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PREFACE

In these pages an attempt has been made Lo give o
systematic presentation of post-Samkara  dialectics of the
Advaita-Vedinta. The work is substaatially based upon my
shesis approved for the Degree of Doctorate in Philosophy by
the Calcutta University in 1933. ..

Advaita-Vedanta may be studied purely from a religious
standpoint as an intnitive prineiple of realisation as well as
conceptual dialectics. In the former aspect, it unfolds to us the
highest art of life, brings solace in affliction and holds out a
promise of self-realization and transgendeuml bliss. «Itisalsoa
science of thinking, abounding .in phrk%opﬁm Boldnéss” and in
this respect it has exhibifed the kecnest ]uglea] subtleties and
is on the same footing with the Science” ot Lieaspiing. Thoungh
the Vedantic teachers render” allegiance oshe-infalldfitty of the
Sreeti, still, the fres natifat-growth . 6FFilosophidsthinking has
not been checked in the Vedanta literature. And in the history
of the development of Vedantic concepts, the more we sdvance
the more we are impressed by the diversity of thoughts, the
complexity of coneepts and the subtlety of reasoning. Advaitism
in its later development has become the pyramid of conceptual
construction. Contributions of Bribarsas, Citsukha and Madhusa-
dana, open a new era in the domsin of the Advaita-Vedanta and
add a new page in the history of the development of monistie
thought. Contributions of the Neo-Vedantic teachers Lave novel
features which originate a new form of dialectology to test the
growth of Vedantic concepts and thus make the system a living
one in Indian Philosophy.

The main object of the dialectios as developed by the
Neo-Vedintic teachers is to carry thought to perfection by a
eritical examination of the concepts and categories of the
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opposing sister schools so as to expose their untenability on the
ground of their inherent contradictions and antinomies. This
paved the way for the establishment of their own position on a
gound logical basis which was made stropger still by a further
dialectical refutation of the dharges and criticisms that might
coneeivably be levelled by the opponents against their own
position. The Neo-Vedantic dialectie has thus a twofold destruc-
tive-constructive aspect—refutation of the opponents' thesis and
the establishment of the true Vedintic position by a refutation of
its refutation by the opponent. Im some feachers, the former,
destructive or offensive, aspeet is predominant’ while in others
there is a barmonious combination of destruction with con-
struction. MadhusQdana in his Adpaitasiddhi is mainly pre-
oceupied with a refutation of Vyisarja's Nyayamrta almost line
by line and Sriharsa in his Khandanakhandakhadya is more busy
in demolishing the Nydya-Vaisesika categories than in propound-
ing his own thesis.  Citsukbiearyya” however in lis monumental
Tattea-pradinikd tries o hold the balance even between these two
aspects. These three thinkers carry post-Sambkara dialectio to
the perfection and predominance it has reached in Indian
thought, Hence in the present study these tlires remarkable
ihalecticions have come in for attention.

The present volume comprises eight chapters bearing mainly
on the epistemology of posi-Sankara thonght. Of eight chapters,
the first three deal with the nature and validity of knowledge and
ihe next five are concerned wainly with an explanstion of
appearance and ifs implication from the standpoint of
gpistemology.

In the first chapter, nature of knowledge has been examined
and analysed so as to bring out the problems involved therein.
This enables us to grasp the fundamental problem of Vedintie
epistemology, and thus serves as an introduction fo if. The
second chapter deals with the important and unigne Indian
conception of seli-luminosity of knowledge—the problem of
self-luminosity being studied from two sides, piz.; its nuture pnd
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its validity. n I developing the definition, mainly following
Citsukhiiciryya an attempt has been made to show how by an
inner dialectic movement, thought arrives at the most perfect
definition of its object by discovering and discarding the inherent
confradictions of inadequate definitions. With regard to the
validity of the conception, it has been shown how Vedantic
thinkers establish their position by a dialectical refutation of the
opponent’s arguments in such a perfectly Socratic manner as to
lead gradually and inevitably fo its establishment on an
irrefutable logical basis. The third chapter is concerned with
the validity of knowledge, and deals mainly with the formidable
arguments of the Navya-Ny&ya school s represented by Gangeda
in his Tatlvacintdmapi and disousses how the Mimfmsd and
Vedinta schools refute the neo-logicinns by their own dialectio,

In the fourth chapter, Sriharsa’s famous dialectic in the
refutation of the Nyaya-Vaifegika categories has been studied
while the fifth and sixth chapters desl with Madhusadana's
refutation of Vyisaraja's arguments against the Vedantic concep-
tion of the universe as unreal. Epistemology of illusion or
Adhy@sa has been discussed in the seventh chaptor where an
attempt has been made to study the monistic theory of illusion
or super-imposition in 8 comparative way by analysing différent
theories of illusion advanced by the sister schools of Indian
. Philosophy. The Iast chapter deals with Nescience or Avidya
and the famous anupopaitis of RAmdnuja and the charges of
Midhva have been examined and an effort has been made to show
bow the Advaita-teachers refule their opponents by their irre-
sistible dialectics and finally establish their own position on the
bedrock of irrefutable logic.

I owe an apology to students of modern philosophy for my
following the logical technique of original authors whose views
have been represented by me in this book. This will, T am
afraid, give an undesirable impression of scholasticism, the days
of which are irrevocably past. Tut a twofold consideration
led me to run the gauntlot of criticiem. In the first place I

i
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wanted to present to the modern scholar the growih of dinleetics
in orthodox Vedanta with all its strength and purity and in the
second place 1 was apprehensive that to make an attempt to
present the arguments of these old dislecticians in the current
philosophical terminology might serve to give a wrong version
of our ancient thought. The temptation of using the terminology
of Enropean Philosophy was too great for me ; but I mustered
courage enough to shun the risk of presenting a distorted account.
1 preferred to leave the old philosophers speak for themselves
in their own foreeful diction with all their terminological
resources and I could not dare to put a modern garb on them,
becanse I do not possess the skill and art which will make our
ancient thinkers appear in a modern rble. Tt is foo much to
expect that highly techuical works like those I have followed
as my model can be made easily intelligible and popular. These
speculations have got an appeal and inferest for the select few
and T shall deem my labours amply rewarded if the present
endeavour serves to create an interest in the Indian philosophical
speculations in circles of scholars whose knowledge of Sanslrit
is nob equal to taclling the original texts, 1 had all along
counted on the indulgence of my prospective readers and I appeal
to them to tread the tangled path of ancient dinlectics with me
with patience and sympathy and to trent with indulgence and
charity of heart the deficiencies and drawbacks which are
inevitable in & pioneer attémpt,

The branch of study, which forms the subject-matter of the
present volume, has not us yet received any clear and systematic
exposition on the lines attempied here.  Post-Samkara dialectic
as exemplified by Madhustdana, Sriharsa and Citsukha, it is
suggested, will not compare unfavourably with the best products
of the Western thought as represented hy Kant's Critique of
Pure Reason, Fichte’s Theory of Koowledge and Hegel's
Logic. Without any eluim to completeness and compre-
hensiveness of disenssion the  humble writer lms  only
made an attempt fo throw some light and focus attention on o
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subject so vast and complex. The hope, however, is entertained
that in future, labour of competent seliolars will serve to com-
plete the edifice the foundation of which is sought to be lnid
here—a long-felt desideratum of Vedantic epistemology.

I shall be failing in my duty if I do not take this opportu-
nity to place on record my deep sense of gratitude to Raja
Prafullanath Tagore of Puthuringhata, the enlightened Zemindar
of Idilpar Pergana, my native place, and Babu Rukmininath
Dutt Chaudhuory, Zemindar of the Hatkhola Dutt family,
Calentta, but for whose munificence and ungrudging financial
help I could not dream of completing my University education.
Mr. Dutt has all along been an elder brother to me and T am
not paying a conventional compliment to him in saying that
without his encouragement and exhortation I would not have
thought uf carrying researches in Indian Philosophy and if
there is even the slightest merit in my researches the credit
belongs entirely to him as my patron, friend, philosopher and
guide. I must offer my sincerest thanks to my esteemed friends
and colleagnes, Prof, Gopalehandra Bhattacharjee, M.A., Professor
of P'hilosophy, 13, M. College, Barisal, and Dr, Satkari Mookerjee,
M.A., Ph,D., Lecturer, Calcutta University, for their ungrudging
help and co-operation and valuable suggestions for the improve-
ment of both language and thought of my present work in the
manuseript,

I take this opportunity to express my sincere gratitude
to my Professor, Dr. M. N. Sarkar, M.A., T'h.D., now Professor
of Philosophy, Presidency College, for the encouragement and help-
ful suggestions he so affectionately extended fo me in connection
with my researches. I must also record my sense of obligation
to Prof. Sir 8, Radhakrsnsn, Kt., MA.,, D.Litt., Viee-
Chancellor, Andhra University, for his kind patronasge and
encouragement. Fioally, T am highly indebted to Dr. 8. N.
Dasgupta, M.A., Ph.D., LE.S,, Principal, Sanskrit College, for
his loving encouragement and sympathy and for the opportunity
he gave me to discuss with him my difficulties and problems
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and his  weighty suggestions for the improvement of the
work.

I offer my cordial thanks to Syamaprasad Mookerjee, Esq.,
M.A, B.L., Bar-at-Law, M.L.C., Bharaii, Vice-Chancellor,
Caleutts University, for the kind patronsge and encouragement I
have received from him and for his kind provision for the publica-
tion of my work by the Calecutts University. My sincere thanks
are due to Mr. Atul Chandra Ghatak, M.A., Superintendent of the
University Press, Mr. Bhupendralal Banerjee, Printer and Mr.
Kalipada Das, B.A., and the other members of the staff of the
University Press for their hearty eco-operation and care in the
speedy publication of my work. To Mr. Dineshchandra Guha,
Vedantatirtha and Mr. Ramendra Chandra Bhattacharyya,
Kabyatirtha, my siudents in the Post-Graduate classes, belongs
the oredit of preparing the word-index and my cordial thanks
are due to them.

Asvrose Buinnisg :
Carnoorra UNIVERSITY.
March 23, 1936. A.T.S.
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STUDIES IN POST-SAMKARA DIALECTICS

EPISTEMOLOGY
CHAPTER 1
Narvre or KNOWLEDGE

In the philosophy of Samkara two lines of thought run
parallel to each other, the one is epistemological and the other
is metaphysical. In Samkara epistemology has been distined
from the transcendental metaphysics, for by the very nature of
his philosophy the theory of knowledge has been distinguished
from the conception of being. No doubt, in Syikara being
is intuition, but that is in a transcendental sense. The theory of
knowledge is a theory of empiric cognition. Although the
Hegelian dietum, * whatever is, is consciousness’ is accepled
by Samkara in entirety, yet Surhkera differs from Hegel when
be comes to conceive the process of the concrete expression of
being. To Hegel there is a constant tendency in being to

overcome its bare potentiality and to express
&E;:::m Hogeland  eeell in dialectic concrefeness and dynamie

fulness. Hegel's Absolute is here pure logical
reason, and the dialectic of reason in human mind, therefore,
is only the reproduction of the dialectie expression of being and
is the key to its knowledge. Bergson differs from Hegel in
coneeiving intuition to be the faculty of apprelending reality.
But the elan vital of Bergson or his eternal duration appears fo
be an a-logical reality, Satiakara differs from Hegel in conceiving
being to transcend logical reason and as complete in itself and
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not going through a dialectic expression to reach its fulness.
Samkara is emphatio that the process of dialeckic expression
i concretisation of being and does not express its absolute
character. Absoluteness and concrete expressions are not
compatible. Being it an ever-accomplished fact and pot an
accomplishing process and it is of the same time transcendental
intnition shining by itself without implying any process of
knowledge. Intuition in Bergson i akin to instinct. Bergson
sges the limitation of conceptual thinking and how it fails to
penetrate the heart of reality, Heo has, therefore, made a clear
distinction belween intuitive insight and conceptual thinking.
But intuition in Hergson iz apparently a psychological process
and hardly approaches the trunscendental intuition of Saikara.
Bergson has in him a touch of dualism inasmuch as he draws
a distinetion between intuition and reality. But Smthkara's
gystem does not suffer from such a dualism. In him intuition
je identical with reality and i= not a process of apprebending
it. Sarikara, therefore, differs from Hegel in characterising
reality as supér-logical and from Bergson in characterising
reality as ultimately intuition and throwing away all dis-
tinctions between reality and intuition. Intuition isnot only
the faculty of the soul, but the transcendental truth. In
Sukara  psychology and metaphysics have met together in
sffirming intuition as the uliimate truth, Psychology realises
this in its highest flight of consciousness and metaphysics accepis
it as the ultimate affirmation of knowledge and the highest pitch
of being. Thetwo fundamental faculties of apprebending truth,
viz., intuition and reason, aceept being as unmodified, ever-
accomplishod fact, which is aleo consciousness. Psychology
accepts this aa o fact of direct experience. Reason accepts this
as u fact implied in its own revelation. Sense-activify and
reflective understanding are no doubi faculties of the mind. The
one is directed to receive affections of sensibility, and the other,
to understand the world of relations. The one belongs to the
fringe of subjective consciousness and the other to the relational
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and objective consciousness. The one receives impressions,
the other finds out their implications. But sense-impressions
or the implications of reason are nol illuminated in themselves.
They are illominated by the ever-accomplislied fact of eonseious-
ness. Each of them, therefore, presupposes something which
they cannot reveal, far less establish. In fact, the senses
and reason are faculties directed towards the reception and
examination of experience bul not competent to establish truth.
Samkara, has, no doubt, found » place for enlightened reason,’
for logic according to him has a negative resnlt, and reason in
its ordinary implieations is involved in antinomies, though the
transcendental culture in the Advaita-Vedinia generates a fitness
in reason to approach reality if not to apprehend it. The nega-
live dialectic of Vedints is helpful in a way, for reason
becomes free from the natural demands of life and breaks the
realistic adaptations of knowledge and life. This goes a great
way to [oster the idealistic or transcendental atiitude. No doubt
il is clear that reason is never competent fo establish transcen-
dental truth or fo reveal it. Adwaitism makes a distinction
between enlightened and unenlightened reason, Unenlightened
reason does not see, far less apprebend, the oneness of being.
The enlightened reason of Philosophy gives the weight of its
) : authority to this existence of the accomplished

b et e 34 fact of fntuition. In Advaita-Vedinta, there-
a;:ﬂ'h?""" Thiam. fore, epistemology runs on two lines: (a) on
the realistic line and () the idealistic line.

