore, the cause of
the perception of absence is pratyaksa or perception and not
non-perception as Advaitins say.

The Advaitins say that the so<alled anvaya and
vyatireka, agreement in presence and agreement in absence,
hold between pratyaksa, perception and adhikarana-jifiana,
the cognition of the substrate where the absence is cognised.
When perception is, adhikarapa-jiiina also is, when percep-
tion is absent, there is no cognition of the substrate. Non-
perception, however, requires adhikarana-jidna as its pre-
conditiorn. [t is not non-perception nowhere but non-percep-
tion in some definite place or adhikaraga, Adhikarana-jiiana,
cognition of the substrate, is therefore a condition of the
non-perception which causes the knowledge of absence.
Adhikarana-jiiina is thus the cause of a cause or a condition
of a condition and is therefore anyathdsiddha or a conditional
antecedent and is not the unconditional, invariable ante-
cedent of the perception of absence.

As regards the second objection of the Naiyayikas that
the perception of absence is perceptual in character, the
Advaitin reply is that it is the Advaitin's own view that the
Naiyavika is urging as an objection against the Advaitin.
The Advaitin holds that the resulting experience is percep-
tual in character, that it has the force of immediacy or
immediate realisation. But the cause of the perception, i.c.,
the sgurce of our immediate knowledge of the absence in the
case is anupalabdhi. There is no rule that where the cogni-
tion is presentative in character the source of the cognition
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must also be perception. In the stock example ‘dafama
tvamasi', "Thou art the tenth’, the cognition is of the nature
of immediate realisation though it is caused not by percep-
non but by sabda or verbal communication.

The Advaitins point out that it is not the Advaitins
who are inconsistent with their views in this case, but the
Naiyayikas themselves. The Naiyayikas are ‘niyata padirtha
vadins', ie., believers in an unalterably fixed number of

~ultimate objects. Their padirthas or objects of knowledge

include samyoga and vibhaga under qualities and inherence
under relation. Samyoga and vibhaga hold between subs-
tatices and . inherence holds between an adjective and a
substantive. Now the relation between a table and the
absence of a book that characterises it is not SAMYoga or
vibhiga because the table is a substance and abhava is not
i substance. Nor can the relation between the table and the

' abhiva characterising it be the relation of samaviys or

inherence.  Samaviiya is said 10 be a constitutive relation.
The brown of the brown-tahle inheres in the table and we
say that the table is brown, Bur if abhava or absence were
to inhere in the table, the table would become absent. There
fore. the relation between the wble and the abhiiva or
absence characterising it cannot be samyoga, vibhiga or
samavdya. These three are the only relations included in
the padarthas of the Naivavikas. And since the Naiyayikas
are “niyatapadintha vadins' they cannot add to, or subtract
from, the number of their enumemted objects of experience
at pleasure, Now that they are in a difficulty as regards the
relation of abhava or absence to its adhikarana or substrate.
they conceive a new relation of videsanatd or adjectivity
which practically undermines their ‘niyata pardartha vida'.
[ The last Advaitin objection, however, does not bear
strict enumeration. Videsanata, according to the Naiyayikas,
is a variety of svarfipa sambandha. A svariipa sambandha is
one in which one or other of the relata is both term and the
relation. In the present case abhava is both the yelatum or
that which is related and the relation to the other term. And

16 -
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as abhiiva is one of the padarthas included in the Nyidya list
of padarthas, the number of padarthas as enumerated by the
Naiyavikas has not been exceeded by the hypothesis of
visesanatd as a relation. |

APOHAVADA OR THE BUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF
NEGATIVE MEANING OF NAMES

We have seen that, according to the Naiyayikas, both parti-
culars and universals are real and the relation between @
universal and its particular instances is inherence. Also,
according to the Naiyayikas, in savikalpa or relational per-
ception, we perceive the particular, the umiversal of which
it is a particular, and the relation of inherence by means of
which the universal relates itself ro the particular. Thus
when we have a determinate or savikalpa perception of a
particular cow, we perceive ‘the cow’ as a particular, "the
cowness’ of the particular cow and ‘the inherence’ of the
cowness in the cow. According to the Vaidesikas, the parti-
cular and the universal are both real and so also is the
relution of inherence by which the universal inheres in the
particular, But while according to the Naiydyikas “parti-
cular’, ‘universal’ and ‘inherence’ are all perceived in
determinate perception, according to the Vaifesikas, the
particular and the universal are perceived while the relation
of inherence between the universal and the particular is
known by inference and not perceived. According to Jainas.
Mimimsakas and Sankhva philosophers, though particulars
as well as universals are real, no relation of samaviiva or
inherence holds between the universal and its particular
instances, the universal and the particular being the same
thing considered from different poinis-ofview. For the
Buddhist, however, the particular is an unotterable point-
instant of veality apprehended in pure sensation, and the
universal is a construction of the understanding cansed by
the apprehended pure datum and is therefore ideal and not