Saritkara's philosophy has in it an element which will give support
to naive realism. Advaitisio contains in it the antinomies which
reason naturally meets with in the effort of knowing the ultimate
reality. Though Sarhkars has not made s clear distinction be-
tween sensibility and reason, still the functions of sensibility and
reason can be distinguished in his philosophy and this distingtion
leads us to his theory of truth of appearance and of error.

! Savadyatarka-parityigena nirsvadyustarlsl pratipatiavyo bhavai
—S B, % 1 1.
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Sensibility in its immediate effect makes us believe in the reality
of objects. It aflirms the existence of the object and nccepts its
truth. This affirmation ie * naive.” The report of sensibility is
often negated and in sense-affections no distinctions ecan be
possibly drawn between false and true knowledge. Empiricism,
therefore, dogmatically accepts the affirmation of the senses.
Sense-knowledge cannot transcend this and the subject-object
relations underlie empiric consciousness. But even in these
implications resson soon finds by the constant changes and de-
ninls that the reports of the senses are not convincing, Nor do
they present reality. Reality in Samkarn is not consistent with
the constant shiftings of phenomena, for, the succession of pre-
sentations and their denials naturally impresses one with their
transitory character. Truth, if it is anything, must be abiding.
The constant changes of phenomena cannot establish their
reality, Samkars, so far as his epistemology is concerned, is
eloquent on the thesis that the subject-object implications of
knowledge cannot establish or reveal truth, for the constant
shiftings or changes of phenomens at once stamp them with a
degree of unreality, Empirical knowledge by its own denial
establishes its own faleity, Itiz a common experience that
perception 18 denied by perception, perception by inference, in-
ference by authority and so on.' In this way a knowledge by
experience is not a reliable source, for we shall see Iater on that
all phases of experience are constantly changing and none, there-

Po(e) Aparilsits-pratyaksarh hi pariksitinumanipeksaya durhalum,
nilah nabhs iti pratyakssmiva nabho nirfpatvinumanapeksaya —Ad. 8.,
pp. 880-70 (Bombay Edition).

(b) Pmtyakgiderhi  pariksayd  vynvehirike-primanyamatrazh
sidhysti. tacos nidvaitignmens badhyate, bidhyste fu tittvikam
pramigyam.

—[hid, p. B74,

{0) Titparyavati rutib pratyaksad balavatl.—Bh., 1.1.1.
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fore, can be true in the metaphysical sense. Experience is
always related to certain conditions and if these conditions
change the experience can be sublated. Reason cannot, there-
fore, accept the verdiet of experience. No doubt there is seeming
unmiformity in our perception, but these uniformities obtain under
some conditions and do not obtain under others. Truth of
experience then is subject lo certain collocations. These colloca-
tions- are of space, time and cansality and sense-condifions.
What Sarikara seems anxious to point out is the untrustworthy
nature of empirical knowledge swhich cannot therefore be regarded
as & fit instrument for the understanding of truth. This eriticism
applies even to all finer forms of perception whether of religion,
art, morality or lower form of mysticism, for they are also
intunitions of developed senses, moral, aesthetic or religious, and
their impress carries with them a sort of conviction. They are
the empiric intuitions of this state of consciousness, but the
eriticism which Samkara applies to knowledge by experience can
algo tell upon them. The relative consciousness, throngh which
our experience moves, can never be u source of higher wisdom,
since everything in it is constantly changing and it is true only
in its own universe. Its truth or falsity is always related to
certain conditions. If is true in one way and false in another.
Truth and falsity seem to be inherent in ite nature. Samkara,
therefore, characterises every fact of experience as relatively true
and relatively false. Apart from the ontological implications
every fact is epistemologically also true and false, under different
conditions. Throughout the whole course of experience appear-
ance is simultaneously turning out true or false, true in obe set of
relations and false in another set of relations. Understanding of
falsity is an exercise of reason. In this understanding, reason
and judgment play an important part. When an appearance is
negated leaving behind it another appearance, the denial iz the
part of judgment, though the latter appearance is u fact of
experience. Facts are presented in experience and then denied.
This is the nature of empiric illusion.
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By the complete analysis of an empiric illusion we get three
Watare of Falsiy ©lements, (1) the presentation of the locus
fn Seitals aol A% (2) the appearance of the illusory percepl and
Hiasich. (3) the negation of illusion. Even in empiric
kniowledge the pereept is illusory, but its illusory chavacter iz not
understood so long as the locus is not perceived. This 1£ no
doubt true of empirieal illusions ; it is true no less of empirical
experiences, But the empirical intuition is not denied so long a5
consciousness dwells on the relative basis. Still, the relative
character of empiric knowledge cannot be doubted. And this
relative character is enough to indicate its illusoriness thoogh it
cannot completely establish it.!

These three elements are more or less presented before
consciouaness. The first one is not completely presenied nud bere
arises the possibility of illusion. The second one is completely
presented and the third one too. Between the presentation
of the second element and that of the third two more intervening
stages may be conceived :—(1) 8 mnegative judgment that
the presentotion is not the locus, (2) before the locus ean be
presented, the negation of the illusory percept can be presented.
The mind passes through a negative judgment and congciousness
still works in relativity. This relativity consists in * this is not

Segutive Distectic  this, but this.'! Knowledge still moves in the
o Sstikers =i 2 sphere of judgment and reason is bere at
theory of knowlodge.  work  Immediately after this stage as the
effect of judgment, comes the immediate consciousnes of pega-
tion. This negation is really Tidentical with the locus.*
Before the locus, as it is, is perceived, such a negation

i Vide Ad. 8., pp. 652.884 {Bombay Edition)
Ihid, pp. B48-51.
2 Niblhivo namn bWhavadanyah kndeidasti, api tu bhivn evn bhiivintn-
ritmand abhivals svariipens tu bhaval ; yathihub * Bhivantaramabhbive
hi kayhcitty vyspeksays '’ iti.

—Bh., p.22 (Bombay Edition).



NATURE OF ENOWLEDGE 7

being 1dentical with position, becomes the natural implication of
knowledge. In fact, the Advaita-Veddnta does not draw any
distinction between the negation of the false pereept and the
locus.

What we should like o point out is that rewson has got a
function and that funetion, a= will appear from the above, is
essentially negative.  The function of reason 1s to judge the truth
of relations in empirical presentations, Sarbkara, like Kant, does
not trace out the constitutive and integrative funetion of reason
and understanding. The clear analysis of the untrustwarthy
character of empiric knowledge exhibits this negative funetion
of reason. Sathkara has demonstrated this in refuting relational
consciousness.  Judgment construes relations and  Sarkars
points out that this is more or less the necessity of pragmatic
conseiousness.  They are, therofore, constructions of a realistic
will; but these relations cannot be established. The logical
reason ultimately finds its own barrenness in not being able to
establish ap order of relations and in giving always & negative
result, The logieal consciousness stands revealed as self-contra-
dictory. The self-contradiction is the only verdict that reason
passes upon 1ts own formation. Samkara does not deny the
inhierent tendency of unilluminated reason to build up an order
of relations, but when reason procesds to examine its own affir-
mations, it is involved 1 contradictions and fallacies.

In the theory of empirical knowledge Samkara has, therefore,
accopted the contributions of sensibility and resson. The
knowledge through sensmibility is accepted as true so long as it is not
denied by another presentation. Truth and falsity are to Sam-
kara matters of presentation and not of judgment, be it empirie
or trapscendental. Reason plays the subordinate function of
pegating the concepts of relations. Kuowledge, therefore,
proceeds from  presentation to presentation until the relative
presentations are ultimately denied in the absolute presentation.
This absoluie preséntation is pure consciousness: and transeenders-
tal knowledge.
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The important problem of epistemology faces us here, “Is
knowledge concrete or ubstract? *  Self-con-
Nature of kEnow- i ’

ledge. Taknowledge scious evidence speaks for the concrete as well
copcrete of shateici T he abstract aspect of knowledge, but is more
in favour of the concrete aspect. Indian epistemology has faced
this problem boldly. The distinction of Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa
lias found a place in the Naiydyika, Bauddha, Bamkhys, Mima-
msa and the Vedinta systems. In fact, it is an all-absorbing
topie in Indian Philosophy and the mnin tendency has been
amongst a elass of philosophers to lend their support to abstract
knowledge. That kuowledge has got a concrete expression is
accepted by everybody, but when we come to logieally examine
the conerete aspect of knowledge we meet with certain difficulties.
We have seen that Sarhkara has accepted the conerete stage of
knowledge and has not categorically denied it. Buch has been
the case also with other forms of transeendental philosophy.
Psychologically, both the forms of knowledge are lacts of con-
aeiousness and cannot  be demied, But the RAmannjists,
Madhvites and some others have noticed only the conerete express-
jon of knowledge and have denied the constant tendency of cogni-
tive experience o pass from the abstract to the concrete stage.
Henen knowledge is a definite form of consciovsness.  Definite-
ness strictly i the differentin ol knowledge ind so long as
knowledge has  not thig character, it 18 not knowledge
but simple approhension. Apprehension and judgment are the
* the two psychological stages of knowledge. Psychologically we
cannot deny any one of them, though there has been an attempt

in Ramanuja not to call apprehension knowledge.

Logically there las been a difference among philosophers on
the issue of denying one and retaining the other. The theists
identify knowledge with judgment and Saritkara, with appreben-
sion. Samkars does not deny that relafive consciousness is o
matter of judgment and he lende his support to such knowledge
in certain stages of consciousness,. What he deniex is its meta-
physical character. Satikars critivises this concrete knowledge
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(1) in its logical chameter nnd (2) in its epistemological import.
Logically he is anxious to establish the point that knowledge us
judgment is involved in fallacies. Judgment is relational con-
sciousness and this relation is two-fold : (1) relstion of subject
and object snd (2) relation of subject and predicate. These are
the most potent forms of relations  Among systems of different
relations epistemologically the first one is more important. The
relution of subject and object is the essence of vmpiric epistemo-
logy and the ground of concrete knowledge.

Tiet us examine the nature of tliese relations. Epistemology
Sy O here assumes mt.her than tries to prove the
ta and sobiectobises relations. There is no proof bere other than the
rafaranoe In knowladgea. £= a 5
ovidence of conscionsness, but the evidence of
conaciousness is not always true, specially in empiric knowledge,
The supposed relation may be nothing more than an appearance
and u false creation of the pragmatic consciousness. Logically
it involves us in difficulties. The subject is subject, and the
object is object. How the objeet is reluted to (he subject is not
expliined, * The relstion is nterm: between the subject and
object. Tt has a meaning to the subject, butnot the object.
Meaning is a psychological implication and the relution is rela-
tion to the subject. But the relutions are true to the subject and
they are of the subject. But on what assumption do we nccept
the object to be s term of relation ¥ Even il if is accepted that
the subject-object relation is inherent in knowledge, it is still in
knowledge and expresses its concrete charucter ; but still it does
not establish # reference to anything besides kmowledge and its
own element. In fact, it is somewhat difficult to establish the

1 (4) Nahijhinsn jleyssarhbaddhamevs prikisakom atipresafigit,
nipi svasarbaddbam, Atmasvariipusys tadgugasys va jifunssys jlieyons
sarhbundhasyabliivil.

(b) Fide 8. B., p. B
(¢) Fide P. D., sls. L 50, 52.

=2

—'Lﬂ- a«- P-F" !’53"5{.
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objective reference of knowledge by starting from knowledge.
How knowledge passes from abstract lo concrele is whal logical
intellect cannot fully apprebend. This is an epistemloogical
implication of the Maya dootrine of Sarnkara, This aspect has
been more fully developed in Samkarites than in Swhkara.
The presentation of the object to the subject 15 dogmatically
The Necwsitty of DeCEPted by naive !‘!Z.:Iﬂiﬁﬂ]- E‘:a:['nkn.ritﬂs do
later Vedintia develor- 08 deny the presentation, but the disappear-
- ance of the presentation of false percept makes
them seriously think upon the issue. Is the presentation real ?
This is the most important question in the doctrine of percep-
fion, Sarkara has no doubt accepted the reality of presentation
as Lias been malde clear in his refutation of Vijianavida. He
appears there as n realist. He is eloquent that perception gives
ug simultaneously the knowledge of sell and not-self. Tus
must have been a psychological admission. But the constantly
shifting character of our perception, specially of fnlse percep-
tion, makes us seriously ponder over the question : what do we
actually perceive ? Do we perceive appearance or reality ? Do we
perceive an appearance that presents reality for the time being ?
In false perception Samkarites point out, that the appearance
is real and unreal both, but in reference to different universes of
thought. 1t is real, because it is presented ; it is false, because
it is denied. Sarikarites are anxious to avoid the complete un-
reality and illusoriness of a false presentation. In this sense,
there is ao element of realism in their system. Bui since, the
presentation is denied, it is pot real in a metaphysical sense.
Surkarites accept, therefore, the psychological realism and the
metaphysical idealism in  their theory of perception. This dual
character of the presentation is what differentintes their theory
of false perception from other theories. In Sarmkaraphilosophy
there is a constant change of outlook from psychological
to metaphysical point of view. The objectivity of reference
in perception is not demied by the Samkarites, but how an
appearance is ohjectified, is what passes comprehension. The
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objectivity and subjectivity of reference in false knowledge sncceed
one another ; what appears as an object is, after n moment,
denied as an object and is interpreted as a subjective creation or
projection. This is clear in false perception. This projection and
the supposed objectivity of the presentation are surely a creation
of Avidya, for no other factor can be logically conceived for such
presentations. If this is true of empirie illusions, itis also
true of empiric perceptions, though these have a more durable
character and have, therefore, the mark of objectivity which
cannot be reduced to subjective impression. Thisis the point
on which Smbkara differs from the Vijiianavadi Bauddha and
this has been the main foundation for the development of exo-
teric life and consciousness, The relative character of our
perception as true or false corresponding to different universes
of thought has all alang been pursued in Vedaots metaphysics
“and so long as the transcendental intuition does not dawn upon
us, the comparatively realistic consciousness dogs us to the last.
Even in this realstic presentation, the relative character is
apparent and therefore, it gives us the impression that it is real
so far as consciousness dwells on the empiric basis, But its
denial in transcendental intuition putsit into the eategory of
false presentation. The only difference is that the one continu-
ously bangs on empirie intuition, and that the other is denied
there." This continuity lends unto it a touch of realism. This has
been the ground of distinction between empiric illusion and
empiric fruth,

Though there has been a tendency among a class of
Samkarites to dispense with the distinetion of empirie illusion
and empiric truth on the ground that this distinetion is more
pragmatic than epistemological,' still, suech has pot been the
view of the more prominent Sarikarites, and they still maintain
a realistic element in knowledge and objectivity of reference in
perception. This has been Viicaspati's position. The objecti-
vity of reference, therefore, retains the distinction between

! This ia the position of Prakéfinands Sarasvatl,
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Jivapratyaksa and Tévarn-pratyaksa. Bub although the teachers
‘accept a8 an implication 2 vealistic consciousness, they cannot
explain the relation of the subject to the object, which, sfill,
is a perplesity of metaphysical consciousness. The truth seems
to be that in the history of Indian thought the Naiyiyika cone
ception of the subject-object relation has been unhesitatingly
accepted. Later Vedantism points out that this relation can be
accepted only on the peychological ground.

We come niow to the consideration of the predicative theory

of propositions. It is a general supposition that
e Propotiniae. knowledge is a unit of judgmwent and even at

perceptual level knowledge becomes definite
in this that it expresses judgment. Knowledge, in its clear
concrete form, isa system of relations and it 18 identifled with
the system. The unit of knowledge is the unit of a system. And
3 system implies two or more terms in relation.

Here arizes the great divergence between the theistic and
pon-theistic Vedantists. That knowledge has an empiric basis
is ‘@ position which has not been denied by Samkara and bis
followers. But Samkara 1s not ready to sccept that the relational
system represents the true heing of knowledge. Spuiikara can
land his support to the predicative view of propogitions generally
and he bas netuslly done this by refuting the Naiyiiyika concep-
tion' of Samuvdya. Vedantists of all schools agree in refuting
{his relation, for Semavaya, aecording to Naiyiyikas, 1s' 8 rela-
tion obtaining in substance and attribute, generality and indivi-
duality, etc. This conception of Sumaraya bas been refuted on
the ground that it leads to an infinite regress, for the terms and
ihe relation require the assistance of other relations to be related
to one another and these others and so on.*

Phe Velsntists in the place of Sumavdya institute the
relation of Tadatmyn or Soariipe. In other words, they maintain

\ The melhod of refutation of Samaviys relstion will be fully
shown later on,  OF- Pradluy, Appearance and Beality, pp. 28-92.
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that the predicate is the concrete expression of the subject.
It helps to draw ont the connotstion of the subject term or in
other words an abstract notion makes itsell concrete through
the concrete expression of a predicate. A jndgment is, therefore,
a subject fully developed and this development is an inner
growth and an inherent necessity. Knowledge is dynamie ; it has
a constant tendency to fully affirm its concreteness through all
the qualities it possesses. Knowledge is essentially then judg-
ment. This is the decided opinion of Rimanuja and other
theistio teachers.

Samikara and Samkarites differ here. They may accept
this predicative view in the sphere of relative knowledge but their
tendency essentially lies in denying all relations between subject
and predicate. They interpret the relational consciousness ns
the working of ignorance which impresses the empirical mind.
Here agnin the logic of Samkara has been essentially negative
in the sense that the relation between subject and predicate cannot
be established. Herein they point out the application of the
same fallney, viz., the endless multiplication of relations, If
relation is true, it must be conceived between two terms, since
relation is not possible of a thing which stands by itself. Hence
relational consciousness presupposes a differential conseiousness
too. The difficulty arises, how things in their nature different
can be related to one another ; and again how we can coneeive
of identity as synchronous. If there is identity there can be no
relations, and if there is relation there must be some difference
and unity cannot be established. The conception of unity
embracing difference seems to be a bopeless one. In unity either
there is difference or there is no difference. If there is difference
there can be no unity and if there is no difference there can be
no relation. The conception of unity does not admit of a relation
without difference.

Even if a relation be conceived between the subject and
predicate there arises the possibility of begging the question. A
subject is subject in reference to predicate and a predicate is the
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predicate of the subject, There is o mutuality of reference. As
such they are interdependent, and the conception of one is not
clear apart from the other. Logically this position is not ubove
eriticism, for a definition of the subject term or of the predicate
term shonld be sought independently of one another ; otherwise
the implications of the subject and the predicate are not inde-
pendently clear. This mutuality of reference is an accepted
fallacy in Indian Logie.!

So long we have # long story of the negative dialectic of
Sarkara wlhich shakes the foundation of all empirical knowledge
and epistemology. These negative dinlectics have a threefold
importance : (1) they demonstrate the futility of thinking to
know the ultimate truth ; (2) they demonstrate the self-contra-
digtions involved in the nature of thoughts: (3) indirectly they
siress the value of the other methods of approach. In Sarikars
the utter failure of logical thinking es regards the ultimate
question has accentuated the importance of intuition as the means
of apprebending truth and reality.

The truth swhich Bergson has only recently preached and the
tendency which is becoming every day clearer in modern philo-
soply, that reason is not the final arbiter of truth, that it can
only touch the shadow or fringe of existence, that there isa
super-logical way of apprehending fruth, were long felt and
recognised in Indian philosophy, the more so in Samkara. The
service which Advaita-Vedintism has rendered to philosophy is
the propounding of the great truth that truth can be seen or
intuited but not understood. [Intuition and reason are therefore
distinctive faculties and the function of one cannot be appro-
priated by the other. So long as consciousness moves with
reazon and categories ol relations it becomes busily occupied in

' (o) Yugapad-grahapiyogidanavasthi-prasangstal
Parssparidraystvices dharmabhede’pi naksadhih.
—{it., p. 168 [Bom, Edition).
{6} Vide P. D., ul, 1. 52.
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n attempt to construct a world of relations, but it is not ab-
_ salute trath, for reason itsell cannot aseccept the absolute to be u
system of relations. A system is more a creation of reason than
4 reality, for a system has no meaning and cannot exist without
the implication of relations, and relations have meaning to an
interpretative consciousness. But where the system is called
subjective or objective, it iz clear that it cannot be truth, for
truth denies relations. We cannot understand any necessity of
truth entering into a system of relations. This necessity can be
either iniernal or external, If it is external, it implies the
existence of something besides the absolute truth. If it 1s
internal, absolute becomes a system. But the absolute and
system are two incompatible concepts.

Redson ultimately in this way comes to conceive the inherent
impossibility of its knowing truth. And when: the attempts of
reason thus fail, we seek the other organ of intuition to
apprehend realily. Intuition thus gives us what reason cannot.
This difference between intuition and reason bas been the
fruitful source of conceiving truth in two different ways in the
philosophiy of Samkara. The senses and reason are affected by
the impressions of object and they are therefore ready to acecept
the affections of sensibility as pragmatic if not metaphysical
trnth.  Sariikara feels and feels truly that so long as we are
thus affected, we cannot deny their csuses and oor mind is
foreed to accepl their objectivity somehow or other.

Hence the sense-objects, which offer pragmatic satisfaction,
have not been denied existence but are said to be true in some
sense, These are called Vyavahdrika or empiric or pragmatic
truths, They are true becanse they appear and affect our voli-
tional and emotional being. They are the affirmations of praecti-
cal reason. ‘We cannot deny their certitude in certain plases of
life and consciousness.

Satiikara is thus ready to accept the truth of becoming and
be does 80 accept itso long as the soul hasnot the illuminated
vision of the transcendental being.
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S0 long as man bhas not the enlightened vision, he necessari-
Jy accepts the world of becoming as real presentation and sceks
an explanation of its origin, This necessity is of reason and led
by this necessity reason builds up an exoterie theory of ereation
or evolution and accepts the implications of practical reason, God,
Soul, and Freedom, In the evolution of pragmatic conscious-
ness Samkara has retained the possibility of finer revelations und
the onward progress of the soul. He has offered a theory of
epistemology which ¢an supporé the implications of life, of
subtle realizations and finer consciousness. In this way religion,
arts and ethics have been made possible in the philosophy of
Samkara. He has not gone to the extreme of immediately deny-
ing the intuitions of practical reason, the hopes of religion and
the promise of immortality. In fact the Upanisads and Samkara
us the interprater of the Upanigsads have perceived the subtler
move of life and consciousness in the yearning of the human soul
to catch the divine spirit through the majesty of nature. And
in the depihs of human lieart the finer urges clearly indicate the
wonderful possibilities and the amazing revelations of the reli-
gious consciousness  The Advaita-Veddnta is not irresponsive
to the dawn of a new life and it has accepted the subtler causes
of realization of a conecrete spiritual life.

The spiritual life is essentially acquainted with the cosmie
consciousness, And what Sarmkara and the Samkarites gare
anxious to affirm and point out is that cosmic consciousness bas
# partial expression. However fine and lofty the expressions
may be, they are still expressions and they cannot be expected lo
express the absolute consciousness fully. But the concentration
of the cosmic conscipusness is only apparently real which
Sambkara cannot deny, for the transcendental vision sees the
infinite in every centre of existenice or more properly the infinite
is the only centre which has neither circumference nor radii. So
long as truth of such an absolute is not before us, our finite con-
seiousness can feel the expansive urges of spiritual life and call
it truth. But as soon as the transcendental vision dawns npon
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us, the thread of divided life is out and therefore the continuity
between religious life and transcendental vision breaks up. In the
transcendental vision, the soul becomes scquainted with such a
reality before which the value-consciousness of arts, religion, poetry
and philosophy dies out, for they are always expressions in
concrete life and cannot feel the depth of joy and transcendence.
In this transcendental attitude Bamkara bas denied all the
implications of the immanent consciousness, be it of religion or
of ethics, The denial is natural and spontaneous, for the soul now
becomes deeply convinced of franseendence and becomes aequaint-
ed with a reality before which everything vanishes as relative
and partinl, The partial truth appears as truth so long as truth
is not perceived in its entirety. But the vision of fuller truth
frees us from the implications of partial life. Samkara thinks
that freedom goes with realization of fulness of being. There
is & constant tendency in Sathkara towards the constant change
of the presentations and their meanings according s conscious-
ness feels the finer and finer urges of life, and in the life of ex-
pression there is nothing which does not change its character and
meaning, according fo the attitude of the percipient. Tn rela-
tive consciousness the object has only reference to the subject
and its nature and meaning are more or less consiructions of the
subject according as the subject is affected, There is thus vari
ability of opinion of relative existence ingsmuch as the subject is
affected differently, A presentation, therefore, which has meaning
to one subject might lave no meaning or a different meaning to
another subject, What is truth, therefore, to one may be falsity
for the other. But such cannot be the case when bruth and fulsity
are not matters of judgment but indications of existences,
Sakara perceives this snd comes to the conclusion that
degrees of existences are relative to the meaning of a conscions
subject.! A pratiblidsika ftruth is supposed to be truth when it
has a meaning to the suhject, but when it is denied practically

1 Cp. Kant’s lumous distinetion. between phenomenal snd noumenal
knowledge (Critique of Purs Resson).

3
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it ceases to have any meaning. Similarly, a Vyavahdrika truth
is always related to a conscious subject and basa meaning for
him and even here the meaning has a reference to & particular
universe of thought, If the universe of thought is changed, the
meaning certainly is gone, though the thing may exist as practi-
cally meaningless for the subject. Bub a truth which is thins
related to its subject and has a meaning for it cannot be
metaphysical truth according to Sarikara, for truth iz abiding,
eternal and non-contradictory and it is naturally
lioped and maintained that it is what it is and
it should have no reference to any conscions subject.! It exists
whether & meaning is seen init or not. Trath is truth. The
rendering of A meaning is & necessity of the finite intellect, but
whether the finite intellect sees or does not see any meaming,
does not affect in the least the nature of trath, Truth does not
enter into the time process, nor does it enter into the conditions
of thinking and as such it is completely transcendental. Inother
words, it ean be never put into the grasp of reason and ils eate-
gorical setting.

The metaphysies of Sarakara cannot see its way to synthe-
sise the transcendental truth and the relative iruths, as the
relative truths are sublated in the transcendental height of exist-
ence. Samkara does not find any continuity between higher
and lower truthis and in reference to the higher he cannot call
the lower existenca a truth. When the philosophic conseiousness
is transcendent, the seeming truth of divided life completely
vanishes and, thercfore, the transcendental truth does not stand
in any relation to the order of appearances. From this level of
existence they are not only practically but also theoreticully

Ceitarion of truth.