THE RUDDHIST DOCTRINE OF NEGATIVE MEANING 243

real. The Buddhists, however, distinguish between two
kinds of ideality, (1) pure ideality not cused or prompted
by a given point-instant of reality such as a skv-flower—a
creature of the free imagination and (2) ideality prompted
by reality such as the concept of cowness, which is a product
of the controlled imagination. Further, all conceiving,
according to the Buddhist, is also naming so that a name is
4 mnemic image as it were, the outer form of every concept.
According to the Buddhist, however, thinking prompted. by
reality leads on, though ideal, to the reality which prompts
it when acted upon so that a constructed image of the
unutterable reality, though an image, as in a mirror, of the
reality which prompts its construction and 5o void of intrinsic
truth (svatah pramanya) has yet extrinsic validity as leading
to avisampvadi pravriti or successful practical activity fulfil-
ling expectations.

The question therefore arises: How can a concept, an
ideality, coalesce with a reality, an unutterable point-instant,
and thus cause a judgment possessing practical truth and
validity? The Buddhists explain agreement of the ideal
concept with the given reality by their doctrine of sirfipya,
common form or conformity between the ideal and the real
conceived negatively as a common exclusion of the same
objects and by their doctrine of Apoha or negative meaning
of names, Thus when we have the presentation of a point
instant of blue, we construct a general image and a concept
of blue on the basis of the given sensedatum which is
unutierable in itself. Bur the given blue as datum excludes
red. yellow, green, etc., and so does the image blue as cons
tructed. This, therefore, serves as a link between the ideality
that is constructed and the reality that is given. They, as
non-different from one another as excluding all non-blue
(Le.. their difference not being apprehended) coalesce in the
judgment ‘this is blue’. The doctrine of Apoha is nothing,
according 1o the Buddhist, but this common exclusion
exemplified in the negative meanings of all names so that
every name signifies not an affivmation but a negative denial
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of the contradictory. Every name thus names not what an
object is but pnly expresses the denial of what it is not
Against the Nyiiya theory of the perception of universals in
their particular instances, the Buddhist points out that if
universals were real and really inherent in particulars and
perceived as such, then why do we perceive, from a long
distatice, a cow not as a cow but merely as an instance af
satti or the universal of being (i.c., as a barely existing
something) and not the substancehood {dravyava), the cow-
ness (gowva) and other universals also similarly inhering in
the selfsame distant object?

THEORIES OF VALIDITY IN INDIAN
PHILOSOPHY

Threne are four different theories of validity and invalidity
in Indian Philosophy, viz. the Sankhya theory of intrinsic
validity and intrinsic invalidity, the Buddhist theory of
intrinsic invalidity and extrinsic validity, the Nyaya theory
of extrinsic validity and extrinsic invalidity and the
Mimamsaka theory of intrinsic validity and extrinsic invali-
dity. The Vedantists (i.e., the Sankarites) subscribe to the
Mimamsaka theory, only differing from the Mimamsakas in
their view of empirical cognition as a temporal modalisation
of the Pure Intelligence which is timeless.

The Buddhists, the Naiyayikas and the Mimamsakas
regird cognition as a temporal mental event arising from
empirical causes that can be definitely ascertained. The
Sankhya and the Sankara-Vedinta distinguish between two
kinds of cognition, viz, (1) tognition as a temporal event
which is assignable to definite empirical causes, and (2) cog-
nition as timeless which is the presupposition of empirical
cognition n time.