1 (4) Sstyatvmi bidharihityam —P, D, 3.9,
(h) Anadhigatabadhithethavisayakn-jianatvaih promiitvam.—V. P,
p. 13 {C. U, Bdn.).
(¢) Abadhiti syayamprokiditaiva saifd, si on svuripamevs gitlit-
munal.—Bh., p. 25 (Bom. Edn ).
() Vide Ad. B., p. 198 (Bombay Bdition),
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poneexistent. The tramséendental (ruth of Samkars 15, got only .
transcendéntal in the senge that it stands above the immanent )
o order of space gnd time, bul b immarent order doss ot réally
exisk: 10 other words, bhe truuscendent appesrs s the inma-
nent undie the sway of igoornes.  How it so appears-is angther
story and is nol relovant to obrtopin.  Bu what we want to
fmpress in that reality according to Samikara i one ided
being and the panorams of existenes dwindles into netbhigu
| SO0L BE W CTOSs the  lioo of divided Tiﬂiﬁﬂh This di?iﬁ@ _Gt '-
axisterios in difforont grades corresponds to difiérant’ formts of |
! ‘,kﬁnw}aﬁg_e. The same existence nppears a¥ differont according
h' 1o different orgons of appreheniion, though reality ig the same.
That if hppears 8o is expluined in the doewine of Mayh, What-
| sver the implication of Mays may be, 1t ie no doubit certain that
the existence & only one, it Is kll-pervasive though it appesrs as
msng, Surikaes s plilosopilg is finally an sttempt to overthrow
the divisions of oxtswmoes nod their empirical truths and (g gstab-
y ligh the tramecendetes of being. “The conelusion’ st which
plilsapliy arrives js that the absolute ia the locus af existence
angl it doos ot admit the pactinlity of division, The trith T
eomplete being and {4 the absolute, Tirror ia t0 be distinguished
\ ' from nothingness which exists nowhere. But error haea seemning
renlity. [t is error beenuse it fs only partisl vision and ool ful-
tiess of being. Somkara has not attempted the synthesig ofithe
S purtial presentations of appearance nnd being, for partiality is the
ras mark which ﬂiﬂingﬁishﬂs; error from feuth, How, the <rror
" arises in finite mind may be n psychological or logical question
. but not s metaphysical one. This partinlity of vision is, in the |
‘Advaita-Vedainta, the mark of error and in our epistemological ~
jeareh the complete being is vever presented. Knowledge
therefore moves with the partial expression of being und ean
- “rfever transcend the division and apprehond the sbsolute Gruth,
Truth is the sheolute existenco, errdr is the dividod visiot,  With °
" thig standard of trath. if is easy for Sazkars fo deny all partiality
o of knowledge and being in the nbsblute; whicli, therziore, iz not
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< thon' denied is 1o explanation of its presentation. Finally, the J

thie synthesis of all partial tratbs but the complete denial of them,
The synthesis of them equnol present the reality. The absolute
18 N0t 8 kynithesis; it s identity, -
Exactly at this point the theistio presentation u{ kenowlodgn
and trufh differs [om the “monisiic presentation..” The theistio |
attempt is ossentinlly synthelio. Jt does nut see the sectioual
préséfitations of renlity or the complete transcendence of it, . The
theistie reality is all-ificlusive embracing a8 it does all phoses of
beung The Whicists argue” that reality must be complete and.
all pervitkive,  The seming appearance, beeunse 1t iB Beeroing,
bos a reality and canmuotbe completely denied. The steming
presentation lina to be explained. To say thef it is presented and ) -

-—

complete deninl is nuver a [aed experienced by any one. i

~ 'T'he theists do not see any distinetion between being and

presentation. ~ Presenintion only reports  the bfmg and a8s &

ﬂmmhlm no bowplete division eternally ‘obtaining in i, snd, |
anybody who depies it must make all knowledge mm&nihl@l

Biminu;;u empliatic in pointing out this gap in ﬁamlmun

phllomphrﬂthu gup betweon knowledge and reality, for what is.

_ eal renever an objeot of knowledge with Smbkara. Buch # reality
~oven if it exists for ever remaing beyond human. h:uwla]ge But.
the - ~*~st difficulty which arises in this foreed division between .
tru. Lodknowledge tu the falsity and illusoriness of self-conscius
ovidence and of all other forms of knowledge. In fact onr know-*.
lulga instend  of serving s would do us positive disserviee sl
in the words of Martinesu, reasdn, the highest faculty given
man, instead of being a faculty of apprebending redlity will 'be,
faculty of disproving it T'his stricture of Martinesu hgainst
can be equally spplied against Sasakara. His philosopby in th
sense defeafs its own purpose nnd declares the problern insdlohle
nnd all knowledge fallagions. - B
‘e Jpast separation between knowledge and reality, origin
ntes almost insoluble problems in philosophy, © The weidence
of mt-mmumnthn only trnstwwthr evidence and if

a;j
N
- a -~ -
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it i detied sothing remiine to held to. Raminnje thersfore
{ decepts the svidence of self-consciousness nod that whiclf

anow-

lesge reports i unbesitatingly necepted ia true. Sell-consiious

presentabion ix the test of truth, Here i the divergenes between .

RamAunja and Sadikars, Serikora led by trunscendental instinct
pannot accept the evidence of self-conseiousnesy as truth, lor
self-conkcionsness b0 him e relstive consclomsncss. He calls
nothing truth “which has the least possibility of denial, Self-

consciousness is also smtually denied. RAmAnuja dissents strongly *

from this position.  He cluims that self-consciousness is mever
"denied snd a8 such if i3 thé only source by whicl we can
appraise 4ruth or falsify, .Our knowledge 11 Always soncrete
and conerete knowledge lins always a reference to being- Know-
! Jedga and being are suppoeed in- cach other. Kuowledge is im-
possible Wwhen it in not expressive, And when il ie expressive
it is akpressive of truth be i phenomenal or frauscendental.
_ Expressive conscionsness can never be fize, although it might
|express truth immanent er troth trauscendent. .
{* But a question msy arise that this alo is an extreme
{position and cannot be logically supported. I all experi-
nee is Yruth then the distioction between error and bruth
| Will dissppear * from human experience, bug such 4s  nol
‘the ease. Ramilouja replies thai it v so” Hrror M i

- lijgieal faet, Whatever appears in knotwledge is truth.  Even in
| Ihse perception thers is an element of truth in the object though -
’ this eloment iz practically oot wuseful' Falsity is therefore.

"\ (o) Tashvi (rivrinmakeikiiniti frutyniva codifar Srutysive dardith

Bl eirve sarvatrs surhigeiab.
- =R, Bh. p. 188 (Bombay Editicn).

’ (b) Mariciki-falajfiine lejal-pribivyorapyambons vidyaminstviid

_l-inﬂﬁ]rudugm;ni tejab-pribivyorsgmbayid  adrsjavadiccimbune gruhagid

' yuthiribatvam. - \
ibid, p. 187.

This problein is fully diseussed (he ** Bpistemology of Tlusion.”

'}
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more pragmatic’ than real, so for as knowledge is_ concarn-
ed. Ifids nol folke vor iz the objeci which' it reporfs. Falsity
llﬂmrﬁwlﬂuf its practical valwe. Soch a conolusion leads |
né fo sccept ihie truth of el forms oi knowlodge, und lmnulu!gn |
updér any condition can never be conceived to be Talse, Knows
ledge of courss® & liere concrete nnd its lendency i to°reveal
ifeelf in its complete nature, =s something: thatupm&aﬁ its
own object. Koowledge hos always o reference to an abject |
snd i='never fres from if. If this be the ulfimate character of -
ﬁuowlaﬂgu it eam never be coneeived as transcending relations: l
. Knowledge is easentially relations] conssiousmess and this veli- |,
tional conscionzness cin paver be false. Knowledgo is then always {
epistemological and logical, and since there isna distinefion &

*  between truth and knowledge, truih ultimately becomes o logieal !

reality.. Ii ean pever ﬂrmud 1ts logical nature it ean never!
be super-logical. J
The lil:abpmm that strikes us in the ;.lhﬂnanphy of Eﬁmlunj'l
f it bis attitude and method of up ¢ nnd

W’ "' herein ariges “the fundamental d;ﬂ'amnm be-:,

tween Suirkara and Ramanujs. Raomnujs's!
llt;tnﬁe has been sssentially logiéal and though be elaims ﬂ'lQ
rnvelnﬂnn of imth still his att-nmpt has-been essentially fo bemi
out the -intuifions by ]ﬁgicnl reason nud fo show Lhe correspon.-
dutied between infiition and resson:  In Riminujs the appurent
ﬂipmt&helwam reason 2nd intwition bas been sei aside and i’: -
!hﬁ.blﬂ[ possible for him to show that intuition and reasol)
give us the same trath, The fundsmental points of diffe

|
| boiween Bamkars and HAmdnuju arise out of the relation bed"™

twean reason atd inthition. _ Rimagujs does not find wuy eonfli

hetween the two, for in his aase ranson and intuition funetion im
the same wnyz thay are relationn] consciousness, Heason can-
ceives, intgition perceives. Reason conceives relations, intui- |

+ fian perceives them. Both of them work in the same way,

Wﬂ- may. go far and say that intuition is s form d]udgnmnt.
_&inog mhnhan intuits,
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The fundamental difference between Samkara and Rimanuja
lies in their conception of intnition. In Sarkara infuition
cannot be intuited, in Rimanujs it can. Intuition is an
accomplished fact in both Samkara and Rimanuja, for none
can establish it. But in Ramianuja this infuition is a unity
and not an identity of consciousness and sinee it is unily,
it is a fact involving a process within itself. A process
implies a reference, intuition refers to itsell and becomes sell-
intuitive.

This difference in the character of intuition has made the
position of Riamanuja fundamentally different from Samkara.
His position, therefore, has been more logical than psychologi-
cal, for he cunuot conceive of any stute of consciousness where the
logical self dies out in transcendental intuition, Knowledge is
essentially judgment in any stage of conscionsness. It does not
matter whetber the reference in judgment is self or something
besides self.

The unique feature of Raminuja's system is his identifica-

L tion of the theory of knowledge with the
mﬂﬂ";;?:ﬂm d theory of Béing. Riminuja doez not deviate
from the chief Vediintic principle that “‘what-

ever ig, 18 consciousness.”' But he differs from Samikara in con-
ceiving of a dialectic necessity of expression in the wetaphysical
reality as well as in epistemological knowledge. Knowledge
develops through a dialectic and it never denies a dinlectic expres-
sion, be it finite knowledge or infinite knowledge. The more we
understand our self-conseious life the more we approach fowards
the understanding of the infinite life and purpose. for between
the finite and infinite there is no difference in nature al-
though there may be difference in powers. Ramfnuja’s is
a completely logical principle and he in this respect is
quite like Hegel and poles asunder from Bergson. The ulti-
mate reality can be called energising reason, as distinguished
from the a-logicul principle of Bergson. And therefore there can
be no gap between our epistemological thinking and metaphysical
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reality. For, if thinking has a law of its own in order to develop
and build up a system of knowledge, this law cannot be essen-
tially different from the way in which being expresses itself.

Epistemology therefore has greater importance in Rimfinuja
than in Sarmkars ; for through it we can understand not only the
inward nature of our self-conscious being but also the inward
nature of the divine being. A clear understanding how know-
ledge does develop will throw a flood of light upon metaphysics.

The distinetion of relative and absolute knowledge has not
found a place in Rimannja in the sense of Samkara. Sarhkara
has not been able to synthesise absolute knowledge with relative
knowledge and he has therefore been led to deny relative truth
and knowledge in the absolute. Such bas not been the case with
Rimdnuja. RBaminuja has drawn no distinetion between abso-
lute and relative truth and absolute and relative knowledge in the
sense in which Saritkara does. No doubt he accepts the distine-
tion in another way, and calls knowledge relative when it i8 not
seen in its full development and concreteness. An aspect of
reality is no doubt relative if it is not seen in its place in the
totality. Relative knowledge and fruth therefore are partial and
imperfect visions. They are partial and relative because the
fuller vision and fuller appreciation of reality are still wanting,
Popular knowledge is thus relative and imperfect, and so is

ientific knowledge. But philosopbic knowledge gives us the
absolute truth and knowledge ; for all the relations which know-
ledge implies are now seen in a completely unified system.
Unity is truth. Presentations of diversity are imperfect present-
ations of truth. In RimaAnuja there is & persistent demand of
thought developing this all-comprehensive unity and so long as
it is done our knowledge may be relative or scientific but not
philesophic or absolute.

Epistemology in Raminuja has philosophic significance and
has not confined itsell to popular realism or subjective idealism.
Tt has not the tendency of denying the implication of subject and
object nor of confining knowledge {o this implication alone. Ij



NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE 256

takes from realism the elear implication of the presenfation of
the object to the subject, and at the same fime it moves towards
a higher synthesis of the unity of subject and object in the same
being, Samkars, as has been already shown, has denied
this unity of subject and object in s synthesis.

The epistemology of Sathkara, therefore, i3 true of rela-
tive consciousness ; in Rimdnujs the epistemology is true
of absolute consciousness. The difference between Sathkara and
Ramfnuja arises from the nature of thinking. Ramanuja
agrees with Samkara in sccepting that the principal law of
thinking is identity. Thought is anxious to establish identity
though it may pass through distinctions and contradictions.
Thought appears to contradict itsell in order to make itself
definite but this movement of thought is only temporary. The
mere positing of a thing or an idea is & bare sbstraction and
thought is under a dialectic necessity to come out of this position
and affim an antithesis. This antithesis is a distinetion which
thought draws out in order to make the original position conerete
and clear. But thought also cannot long remain in this attitude
of keeping up distinctions without synthesising them in a higher
integrity. It therefore by itself moves to a unity in which the
distinetions of thesis and antithesis are nssimilateds

Epistemology must take into consideration the prineiple
according to which thought moves. The tendency of thought is
to pass from absiract to concrete and make the bare notion of
an indeterminate cognition definite and concrete. In Raminuja
the tendency of thought is slways to build up a concrete world
of knowledge in which all the parts are unified in a system.
Bat even in gffirming this tendency of thought Ramanuja has
not lost sight of the importance of identity and has not recognised
contradiction as a law of thought. Thought thinks in distine-
tions but never in contradictions. The distinctions which are
apparently implicit are made explicit in the process and the
whole which appears as a notion comes oul as an idea, The

4
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necessity of thonght is to build up & unity of system in which
the parts are seen in the whole in their identity and distinetions,
Ramanuja thinks that when we perceive the whole we perceive
a synthesised identity of existence. He differs [rom Sarkara
in affirming that thought never embraces abstract identity ; it only
embraces a conerete identity. This dialectic of thinking is not
present in Samkara, inasmuch as he thinks that thought can
think of identity but not of diffcrences. The differences are
illugive ; and whenever logic wants to determine them they seem
to involve contradictions and anlinomies,

True to his epistemological theory R&manuja defines truth
as that which appears in knowledge. Anything appearing before
consciousness impresses it with its own existence and knowledge
can hardly deny it. It is truth because it is a fact of experience.!
Ramdnnja has offered a theory of error not from the epistemo-
logical standpoint but from a pragmatic standpoint. In this
he seems to haye drawn a distinction befween reality and
actuality and he thinks that all things are real which are
objecis of knowledge though all things are not actual. The
falsity lies in actuality but not in reality. As a thing the false
appearance is not false, for it has a theoretic existence but no
practical usefulness, Here lies its falsity. It appears from this
that according to Ramfnuja the ideal of truth lies in the unity
of reality and actuality, for the ideal seems to be the com-
plete ngreement of knowledge and practice. Since this agree-
ment is not to be found in all objects of experience, some are
called true and some are called false. Error is;, therefore, not
logical for the correspondence of ideas to [hcts always remains,
and is nover violated. This correspondence iz what marks out
Ramanuju's theory of error from Samkara's theory. According
to Sumkara this correspondence is not always 4 fact, and there-
fore logical error 18 poasible and is often the case, In R&manujs
guch wumhihty does not arise.