The empirical self, according to Sankhya. is a trans-
formation of the Intelligence-illuminated primal matter or
Prakrii and empirical cognition is a function or state of the
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empirical self generated by certain objective and subjective
causes. Since the effect, according to Sankhya, is pre-existent
in the material cause. the validity or the opposite of cogni-
tions as generated events must be regarded as being somehow
inherent in the cognitions. You cannot make anything out
of anything, the Sankhya philosopher argues, and so the
action of the cause can bring out only that which is inherent
in the causal ground. By no device could the causal subs-
tance be made to yield what is not inherent therein, or other-
wise the unreal and the fctitious like the sky-flower would
be capable of being produced by causes.

The Sankhya view is not accepted by the Mimimsakas
who favour a theory of intrinsic validity and extrinsic in-
validity, The Mimamsakas point out that the Sinkhya view
falls with its doctrine of causality of which it is a logical
corollary. The notion of pre-existent effects is, according 10
them, the negation of the very essence of causation as a
process of real effectmation. If the effea preexists in the
cause and the cause only manifests the preexistent clfect.
the manifestation is iself something thar did nor exist and
comes into existence through the action of the muse. And
thus the Sinkhya has to admit the manifestation as a new
beginning. Further, how can validity and invalidity be alike
inherent in one and the same cognition seeing that they are
contradictories of each other like fire and water? Nor is the
difficulty obviated by the assumption that validity is intrinsic
to the valid cognition and invalidity is intrinsic to the invalid
cognition. For in the absence of any reference 1o extraneous
tests, how can cognition intrinsically determine iself as valid
or invalid?

The Naiyiyikas also reject the Sainkhya view as unten-
able. If cognitions, they argue, were either intrinsically true
or intrinsically false, they could not lead to unsuccessful
practical reaction. But practical maludjustments and conse-
quent disappointments are very commaon occurrences of life.

The Buddhists accept the Sinkhya theory of intrinsic
invalidity and reject the Sinkhya theory of intrinsic validity.
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Since cognition reveals the momentary, sui generss veal as a
stable object related to other objects by causality and co-
essentiality, all cognition, the Buddhist argues. must be
inherently false as being the cognition of a conceptual fiction
{avastu). Metaphysically, therefore, every cognition must be
regarded as intrinsically invalid, and the so-called valid
cognitions are accepted as such only as leading to certain
desired results and not as revealing reality or the true nature
of things. Hence validity is extrinsic and of practical signi-
hicance only while invalidity is inherent in the nature of
cognitions as representations of stable objects.

The Nyaya-Vaisesikas reject the Buddhist theory of
intrinsic invalidity on the following grounds. They point
out that a theory of intrinsic invalidity cannot account for
the facts of unsuccessful practical reaction. Besides, every
instance of a cognition cannot be made out as the cognition
of 4 conceptual void. Even some forms of non-valid cognition
are not without an objective-presentative basis, A samsaya,
or doubt, eg., arises only when some object is actually
presented.  An illusion of sense is similarly a mispresentation
involving a presented fact, Thus doubts and sense-illusions
have an objective basis in fact and so every cognition cannot
be regarded as the cognition of a conceptual void.

The Nyiya-Vaifesikas hold that validity and invalidity
are alike extrinsic both in respect of utpatti or causation and
pratipatti or confirmation in consciousness as such.  Thus
according to them the causes which produce a cognition are
pot the causes which make it a valid or invalid cognition.
Similarly the process of verification, i.e., the process whereby
a cognition is recognised as valid or invalid is distinct from
the process which constitutes the essence of the cognition as
the apprehension of an object. Consider, eg.. the simple
case of a cognition such as the perception of a blue. The
mere fact that ‘blue’ appears in consciousness does not make
the cognition a valid perception of 'bluc’. Provided that
there are no defects of media or sensibility and provided
further that the sensibilities possess the requisite potency to
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produce a cognition that reveals its object, the resulting
perception is valid or true. Moreover the cognition of
hlue does not immediately cognise irself as a cognition
of ‘blue’, far less as a valid cognition of ‘blue’. This is
admitted by the Bhiaga Mimamsakas themselves who hold
that a cognition cognises itself only mediately by inference.
Nor is there any evidence to show thar as soon as there is
the perception of ‘blue’ there arises immediately following
on it a cognition of the validity or invalidity of the percep-
tion in question. Introspection does not reveal any such
secondary cognition following on the primary cognition. The
perception of blue as a bare cognition is thus concerned only
with revealing the blue. To ascertain the truth or other-
wise of the revelation we must have recourse ro extrancous
tests other than the cognition itself, i.e., we must put the
cognition to the practical test and if it succeeds, ic., leads o
the expected results, we may accept it as valid or true.

Against the theory of intrinsic validity the Naiyayikas
raise a serics of objections: Thus (1) Udayana argues that
since a valid cognition is more than a cognition as such and
since a cognition gua cognition arises from certain definite
conditions, the valid cognition must arise from causes which
include conditions in addition rto those which produce a
cognition as such. (2) Besides, if a valid cognition as a form
of cognition were to arise from no other conditions than
those which produce a cognition as such the invalid cogni-
tion as a form of cognition must also arise from the self-sume
conditions. And thus a cognition which is accepted as valid
as being produced by certain conditions may also for the
sclfsame reason be rejected as false, and wvice versa. (3)
Again, if the process by means of which a cognition is recog-
nised as valid or invalid be identical with the process that
constitutes the essence of the cognition as the revelation of
an object, mental doubts and uncertainties as 1w whether a
cognition is valid or invalid will be inexplicable. But such
doubts are very common ocourrences of life,

Hence the Naiyayikas conclude: the causes which
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make a cognition valid or invalid must be other than those
which make it a cognition as such, Also the process which
constitutes the confirmation of a cognition in consciousness
as valid or invalid must be distinet from the process which
constitutes the essence of the cognition as the revelation of
an object. And thus validity (and its opposite invalidity)
must be regarded as extrinsic to the cognition borh in respect
of utpatti or causation and pratipatti or conscious realisation
in the experience of the cogniser,

The Mimamsakas who favour a theory of intrinsic
validity and extrinsic invalidity here join issue with the
Naivayikas. The object of cognition, they point out, is that
which a cognition reveals and a cognition is a cognition
only as it reveals some object. This being so, it follows
that 2 cognition cannot fail o be walid or true fom
the namre of the case. For how can a cognition be a
cognition and yet fail to cognise or reveal its object? And
how can it reveal its object without being valid or true?
Intrinsically therefore every cognition is necessarily a valid
cognition of an object, and the causes which make it a
cognition must also make it a valid cognition of its object.
No doubt there are cases where a cognition is rejected as
false, but this is because it fails to lead ro certain expected
vesults and not because it fails to reveal its object.

The Naivayika distinction between a cognition and its
validity, the Mimamsakas argue, leads to insupcerable difh
culties. If a cognition be entitatively different from its
validity or invalidity, then a cognition must be logically
neutral, ie, neither valid nor invalid. But a neutral
cognition is a psychological fiction. Every cognition is a
revelation of an object. It thus amounts 0 a judgment
involving predication and must therefore be cither true or
false. A pure cognition which is neither a true nor false
apprchension of an object is not a psychological datum.
Besides, the alternatives valid and invalid exhaust the whole
universe of cognitions between themselves so that a cognition
which does not come under the one class must necessarily be
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included in the other. A tertiary cognition which is neither
valid nor invalid is a logical absurdity. Nor does the Nyiya
contention that i bare cognition is of the nature of a doubt
or supposal (and not a categorical belicf) bear close examina-
fion.  Since saméaya or doubt, according to Nyiva, is a form
of non-valid or invalid cognition (aprama), a hare cognition,
as above explained, will amount 1o an invalid cognition and
the conditions which produce the so-called bare or neutral
cognition will also be the determinants of invalidity. But
this amounts to a theory of intrinsic invalidity and involves
the surrender of the Nyiya theory. Besides, the Nyiya view
contradicts actual experience,

In fact, every cognition does not present itself as a form
of doubt at first.  Doubt paralyses activity and if cognitions
were at first of the nature of doubt, they would not prompt
practical activity in any case. The cogniser is not impelled
to action by mental uncertainty but only by the certain
knowledge of objects.

Where a doubt arises in respect of the validity of a
cognition, there also the cognition in the beginning is
accepted as truly revealing the object.  The doubt that arises
is due to the subsequent perception of defects in the causes
or to the consciousness of contradicrion,

To question the intrinsic validity of cognitions is, the
Mimiimsaka argues, to invalidate every cognition and commit
logical suicide,

For consider the test of practical fruitfulness. How can
4 practically fruitful experience validate a cognition without
being itself similarly validated? Bur this leads to an in-
tolerable infinite regress. And if the practically fruitful
experience is to be accepted on its own evidence, so may
also be the primary cognition which it is supposed 1o
validate.