1 R. Bh., pp. 88-86 (Narasithhasirya’s Edition),
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But purely from theoretical and epistemological standpoint,
truth is, in Baminuja, a compleie system, for knowledge is
relational, and so long as knowledge does not develop the complete
system within itself, it suffers from a limifation. Psychologi-
cally or logically u fact is true because it appears or there is a
correspondence between our idea and & fact, We do not press
the psychological or logical test further. But metaphysics cannot
remain satisfied with this. It is anxious fo sece the whole net-
work of knowledge spread out in a system and to apprehend the
partsin the synthesis of the whole, and so long as this is not done
it can lLardly remain satisfied. Motaphysics, therefore, spins
out & relational scheme of ull forms of knowledge and tends to
transcend division and partial presentations in a complete
unity. From this standpoint we are forced to conceive éven in
Ramanuja the distinction of truth and falsity, Truth is the full
presentation of reality and falsity & parfial presentation. The
former is the function of philosophy, the latter of psychologicsl
knowledge. Epistemology, therefore, bas an inherent urge to
build up the whole system of knowledge and not to be satisfied
with the psychological implication of the mutuality of subject
and object. Since in Ramdnuja being is consciousness, the
metaphysical theory is identical with epistemology, and epistemo-
logy must present the complete development of knowledge in &,
unified system, and must not be satisfied with the presentation
of a partial aspect,

Ramanuja admits two forms of knowledge, viz., Nirvikalpa

= snd Savikalpa, indeterminate and dnt&munnte
II.II:!

m _Ifmwlaﬁ# But his theory of knowledge does not deny the

subject-object reference in knowledge, Rama-

nuja las no doubt drawn a distinction between indefinite and

definite knowledge, but his indefinite cognition is not the bare same-

ness of consciousness apart from all distinctions.' Knowledge,

! Nirvikalpakamap! savidesavisayameva, savikalpake svasminnany.

bhiitapadartha-pratisarndhinshetutvis,
—R. Bh,, p. 78, Bombay Edn.
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to he knowledge, must possess @ concreteness and definileness.
Indeterminate perception is the apprehension of an ebject
as divested of certain forms of difference bus not of all difference.’
An object fully divested of all difference is impossible and camnot
consequently be ever perceived.  Consciousness takes notice of an
ebject when the object is marked with certain chamoteriatics,
i.e., apprchension becomes possible in and through certain points
of distinction or difference. The true distinetion between
indeterminate and determinate perception is that the former is the
apprehension of the first individual among a number of
things belonging to the same class, while the latter is the
apprehension of a second and a third individual ond so an.
On the perception of the first cow, for example, the perceiver
i not conscions of the fact that the genene character of

the olass “cow " extends also fo this particular cow umder

investigation. The perception of the first cow therefore consti-
tutes  Nirvikalpa or indeterminate knowledge while the per-
ception of the second or the third cow illustrates Savikalpa or
determinate knowledge ns in this case a comparison iz made
among cows. In the case of the second, and third individual,
we apprehend, in addition to the thing possessing  structure and
fo the structure itself, the speeial attribute of the persistence of
the generie character, and hence the perception is determinate.
From oll this it follows thal perception has never for its object
that which is devoid of all difference. *

Nylyapariguddhi nnd Tatteamuktakalipa of the Visistadoailo
Behool develop the ides more fully. They take the facts of ex-
perience and prove by un analysis of these facts that knowledge
~in its very first moment is slso determinate. They use the term

1 Nirvikalpakath nima kenacid vifegepa viyukiusys grahapa: ns
survavisesarashitasyn; tothibhitasyn kidacidapi grabagpidarfsnid snuopa-
“patted

~R. Bh., p. 73, Bambay BEdition.
#  Ibid, p. 78,
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Nirvikalpa and interpret it in & more clear light. Whenever
one perceives an object, the characteristics of the object flash out
in the pereeivér. He knows 8 cow and he is also conscious of
the cowhood in the eow. This is Nirvikalpa knowledge.
Savikalpa knowledge is the result of comparizon and contrast and
one is eonseious only of cowhood in the cow and knows at the
same time that there does not exist non-cowhood, i.e., horsehood
etg., in the cow.!

Enowledge of the first moment too cannot but be deter-
minate and relational. The knowledge which forms a potent
factor in our life is always characlerised by some notions or pre-
vious ideas, and never transcends the subject-object reference,

Rimanuja has an elaborate dialectic against Samkara’s
conception of indeterminate cognition.
According to Raminuja, there is no proof of non-differentiat-
Rsbntin's | i ed consciousness. o enter into details, those
ockio uguintt Suiitr  who maintain the doctrine of one substance
indetermimate  know  devoid of all difference have no right to assert
that this or that is 8 proof of such a substance ;
for knowledge has for its object things affected with difference.?
It is argued by the Sarmkarites that such knowledge does not
depend on proof but is due to one's own consciousuess. This
contention Raminugja bolds to be unsatisfactory. All conscious-
ness becomes possible only in and through distinetion,  All states
of consciousness have for their object something that must be
characterised by some point of difference. It is equally illustra-
ted in the case of a judgment as well. TFor example, I form the
judgment ‘I see this pot.” The pot which stands asthe object of
judgment is not devoid of all difference, on the other hand, it is

P Ny.P.,p.82:T. M. K, p. 58,

¥ Nirvifesavostuvidibhily nirvidese vastuni |dath pramdgemiti na
gakyate vakium; savifesavastuvisayatvil sarvapromininim.

—RB. Bh., p. 70, Bombay Editicn.
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perceived as having an individuality of its own when we say ¢ this.’
The pot has not got mere being, but it has got cerfain characteris-
tics of its own by virtue of which it becomés the object of
apprehension. Ii is devoid of some points of difference in the
sense that it is not perceived as belonging to a class nor does the
knowledge of the pot result from comparison and contrast with
other objects. In the very inception of the knowledge of the pot
it is perceived in and through its own individual nature which
stands 85 the mark that makes it conceivable. Henee this know-
ledge of the pot is not indeterminate but only devoid of some
differences. Moreover, you yourself admit that to consciousness
there actually belong different attmbutes such as permanency,
oneness, self-luminousness, ete., and of these it cannot be shown
{hat they are only being in general. And even if the latter point
were admitted, we observe that there takes place a disoussion of
different views, and youn yoursell attempt to prove your theory
by means of the differences between those views and your own.
It must, therefore, be admitted that reality is affected with
difference well established by valid means of proof.!

Samkara liolds that in the act of perception, we apprebend
merely the being of objects  (sanmatragrahi) and not the different
characteristics of the object that are due to recognition and infer-
ence. Difference is not the result of perception,

Raminuja points out the absurdity of this assertion. In
perception, things are distinguished by their generic character.
Generic character expresses its own nature as well as the object
in which it inheres. Sarhkarites also admit this characteristic
of the relative terms, Knowledge reveals itself as well as its
object simultaneously. Colour expresses ite own nature and st
the same time manifests the nature of the objeot in which it

! Bvibhyupagatados nityntvidsyo hyancknvisesih saniyewn, te ea na
vastumitramiti sakyopapadandh; vastumitribhyupagame satyspi vidhi-
bhedavividadarfanit; alal) primagikavidegalh vidistamevs vaslviti vakis.
vyam,

—=X. Bh,, pp, 71-72, Bombay Edn.
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inheres, Similarly, difference, being o relative term, manifests
itself as well as the thing that differs instantaneously. Even
when perception takes place momentarily we apprehend within
that very moment the generic character which constitutes on the
one hand the difference of the thing in respect of others and on
the other the particular characteristics of the thing itself. II
perception reveals being only, then the particular judgments
would be empticed of all meaning, ¢.g., a man searching for n horze
would be satisfied by finding a buffalo.!

Sarikara holds that consciousness is self-faminous but devoid
of relations to objects. Buf Ramanuja lays down that to
think of conscionsness as unrelated to objects is inconceivable.
Such consciousness cannot be proved in any way. Moreover,
consciousness is proved as self-luminous on the ground of its
essentinl nature which consists m revealing its objects. If we
deny this characteristic, we are bound to deny at the same time
that conscionsness 1s sell-luminous. Therefore, consciousness
has its meaning in and through the object which is revealed by
consciousness. Again, if it be held that consciousness does not
depend on its object for its apprehension, but is revealed by
another consciousness, then we commit the fallacy of infinite
regress and knowledge itself loses its own nature in so far as it
fails to illuminate itself. Thus when we judge from our ex-
perience, we find that consciousness without its object can
never be cognised. That consciousness in the state of deep
sleep is without its object, is not experienced. That the
knowledge in deep sleep is determinate is proved by a definite
remembrance of experience in sleep, otherwise such knowledge as
** I had o happy sleep ' is impossible in the waking state.

Madhvites agree with RAminuja as regards the nature

. of knowledge. Both have held the synthetic
Midiva Pputenc®:  und dynamic character of knowledge, This
character of knowledge is revealed as a reality through

! R, Bh., p. 74,
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differences subsisting between the subject and object which knows
ledge, az a synthetic activity, brings into unity. According to
the Madhvites knowledge is ulways relative. Even in its fimal
stage, the stage of salvation or mukti, it is relative and never
becomes absolute.’
It may be interesting to observe that the denial of indeter-
e minate, non-relational knowledge on the parl
and the Grsmmases  ©f Ramfnuja and Madhva is not altogether
Rt an original theory of their own. The Gram-
marian School long ago refuted the possibility of indeterminate
cognition. Bhartrhari in his monumental work, the Vikya-
padiya, has taken elaborate pains to prove that knowledge is
possible only through the use of words—nay, that word and
knowledge are identical. This is bu a logical consequence of
the metaphysical doctrine that the whole universe is but a
development from the eternal prineiple, Sabdabrahman, the
eternnl word which is the final reality.* Word and conscious-
nesa are the same thing, consclousness minus word is comparable
to light without its illumination and since word refers to some-
thing beyond its own self and is thus by ils constitution
relational, all knowledge is therefore relational and determinate.®
Even the primal cognition is a judgment and associated with
verbal expression, though the verbal reference may be of a very
general kind. Thue, though the particular verbal expression

T Ni ca jiitrifeysrahitarh jiinaxh kvipi drstam.
—Visnutattvanirnayn,
Midhva epistemology is a chapter by itself, snd a detailed discussion
i& impossible within thesa limits. We notiee here only ita agreement with
the school of Raminujn as regaeds the subject-object reference in
kmowiedge,
2 Ansdinidhsoarh Brahmn sabdatattvarh yadaksursm,
Vivartate'rtha bhivens prukriyh jagato yatah.
—Vik, P, Ch. 1. L.
* Vigripsta cedutkrimed svabodhasya Sadvati,
Na prakidab prakideta si hi prabyavamardinl.
—Ibid, 1, 1. 125,
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may not be known, the perceived object will at least be referred
to in its most generic verbal clisracter—e.g., " it is a substance
orso.” But the full individuality is revealed when the specific
ward presents itself.’
Gangeda, the founder of the Modern Bengal School of Logic,
e e has entered into an elaborate polemic against
paint and bis dislectse  those philosophers who deny the possibility of
E:;"_‘ indvamings  indeterminate apprebension  (mirvikalpa-
S, kajiana). Gangesa divides perceptual know-
ledge into two categories,—indeterminate and determinate. He
defines this indeterminate perception ns a cognition which is
devoid of associstion with name, class-concept, ste., and is thus
unmodalised’ and incognisant of relation® Gangeda, however,
finds no evidence in favour of this cognition in empirical
experience, nor in practical conduct; which is made possible by
determinate experience alone.” But he contends that relational
experience presupposes the previous knowledge of the terms out
: of relation, otherwise a determinate cognition cannot come info

! Yo'pi prathamanip@iti bihyesvarthesu prakido videga nimittiparigrahs
'pi vastomitrs idarh taditi probynvebbisayeti wigripatiyiifica satyam
utpanna’pi prakado vifesavigripam asvikurvan prakidakriyisadhanatiyich
ea vyayatisthata,
—P.C. on the Vakyspadiys, 1. 1. 12,
An elaborate discussion of the Sabdubrafima-theory of the grammarian
school will not be relevant in the present context. The philosophy of
Bhartrhari however is remarkabla for its originality and boldoees: The
gentie reader’ who  may be interested to know further detalls, is referred
to the original work, specially the firsh chapler entitled Brahmal@nda of
the Vikyapadiys and Pogyarija's Commentary, the Prakiis thereon.

2 Taeea pratyaksath dvividhath, nirvikelpskarh savikalpakafi ceti, tatra
nama-jityadiyojanirshitad valdistyAnavagahi nisprakilrakarh nirvikalpakam

—Nirvikalpavida.—T. C., p. 809, Bibliothess Indion Scries.
¥ Na pratyaksam nsiddheh, afindrivatvibhyupsgamie os, na ea

vyavahimb, tasys savikalpasidhyatvit.
—1.C,, p, 809,

b
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being.! Now a determinate cognition of cow is not cognisant
of the individual alone, but is qualified and determined by the
class-character, cowhood (gotva). 'This is a complex judgment
constituted by three factors, the class-character (gotva), the
individual cow and the relation (vaisistya) which unifies the
two into a judgment-whols, This complex judgment can be
possible if there is a previous simple apprebension of the
constituent terms out of relation. The contention of the
theistic schools that all knowledge, the primal sensuous ex-
perience not excepted, is determinate and relational, is absurd,
as it will ineyitably lead to a regressus ad infinitum. For,
a relational knowledge presupposes an independent knowledge
of the relala and if this previous cogoition is again determinate,
that will require another determinate cognition and so on to
infinity. So ona has to postulate the existence of s pre-
vious non-relational, indeterminate cognition as the condition
and raison détre of the determinate experience as a matter
of logical necessity.® It is however worthy of remark that
GangeSa is in full agreement with the theistic schools that
there is no psychological evidence in favour of indeterminate
experience, it being supra-sensuous and supra-mental (afindriya).
But he rightly insists that the existence of such knowledge is
undeniable in deference to logical necessity—a position which is
ignored or slurred over by the theistic philosophers to their cost.
All other schools of philosophy, so far as our knowledge goes,
have unanimously admitted the existence of indeterminate
experience. The Buddhist and the Samkarites emphatically hold
that such experience is felt as much as determinate experience
anid so both psychological and logical evidenes alike indubitably

! Gour iti pratynksarh jiiinmbh janysvifesapajiiina-janyam janya-

vidistajfilnatvit, ~—T. 0., p. 817,
9 Nnoca tad visistajfiinam cva, tatripi videsanajnanipeksiyim ansvas-
thipatter ity Glocanasiddhil, —T, C., p. 814.

Qanigeés here remsrkably anticipstes modern neo-realistic thought in
the West as exemplified ip Russell, Perry aad, others.
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point fo the existence of such experience. The denial of
indeterminate experience by the schools of Réminuja and Madhva
15 inspired by the metaphysical and religious doctrines to which
they are committed. They deny the existence of simple, non-
relational and abstract being and this metaphysical commitment
necessitates the denial of simple experience, which might prove
the existence of a simple reality. The grammarians, who hold
that word is the essence of consciousness, cannot but regard all
knowledge as determinate and relational, being inseparately mixed
up with word-elements, which have invariably a reference to an
other. 'We have seen that psychological evidence is not a strong
point with them and logical evidence is decidedly against their
epistemological position. Epistemological estimation should be
based upon the testimony of psychology and logic and it is bound
to err when metaphysical preconceptions are allowed to warp the
epistemological vision.

Gangesa, after proving the necessity of a previous non-rela-
tional knowledge as the pre-condition of relational knowledge,
proceeds to refute the possibility of this simple knowledge being
supplied by means of sources of knowledge other than perception.
Now, the primal determinate perception of the cow cannot be

“supposed to have been occasioned by & memory of the class-
character * cowhood,’ which is found to enter into the composition
of the determinate experience. Memory is possible if there is a
previous perceptual experience af its back. But it being the first
determinate experience and there being no previous perception of
cowhood (gotva) memory has no reison d’étre of its own. Nor
can it be supposed that this previous knowledge of cowhood was
engendered in a past life and so memory takes place in the pre-
sent life. Because sueh supposition has no logical necessity.
Again, there is no possible stimulant for the memory-impression
in question. To appeal to unsecen destiny is a desperate attempt.
If sense-contact with cowhood, which is admitted by the Naiya-
yika as the ceuse of indeferminate perception of cowhood,
be supposed o operate as the stimulant (udbodhaka) of the
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memory-impression, the Naiyayika would urge that it is more
logical to suppose that the knowledge of cowhood is caused by
sanse-object contact, which is admittedly the cause of perceptual
knowledge in other cases, e.g., of the individual cow. Because
it is admitted on all hands that when the cause .of perceptual
knowledge and the cause of memory are identical, the resultant
knowledge is perception and not memory.’ If ithis dieturmn
is mot admitted, then the knowledge of eternal verities would
always be memory and not perceptual experience, which is
absurd? In the case of eternal verities like Space and Time
and the like we are scquainted with them every day and
if memary would have precedence over perception, the knowledge
of those ecategories would be memory alone. But this is
opposed to experience. So memory cannot be requisitioned
by the opponent as an explanation of the idea of cowhood.
Moreover it is obvious that this shifting back to the past life
for the explanation of common experience in this is neither
gane nor helpful. Because, the difficulty is only pushed back
and not solved by this subterfuge. It may be legitimately
questioned whether the previous knowledge of cowhood in the
past life is memory or simple experience (anubhaea). If the
former is the case, then the difficulty remains as it is, or it will
lead to the vicious infinite. If the latter alternative is conceded,
we do not see any earthly reason why the possibility of such
simple experience in this life should be denjed, Gangesa how-
ever does not nrge this objection perhaps because he thought it to
be too obvious or that he thonght that the opponent would
regard this infinite regression as innocent like the infinite series

! Yo evagotvendriyasannikarsastave nirvikalpake hetub ss evasarhski-
rodbodhiaka iti oct, tarbi atra kiptakirnpa-bhivad golvendriyasannikarsid
gotvinubhava evs syiit, smoranasimagrito’ nubhavasimagryd balavattvit.

—T. C,, p. 814.

¥ Yadi canubbavesimagritall smarigaii, tadd nityindd vaidikirthi-

nidl ¢ smaranaii: 8yin na tu snubhavah,

—T1. O, p. 819,
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of seed and sprout (bijankuranydye). Bui GangeSa has empha-
tically pointed out that there is no logical ground for such un-
warranted supposition, which rather complicates a simple
issue.

To bring this discussion within the focus of Western
thought, we find the same fierce controversy about the distinetion
0f knowledge into Indeterminate and Determinate and the pro-
blems raised by it is a striking parallelism of thought between
the Eastern and Western philosopbers. That there is some form
of indeterminate knowledge has been granted by Western thinkers
under varions names. James speaks of ‘ pure sensation,’'
Hobhouse of * & bare apprehension of the present,” Kant expatiates
ona ° pure manifold ' and Lossky in his Intuitive Basis of
Knowledge elaborates the conception of * immediate experience or
consciousness prior to the exercise of any discriminative activity.’
Against this Prof. Dawes Hicks and others strongly maintain
that ** not even the crudest, vaguest consciousness of s content
can be accounied for either psychologically or epistemologically
-without calling to our aidin the exposition the notion of a
diseriminative activity.” According to Bradley also we have in
the sensation of the blue colour o that which is actually present
and o what or the peculiar quality by which it is distinguished
and in immediate apprehemsion we are pot conscious of the «
distinction between the two aspects. The Advaitins and’
Buddhists agree with Kantin holding the indeterminate state to
be a pure manifold. The determinations (vikalpas) are extra-
neous and the manifold when schematised gives only phenomens,
If according to Kant the manifold of sense arises ns a result of the
action of the things-in-themselves (Dinge an sich) which are
different from the principle of consciousness, to the Advaitins the
manifold is a determination in consciousness (coitanyam) due to
Adhydsa or illusory super-imposition conditioned by Maya,
Ramanuja and the Naiyayikas agree on the other hand with Hegel
and his followers such as Bradley, Bosanquet, etc., in holding that
in determinate perception there emerges nothing extraneous or
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adventitions except what has o prior implicit existence in the
indeterminate state. If the indeterminate is something of
which we are not direcily conscious, it is a logical prius
or indispensable background of determinate perception. While
from the Hegelian standpoint this passage from the implicit to
thi explicit is itself something necessitated by the nature of the
content, 4., the inner dialectic of the Idea, the Naiyayikas
bold that it is the relating activity of the thinker that makes this
transition possible. R8manuja however differs from both in hold-
ing that this passage fromthe implicit to the explicit stage iz due
neither to the inner necessity of the content nor to the activity of
the thinker but to the mediation of experience. The real difficulty
about the existence of the indeterminate is that we cannot catch
hold of it in a pure state. As Bradley points it, ** the dilemma is
thut so far as I know of immediate experience, it does not exist,
and that hence, whether it exists or not I could in neither case
knowof it.”" This is really what has induced R&minujaand
Others to deny it. But the faot remains to quote Bradley again
that ** there is an immediate feeling, a» knowing and being in
one, with which knowledge begins; and, though this in a
manner is transcended, it nevertheless remains throughout asa
present foundation of my known world.” ** If we have certainty
anywhere,” eays Bradley, “this seems obvious we have certainty in
feeling. Whatever else may be doubted, at least we know what
we feel.” This is why we also find Sarmkurs insisting on
anubhali as the highest court of appeal in our search for
truth.

To sum vp: The epistemological discussion so far has
centred in the theories of knowledge as advanced by the Vedantic
teachers, Samkara, RamAnuja and Madhva. We have seen the
fundamental differences between them. Ram@ouja and Madhva
have both denied indeterminateness in cognition, Samkara has
emphasised indeterminateness in cognition, though be has not
gone like the Buddhists to the extreme of reducing all relations
of subject and object to nothing. Saihkara has in transcendental
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intuition the denial of the subject and object theory of know-
ledge.

None will quarrel with Ramanuja and Madhva with their
affirmation of subject-object theory, for it is a direct fact in ex-
perience and Saritkara will not differ from them in the characterisa-
tion of knowledge as involving the mutuality of subject and
object. In this all teachers agree and cannot but agree, for
a judgment is always an affirmation or negation of relation and
cannot be non-relational.

The difference begins when the teachers come to determine the
initial fact of knowledge, in other words the minimum of know-
ledge or pure cognition. Sathkara holds that in this minimum
the relational consciousness is neither explicit nor implicit. The
datum of experience or judgment is not in the least affected by
the subsequent judgment-construction, though the construction
15 made upon it. In other words Satikara makes a distinction
between the expression of Intuition and judgment-consiruction
and does not find the link between them. To Sarikara ihe
judgment-construction is more or less a demand of the empiric
and pragmatic consciousness and here knowledge is not seen
apart from its applicability to the practical affairs of life.
Satmkara has had therefore fo distinguish clearly between these
constructions and intuition,

Ramanuja and Madhva identify knowledge with judgment-
constructions and have not conceived knowledge independently
of these constructions. Their position therefore appears more
logical and with logical consistency they have made demands for
the mutuality of subject and object and for a differentiating con-
sciousness. No doubf they maintain stages where these are
implicit and not explicit and knowledge appears as indeterminate,
But it is not really indeterminate. It is, in Hegelian term,
notion. But a notion, however indeterminate it may appear, is
always a differentiating factor. Raménuja and Madhva have
therefore identified the initial knowledge with perceptual syn-
thesis. The absolute sameness of sensation is not to them
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knowledge, for they will ignore such an existence as not obtain-
ing in conerete consciousness and characterise it as epistemolo-
gically non-existent.

The difference then between Saimkara and Raminuja and
Mizdhva begins here and this difference has caused the great
divergence in their views and conception of life'and experience.
And, therefore, we must examine their contentions critically
before we can pass an opinion on their theories.

A relational consciousness implies two terms and a relation.
The knowledge of the relation is no doubt determinate, but the
terms in their first apprehension cannot be held to be determi-
nate, for determinatencss is a characterisation and a corparison
and these are not possible in' the inception of sense-perception.
A conerete conscionsness may be the demand' of life, but this
does not dispose of the existence of the initial cognition. Appre-
hension simple and puore is pre-supposed in thought-construction,
as its datum. Now this approehension, so long as it is an appre-
hension, eannot but be indeterminate. The eriticism of Madliva
that the characterisation of undividedness and homogeneity will
make knowledge determinate is not to the point, for this charac-
terisation is also a judgment-construction' which only attempts at
a clear conception of the apprehensions, but is no differentiation
of it, It is also an approach to it in the form of negative judg-
ments, as an indication in concrete conseiousness, but not a
characterisation of the simple appreliension.

Sarhikara hasdrawn a  distinction between appreliension and
knowledge, and so far as knowledge is concerned he does not
differ much from the theistic teachers. Therefore we find'in
his system implications of relative consciousness and of the value
and progress of such a life. This is more or less a pragmatic
demand and satisfaction which regunires a pragmatic theory of
knowledge. Samkarn appears to have held that the entire judg-
ment construction is the demand of life and the fallacies and
antinomies of relative consciousness are nof detected o long as
consciousness is dominated by pragmatic demands and thought
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unceasingly creates concrete universes fo satisfy the demand of
the divided life and consciousness. Thought is an instrument of
divided consciousness and cannot conceive its own destruction by
accepting the indeterminate consciousness. So long therefore as
the empiric consciousness dominates s, the assertion of Sarhkara
of an indeterminate Being and knowledge seems to be an jdle
assertion. Buof the fact remains that simple apprehension is not
thought activity nor a judgment, construction, and this cannot be
explained away. This psychological minimum is a puzzle to
Ramanuja and Madbva. In denying it they do not explain the
problem, but rather take protection in subterf nges which have no
clear meaning. And the fact should not be ignored that Sarbkara
in denying the empirical duality is conscious of a transcendence
in intnition and knowledge which does not come under the ordi-
nary logic. Samkara’s logic has two forms: (i) empirical and
(1)) transcendental. When the trunscendental consciousmess
dawns upon us the reality of empitic conscionsness pssumes an
idesl character. The construction whicl appears so long as real
now appears as ideal. This transcendental intoition modifies
the logic of realistic consciousness by the bigher logie, the
organon of super-consciousness. Philosophy in its final judgment
must abide by the intuition of transcendent consciousness,



CHAPTER I
SELP-LUMINOSITY OF KNOWLEDGE

Knowledge in the Advaita-Vedanta is held to be self-lumi-
nons and self-valid, Koowledge is sell-luminous because it
reveals its own existence as soon as it is borm.  Had it been
otherwise there would be a doubt, or error or certitude of its non-
existence. But even to an inquisitive mind such things are nof
seen to happen. Nobody doubts whether he has a particular
knowledge or not when that knowledge originates. In the case
of such objecte of knowledge as pot and the like the fact of
their existence is liable to doubt or misconception. So the
absence of this contingency puts knowledge in an altogether
different category from these material objects which depend for
the revelation of their existence upon their relevant knowledge.’
Our very experience, therefore, carries indisputable proof of the
self-luminosity of knowledge.® The NaiyAyikas, however, have
sought to explain the sbsence of doubt and error with reference
to the existence of knowledge on the ground that knowledge,
whenever it is born, is cognised by an act of introspection
(anuoyavasdyn) which certifies its existence.” But this auly
shifts the difficulty to thiz introspection itself. Well, the
guestion arises, whether this introspection certifies its own exist-
ence or requires another introspection for thie ? I the former

! Ghatidivyavahfire jliansovaye-vyatirckidastu tadapeksi.—T.0:, p.
7684. Bib. Ind, Series.