Nor is practical fruitfulness always a test of validity.
The practical Fruitfulness of a dream-experience, e.g., does
not ensure its acceptance as valid or true. A dream-thirse
may often culminate in a dream-quenching of the dream-
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thirst, but this does not ensure the acceprance of the dream.
water as a reality,

Nor can it be said that validity is cognised throngh the
consciousness of the absence of contradictions. For the
consciousness of non-contradiction must consist either in the
consciousness of non-contradiction at the time of the
cognition or the consciousness of non-contradicrion for all
time and in all conditions. Bur consciousness of non-
contradiction during the time a cognition lasts is no proof
of validity. A cognition which is non-contradicted in its
first appearance is often found to be overthrown by later
experience.  And non-contradiction for all time is within
reach only of an omniscient being, and not a humanly
attainable ideal, ignomant, imperfect beings as we are.

Nor lastly can it be said that a cognition is validared
by another numerically distinct cognition following on it

For this secondary cognition must either be a cognition
of the same object as the primary cognition or a cognition
of a different object. If it be a cognition of the same object,
then it is the same cognition repeated for the second time
and must therefore require to be validated like the primary
cognition. But this leads to an endless series of cognitions.
And if it is contended that the series is not really endless
and that it ends in a cognition that is valid in itself, the
veply is, in this case there is no need of going bevond the
primary cognition which may similarly be regarded as sell-
evident. Again, if the secondary cognition be the cognition
of a different object, then there is no sense in speaking of
a harmony between the primary and the secondary cognition.
How can the cognition of a pillar (stambhajiiina) be made to
consist with the cognition of a pitcher (kumbhajfiana) and
thereby validate or confirm the latter?

Moreover, Udayana's argument in proof of the extrinsic
character of validity is confuted by a counter-argument which
proves the opposite conclusion. Thus one may reason as
follows: a valid cognition canmot be the prixioct of any
additional excellence or any additional absence of defects in
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the causes of a cognition as such, becanse it is a form of
cognition  just as invalid cognition which is a form of
cognition is not due (o any such additional factors. And this
counter-argument has logical priority over Udayana's argu-
ment because it is based on a hew or ground which is
presupposed by the hetu or ground advanced by Udayana
in-his argument. Thus Udayana argues from the specific
character of valid cognition as valid and concludes that this
special character of validity must involve additional special
factors in the assemblage of cusal conditions. Bur this
counterargument is based on the generic character of valid
cognition as a form of cognition as such and thus rests on
a non-specific ground or hetu (aviSesanahetuja),  Since a
cognition must first of all be a cognition before it can be
cither a valid or an invalid cognition; it follows thatr what
is involved in its nature as a cognition as such must have
logical precedence (fighrabhavi) over its implications as a
valid or invalid cognition.

Hence the Mimimsakas conclude: every cognition is
intrinsically valid or true. Where a cognition is rejected as
false it is either because it is contradicted by same other
cognition or because it is perceived to arise from defective
catises. Invalidation or rejection is thus determined by
extraneous factors, It does not arise from anything in the
nature of the cognition itself but only from its relation 1o
4 contradictory cognition or a cognition of defects in its
’ "ﬂl“.'_lf&.

There are no doubt cases where a secondary cognition
vantradicring the primary cognition may itself be infected
with doubt, but as such doubt is liable to be resolved by
A tertiary cognition following on the secondary cognition,
there is np reason for apprehending a regresous ad infinitum.
Nor does this enwil a surrender of the doctrine of in-
trinsic validity. Where the. tertiary cognition is in agree-
ment with the primary cognition, the tertiary cogmition only
remaves the false sense of invalidity which temporarily dis-
turbed the intrinsic validity of the primary cognition. It



252 - FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS

thus plays a negative part only and does not lend any positive

support to the primary cognition which shines forth as
intrinsically true as soon as the disturbing factor is removed.
Where the tertiary cognition confirms the secondary cogni-
tiop, it dispels the doubt and strengthens the consciousness
of contradiction and thereby overthrows the primary cogm-
tion as false or invalid. Hence the primary cognition
validates itself through itself and is invalidated only by a
secondary or tertiary cognition other than itself. Thus cases
of a sérial succession of cognitions present no special difficulty
in a theory of intrinsic validity and extrinsic invalidity.
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