® (a) Vijiionh \Aval sveprakisah svats evabsiddhasyaripam, na
khalu vijfidne sati jijdasorapi kasyacit jauiei no veli sarhédsyab, na janimiti
vii viparyayo vystireknprami va.—Xl. Kk, p. 81.

¥ Vynvesiyasyn anuvysvasiyaniyamin na tetrs saidsyadl.—EKh. Kh.,
p. B3,
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alternative is conceded the Naiyayika gives up his own position.
The Naiyiyiks maintains that all existents are objects of know-
ledge and as such their existence is proved by knowledge only.
Knowledge too being an existent fact has also got to have its
existence certified by another knowledge. But if introspective
knowledge 18 believed ta be self-certified then the above position
is surrendered and there is nothing to prevent the extension of
this sell-evident character to any and every instance of knowledge.
So it must be held by the Naiyayika that introspective know-
ledge is incompeteat to prove its own existence. And in the
absence of such proof existence is linble to doubt and error.
Such being the ease, how ¢an you put absolute relignce on intro-
spection as proof of knowledge when the former's own esistence
18 open fo doubt. The consequence would be that knowledge,
too, for the proof of whose existence introspection was called
into requisition, would become equally liable to doubt or error.
And this contingency vannog be avoided even if three or four steps
in the process of introspection are admitted, because in the case
of the last introspection again the same difficulty would arise.*
None of these difficulties arises if knowledge is regarded s self-
tlluminative, that is to say, if its own existence iz believed o be
seli-evident. If, on the conirary, knowledge is not believed to be
capable of revesling its own existence and if it is thought to bLe
dependent on another distinct knowledge for the revelation of iis
existence, the consequence will be a vicious infinite series and so
no knowledge would be possible. The existence of a thing is
revealed by knowledge and if this knowledge again is unrevealed
and so would have a doubtful existence, it cannot be conceived
how this knowledge would serve as prool of the existence of the
object. The proof of any thing must not be liable to doubt,
otherwise its probative value would be doubtful. Thus know-
ledge being the proof of an object’s existence must be free
from doubt and error. And this can be possible if knowledge is

L Kh, Kh., pp, 83-85,
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believed to be self-evident. The multiplication of instances of
knowledge would serve only to add to our embarrassment if each
and every instance of knowledge is believed to be incompetent to
prove its own existence and thus be made dependent on another.*

The Naiyiyikas here argue that the entire charge of the
Adyaitins, that the vicious infinite would be inevitable if know-
ledge is made dependent on another knowledge, 18 without
foundation. If we (Naiyayikag) held that all knowledze must be
cognised by a subsequent knowledge then the charge could be
bronght home sguninst our position. But such is not believed to
be the case. We maintuin that the cognition may remain un-
cogmsel and still reveals iis objest. The revelation of an object
is not dependent upon the revelation of the knowledge which
i assumed by the Advaitine without any reason. It may be
urged that knowledge must be cognised by an infrospection as
the causzal factors necessary for such introspection are present
intact. Well, the Naiyayikas postulate that the caunse of intro-
apection is the contact of the mind with the soul in which the
purticular knowledge inheres. Now thiz condition iz present in
full and there is nothing o prevent the introspection (anuvya-
vagiys) lrom coming into being. But this objection, the
Naiyayikas rejoin, 18 futile. Because the presence of the causal
factor does not goarantee the emergence of the effect. The
cause becomes operative only when there is no obstructive
element (pratibandhaka) to frustrate the causal operation. In
the case of prospective knowledge of introspection there nay be
an obstruction from other factors, for instance, there may be
presentation of & new perceptual datum or the rise of pleasure or
pain which would divert the mind from its original objective.
Bo there is no [restriction that knowledge must necessarily be

! (a) Anubhiiteranubhivyatve' navesthipitat.—Cig,, p. 15,
(b) Yadi vijifinazh parstal sidhysdanavasthi eyt —Eh. Kb, , p. B6.
{c) Paraprakifatve snavastheyd jhdniziddha vidrayisiddbeh —T.C.,
p. TeL.
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cognised as we have proved that knowledge may function even
rémaining itsell uncognised. What iz wanted for the revelation
of the object is the mere existence of the knowledge concerned
and not the cognition of the knowledge as well.!

The Advaiting urge 1 reply that this assertion of an un-
proved knowledge is only an ipse dizit which cannot be accepied
unless independent proofs are advanced in ils fuvour. In the
absence of such proofs the existence of such knowledge iz a
matter of doubt, and it can be asserted, on the contenry, that such
knowledge does not exist, The existence of an entity is attested
by an independent proof and when such proofs are locking and
the existence is only dogmatically asserted the opponent can
equally assert its non-existence. Likewise the existence of the
knowledge at issue has got to be proyed on the evidence of another
knowledge and this would necessitate a regressus ad infinitum.
If the existence of a proof ecould be aceepted without regard fo its
own proof then the existence of a pot also could be asserted with
eqnal disregnrd of all proofs.® The result will be that logical
procedure will be rendered absolutely futile and nugatory. No
evidence can therefore be advanced for the existence of an un-
known knowledge which is made the corner-stone of the Nyiya
epistemology. Tt has been argued by the Nuiyayikas that
general evidence is not lacking though specific evidence iu all
cases of knowledge is not sought after. The existence of know-
ledge is revealed to us when there is an enquiry about it. The

1 (a) Avasyavedyaia vitternibhiyupeyate, svirthovyavuhirastu svariips-
suttays prastyats iti kvinavasthi.—Kh. Kh., pp. B6.87.

(b) Vitteravadyavedyatvablibvens suaynsthi vigamas.

—T. ., p. T08.
¥ Tathi os pramipnsattipi tslpraminsssitimantarens o primigi-
kasyangikiriehi.............. yadi bi vinkive pramiyssstiiim pramiossattim

puro'figikiiryets tads ghatasattimapi tatbuivisigl kiryatimiti ghaje'pi vriha
pramiinopaoyisiyasal.
—Kh“ gh".! P mﬁ
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existence of the knowledge before the enquiry is made, remains
unknown and unattested. On the snalogy of such unattested
Jmowledge the existence of other cases of unsttested know ledge
tsinferred. And this inference by reason of its universal refer-
ence carries its own proof also., But this contention of the
Nuiyayika is opposed to the testimony of experience, We could
admit the validity of such inferences if we had even & single
experience of a series of kimwledge-instances in which each
succeeding knowledge would have for its content all pre-
vious instances of knowledges with their respective contents.
As a matter of fact our experiences are of the form * this is a pot’
and 1 know this pot, and no further knowledge is known by us
which could be pressed by the NaiyAyikss ss evidence of the
aforesaid experiences. And even if it had been possible this
would inevitably give rise to an infinite series. The contention
of the Naiyayikas, that the presence of other perceptual  data
cuts short this process, 12 equally hollow and unsubstantial:
because the mind could not be diverted from this process of
mfmite knowledge making lor the attestation of the previous
knowledges. The Nuiyayikas however have urged that this contin-
gency would ocour in the case of any and every instance of cause
and effect.  The effeet must bave its cause and this cause again
would have a further cause and that again another and so without
end. This sort of infinite regression is not a fault, beeause it
ecould arige only if there be such a series of enquiries which how-
ever are absolutely redundant. The Advaitina point out that
the snalogy here is not on all fours. The infinite series of
enquiries about the canse and effect does not srise because there
is 0o doubt about this causal relation ever coming to'a cesaation.
If this break in the causal series could be possible the effect in
question wonld have been uncaused and so would lave been
either eternally present or eternally non-existent. But no such
a priori absurdity affects the question of infinite series in regard
to knowledge. The series of knowledge instances is certainly
causally determined and if it breaks down at any particular



SELF-LUMINOSITY OF ENOWLEDGE 47

instance of knowledge then the last knowledge would become
impossible without its cause, so retrospectively it would entail
the absurdity of all previous instances. If to avoid this contin-
genoy it is presumed that o partioular knowledge is cognisant
of all knowledge-instances in general we, the Advaitins, would
ask, is this knowledge cognisant of its own =ell 2 I so, it would
become self-luminous which is our position. TIf it is believed
to be cognised by another it would lead to the vicions mfinite,
und if it iz held to be uncognised and unatiested it would fail
to serve as evidence of thie previons series,

Moreover the contention of the Naiyayikas, thst knowledge
is cognised by another knowledge when there is an enquiry about
it, ig an assumption which does not save it from the charge of
the vicious infinite. Enquiry about anything is possible only
if there is a previons knowledge of 1. But how could
this previous knowledge be possible if the knowledge in
question is not believed to be sell-evident, T this previous
knowledge iz held to be caused by nuother knowledge this would
cause  rearward infinite series. I the knowledge about a
knowledge is held to be caused by the influence of the Intter
without there being an enquoiry this would lead to an infinite
regress in the forward order.' All these contingencies however
are avoided if knowledge is believed to be self-luminous and sell-
evident as held by the monistic teachers.

The monistic conception of self-illumination has been
challenged by the Naiyayikas on the ground that a logical deter-
mination of self-luminosity (svaprakddotva) is an impossibility
because, as they contend, the concept cannot give ns any definite
idea. The author of the Tattvapradipika has set forth o number
of definitions of the concept of self-luminocsity (spaprakidatea)
whicl, in our judgment, seem to be different landmarks in the
history of the evolution ol the concept. These definitions are

1 Eh, Kbk, p. 90,
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‘nok o be régarded as mere scholastic elaborations having little
philosophical interest. There is good reason, on the other hand,
to believe thal these definitions, despite their scholastic appear-
ance, really represent the development of the dialectic movement
of philosaphical thought in course of which the status and fune-
tion of consciousness in relation to the objective reslity were
brought to 4 focus. The problem is one of absorbing interest
and has o profonnd value in ite bearing on the philesaphical
issues.  We propose to examine the different conceptions that
have been discussed by CitsukhiicArys, one of the greatest
dialecticians in the Sarmkara-Vedanta, land shall assess their
philesophical yalne.

Now what is the import of the concept of self-luminosity ?
Tt may be conceived to eonsist in the union
of existence and illumination. Tn  ofher
words we shall regard a thing fo be self-luminaus if we have
reason to believe that illumination eonstitutes its very being and
nature.' Objects of our empiric knowledge have existence of
their own, but as they lack the character of illnmination they
cinnol be ‘thought to he sell-lnminous or svaprakisoh. Know-
ledge, on the other hand, combining in itself both existence
and illumination thus alone becomes fit fo be ehnraeterized as sell-
luminous. This conception of self-luminosity however would be
futile. For the Naiyivikas to whom knowledee is cognised by
introspection (munyavasdya), do not denv the fact that knowledge
has its own existence as well as illumination though not
caused by itzelf, And the definition would obliterate the line of
demarcation between the concept of anto-illumination (svapra-
kidatea) s held by the Vedintists nnd that of aller-illumination
(paraprakitatva) ns maintained by the Naiyiyikas.

Now this conception of self-luminosity may be 8o modified
as to avoid this absurd issue and this can be done if the illumina-
tion in question is regarded as caused by its own self. To be

Salf-fominoatty  de-
fimee.

! Svadclsau prakifados svaprakidah —Cit., p. 8,
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explicit, we should regard that slone to- be self-lumineus, the
illumination of which is ::qmad by its own self and not by an
ultor """ But even this modification would nof muke the cow
of a&lHummumtJ free from ﬂh]ﬁ:tmns, because it makes mu-
scigusness both its subjeet and its object—Yoth cogniser énd the
mm—w!ucla is evidently absurd, ag the same thing cannot be
regarded as the subject and lha object in the same reforence. Tha
subject (karty) is what exercises s functionand the ohject is fhalcm
which an efiec is produced by the operation of the subject, T]l_ﬂ
operation must exist in & thing which is distinet from the object
operated upon. " The carpenter converis a piece of timber into a
table by exercising an operation, which is found in the carpenter
and not in the fimber which is operated upon, nor in the table .
which is the resultant product. The timber i3 the object bepuanse
the effect, namely, s transformation of the shape, is induced on
" ——it'ﬁ?‘ffftua of an operation which inheres in another distinot
entity; viz., the carpenter.* So to make the same thing the subject
and object is logieally absurd because it splits up an identity into
* tworopposed [netors, whicls is pgainst the law of identity.
This nh}u;ﬂilj’ has been sought to be rvaided by & further,
amendment. Knowledge, it is contended, is self-luminous Because
: -—,—;-L‘L ie mﬁhghtﬁ! up by any homogeneous illuminating faetor.
“~ This a Yawmp miglt be called svaprakdsab or self-luminons -« be-
eage it is mot illuminated by iny other illuminating factor whqﬁ
“may form same class with the lnmp. « Cognition oo is' self-
Tuminaus, bespuse according to the theory of the monists cognic -
% {ion is cognised' neither by its own sell nor by uny after-eogni-
tion or dnuvyaoasINT.
The quuhiym\’ adjunet sajitiya (homogeneons) is of vital :m-
portunes as it served to make the duﬁu:lmn precise and t]el'mle,
" excluding the possibility of extending its application fo the
Naiyayika view of cognition, for prakdsa without sajdfiyi may °

I Syne¥n avayunt ova prakaia it vA—CiL,, p. 8,
. ¥ 0f, Purssemayeta-keiyi ghala-dalitvacth karmutvam,
' Sajitiys-prakiddprak@systvam.—Cit., p. 8.
. .
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Pleasure, pain, similar other feelings and the lamp, the sun, and
all other physieal illuminations being objects of empire
knowledge cannot be characterised as jAandvisayo and claimed to
be self-luminous,

[t might however be argued that in avoiding the defeets of
the previous formulations which it snecessfully does toa great ex-
tent this new [ormulation creates an impossible position for the
Advaitins as 1t takes away the only ground from under their fest.
How could knowledge be asisaye or incapable of being an object
of knowledge, seeing that this very thesis has to be established
by inference and authority, etoe., thereby making it at least the
auhject (object) of such discassion ?

To obviate such an obvious criticism, a little modifieation
might be introduced by saying that self-luminous charscter may
be ascribed to *' what is subject to vyapahdra or empiric usage
while at the same time is not an object of knowledge.""’

The latter part of the definition as already explained simply
means that knowledge itself is not an object of knowledge like
other ordinary objects such as the pot, cloth, ete. And by the first
part ‘pyasahdra-vigayatvam ' it is merely implied that the logical
judgment in the form ** knowledge is self-luminous’’ is capable of
being logically proved, i.e., subject to inference and other proofs
like other logical judgments.

This however affords no real escape from the difficulties of
the position, for the admission of its being subject to logical
eriticism means no more than that it is subject 1o inference and
other proofs which are not other than knowledge.

Agnin, this position is suicidal, because it is inapplieable
to the case of Bralman, the Highest Consciousness, which being
beyond all Jogical determinations cannot be characterised by
vyavahdra-vigayatva or subject to the usages. For all usages cease
and limitations are negated, reasonings or ltarka are denied at
the dawn of super-consciousness.

! Vyavabiravigaysive sati jpindvisaystvam.—GQit., p. 3.

1277



. POST-SAMEARA DIALECTICS

In order to meet the eriticisms that have been levelled by
the NaiyAyikas, the Advaiis-Vedanta defines
finally the self-illuminative character of know-
ledge as follows :

“MThough incapable of being an object of knowledge, vet
possessing competence for perceptual use.'"'

Even this elaboration of the concept might be made the
target of criticism. For this would be inapplicable to
Brabman, the final consciousness, which is beyond all deter-
mination and therefore also all nsage. To avoid this, the
Advaitin  haz to take a voundabont course in order to
explain the definition so a4 fo make it applicable also o Final
Consciousness, Following the well-known Nyiiya method of
explanation by negations, he takes the phrase aparoksavya-
pahdrayogyatvam or * eapability of perceptual usage ' not in its
apparent ordinary positive sense but in a technical sense fo
imply or connote “‘ what would be the non-receptacle (anadhi-
karana) of eternal and absolute negation (atyaniGbhaoa) of the
capability of perceptual nsage.”” *  Thus by use of two negations
the Advaitin seeks to apply it to both empirieal and transcendental
or absolute consciousness. It is of course clear that empirie
knowledge has capability of perceptual usage, but can the same
thing be said of transcendental consciousness? Evidently it
oannot be said that absoluie knowledge has this capacify as
empiric knowledge has it. Now if ‘capability of perceptual usage’
be absent in Final Consciousness, it logically follows that the
ahsolute negation (atyantabhdava) of the * capability of perecplual
usage’ would be there and the critic’s charge of a * foo narrow *
definition would stand unassailable. But ‘ absolute negation " truly
constrned measns that it is eternal (nifya) and therefore it can

1 (g) Avedysive sati spurchsa-vyavahirayogyatvam svaprikifatvam,
—Cit.: p. B

{B) Apnmmvymhrter}'ugymyﬁ&hiptdus}'t nah sarhbbave svapra.
kisasyn Inksanfesthbhavabkutah —Ihid, p. 0,

2 _ﬁpwnh;nqunhirnjmntﬂhmﬁhhﬂﬁuﬂhikm;nm. Vide N,
]':.,ph

The fionl salgtion,
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never reside in any locus where its counterpart or pratiyogi cin
be found at any stage orin any form. The Naiyiyika vindica-
tion of the definition of Substance or dracya as essentially a
seat of qualitics (gumavatea) illostrates it. The Naiyiyikss
define the substance as the seat of properties, but they admil
that at the time of origination, there is no quality or property
attached to substance ; and the dofinition would become * too
narrow ' as. it would not cover the case of substance at the fime
of origination. To avoid this difficulty, they too have to main-
tain that ° the seat of property,” the essential mark of substance,
implies the *‘non-location of §he alsolute negation of the
seat of properties,” ' thercby making the definition applicable
to substunce both at the time of origination and thereafter: for
though at the time of origination there was no quality in a
substance, its absolute negation was not also there: sinen absolute
negation means eternal negation in the locus of its counterpart,
and cternality or absolutencss attributed to negation mesns that
its counterpart or prafiyogi 18 to be found in the locus st no
time or stage® Ior example, there is absolute negation of form
inthe air because at no time and under no circumstances, 18 there
any form in air, i.e., air is eternally formless.

The expression avedyafva or unknowability bas been intro-
duced as a qualilying epithet to the seeond condition to exclude
pot and such other things which may form the objects of percep-
tual usages. They being the objects of our empiric cognitions
cannof come within the scope of avedyatva. Now the critic may
return to the charge and say how it is possible to speak of Super-
consciousness as aredya? For in the admission of the Advaita-

I Moksadadiyam ¢n vivaksitadharmibhive'pl kadacit ssttvens tads-
tysntibhavinadhiksrapatvasy s gunidrayo dravyamitivet siddbeb
—Citaukhl, p: 9,
2 Na ca yogystaluksapn-dharmangikies avyaptirmokseadudisi
tadasarhbhavid apuaiddhiant adeeti dankaniyarh, yogyatvityantabhivinadhika-
ragatvasys tattvit, gupavattvityantabhivinadhikaragasys dravystvavat,
tana navyaptib.—Citsukhi, p. 0.
Cp. Advpitasiddhi, p. 768 ; Bombsy adition.
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Vedanta the self-luminous koowledge [forms the object of
authority or verbal cognition. Agama or scriptural testimony
is the only sonree to realise the trne nature of the Absolute, Pure
Being-Bliss-Consciousness. The highest being or Brahman has
been characterised as supanisuda, i.e., the reality cognisable
throngh the Upanisad texts which only can vonchsafe unto us
the truths of revelation. And no knowledge in Vedinta ewmpirie
oF intuitional, ean be marked as sell-lnminous or svaprakasa,
as all forms of knowledge cume under the scope of redya
or knowahle. Hence to avoid the suicidal character of the
definition the expression apedyatva should be taken i a
technical sense. It means phalavyiapyateabhava. Phala implies
the mesult of the definite functioning of the psychosiz or
menial process in the immediate cogoition ; and the mental
process functions in revealing objeets of cognition in its due
vividness.  Phalavyipyalvdbhiivn is 8 negative mark which
denies the determinale or definite mental functioning necessitated
in the immediate cognitive process. Psychosis or vrili in the
Adviita-Vedinta works definitely and indefinitely, In the case of
goncrete objects it is definite and determinate but in the caseof the
Absolute it is undefined and indeterminate. The formeér called
phalapyipya and the Iatter is ealled ortticyapya in the iz Vedantic
germinology, or, in other words, a concrete object is charac-
terised as phalavyapys and Brahman is known as vrttivyapya.

To put it more clearly, a perceptual process in the Advaita-
Vedanta implies the identity of the percipient-consciousness
(pramatreaitanys) with the object-consciousness (vigayacailanya).
The object-consciousness is the loeus of the object and direetly
roveals it. The immedinte knowledge of the object to the subject
supposes that the percipient-consciousness must gequire an
identity with the object-conscionsness.

¢* The external perception is marked by the anlahkarana
going out through the senses. The outgoing antabkarane soon
gets the form of the abject. This transformation i1s called vrfti.
Vrifi is a peychosis which acquires a definiteness due to the
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funetioning of mental conscionsness according to o mounld and
form, Consciousness in that determinate form removes the
ignorance and establishes the identity of the percipient and objeet
conscionsness.’" It is called phaia in the determinate perceptual
process. Advaits-Vedinta recognises three aspects of conscious-
ness and their identity in perception. Pramatrcailanya is
the subject-consciousness, Visayacaitanya is the object-congeions-
ness and Vrilicailanya is the consciouspess immanent in the
psychological process. ** Antalikaraya is a dynamic entity
and is unceasingly active in receiving the forms of objects. Tt
goes out through the sense chanmels and is engrafied on a thing
and takes impression of the object.”" Revelation of objects to
the percipient subject is called plalovydpyatea in the Advaita-
Vedanta. The negation of such a phalacyipyatea is evident
enough in the case of objects of past and future and of unper-
ceivable things, .g., merits, demerits, ete., az in those cases the
outgoing of antakkarana throngh the sense channels is not possible
because all those objects lie beyond the range of our senses ; and
identity of the three aspects of conscionsness is aleo impossible,.
As a result the definition of self-Juminous knowledge charncterised
by phalavyapyatvalihiva connoted by the expression avedyatea in
no way extends to the objects beyend the clgss defined.

The Advaiting further observe that the self-luminons
character of knowledge is a lngically valid concept whicly might
also be established by proofs (pramanss). And what is
established by proofs must have some essential charasteristies
which are s8t forth in the definition. The function of definition
is to point out the essentinl features of the things defined and
to classify them on the basis-of their essentials. It is therefore
clear that ifghe Advaitic category under discussion is established
by proafs grmmﬁtnw} it can wlso be logically defined. But ghe
proofs advanced by the mopistic teachers, have strongly been
criticised by the Naiyayikas. To appraise the value of their
arguments we should give an account of the dialectics used by
the rival schools of philosophy.
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The Advaitins advance the the following syllogism in their
o favour, *“ Consciousness is self-luminous
Adwitin's  infer- z ) 3
eoes 10 prove. selfio because it possesses the characteristic * anubhii-
e fitva.” And what does not possess this charae-
teristic © anubhififitea " is not characterised as self-lnminous or
‘svaprakidda,’ ¢ g., the pot.'  Or in other words ;

(A) all self-luminous things are possessing the
charactenistic anubhititea,
(E) No pots are possessing the characteristic
anubhiititva,
{E) No pots are self-luminous.

The syllogism may be explained thus: (1) pratijia or pro-
position or the thesis to be established is: consciousness is self-
luminous, (2) hefu or the reason is: because it possesses the
characteristic ** anubhititva,”" (3) uddharama or explanatory
example is the pot (yathad ghafah). Examples may be homo-
geneous or affirmative or ‘sadharmya’ where the property to be
proved and the ground (hetu) are present, and heterogeneous or
negative (paidharmya) where the property to be proved and the
ground are both absent. TIn the syllogism under discussion all
positive instances come under the scope of the minor or * paksa '
and this is why there is no conerete positive illustration to be
cited to prove the co-presence of the major or the property to be
proved nnd the middle or the ground. As the syllogism is
purely negative in its character only the negative instance is
shown to prove the co-presence of the *hetu’ and * sadhya’ on
the basis of the negative dialectic patent enough in the proposi-
tion * yannaivan tannaioam ' or whatever does not possess the
churacteristio *anubhatitoa® is not to be'called * sraprukasa * or
self-luminous, (1) Upanays or application: Tt asserts the

Y Anubhitih  svayarhprakidd  anubhititvit yannsiverh tapnaivam
yothd ghatah itysnuminam.—Cit., p. 11.
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presence or absence of the ground in the * paksa® or minor, In
the former case it is affirmative and in the latter it is negative,
“upanaya ' or application is evident in the jodgment * tathg
ceyam' or so is this consciousness. Because conseionaness
possesses the characteristic * anubhiititve® it is self-luminous.
- (5) The statement of conclusion is called nigamana. Nigamana
restates the proposition as grounded. What is tentatively put
forth in the proposition or ‘pratijia’ (the first member of the
syllogism) is established in the conelusion.
This syllogistic argument, the Naiydyikas point out, is
vitiated by a number of fallacies. The syllogism involves a
] dilemma whose two horns or poles are rendered
jeckiong, M b anlty by the two fallacies—siddhasadhanata
and sddhydprasiddhi. The Naiyayikas ask
whether the prior conception of the major or sidhya is a neces-
sary element in the Advaitic inference ?  If the monistic teach-
ers are positive in their answer, the major or sadhya being an
attribute in its nature cannot stand by itself : it must be located
in a substance. Conception of an atiribute without its substrate
or location is an absurdity. To be logical one has to admit that
the atiribute (dhorma) (svaymhprakaatea) or self-luminosity—
the major of the Advaitic syllogism—resides in a capable
(yogya) subsiratum which may be characterised by such an
attribute. Consciousness or anubhiti is the only possible sub-
stratum where this attribute is ascertained (midcita). As o
result the existence of the major in the minor becomes a
pre-admitted fact and the syllogism commits the fallacy of
siddhasadhanata.!

SELF-LUNINOSITY OF ENOWLEDGE a7

' The condition precedent of inference is the fact of Pakgata, which
means in simple langunge the absence of previous proofs in favour of the
probandum (sddhakamindbhdva), In other words, the probandum must
ot ba known to have been estublished before, Inference in Indian logic
aims st mstariul truth snd mot formal consistency alons und the trugh
which is sought to be established must be such as constituies a real ad-
vance in knowledge. Bo when s partiotlur inference is found nob to prove

B8
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Again if the preconception of the major be an admitted fact,
the purely negative character of the inference (kenalovyutiveki), as
has been suggested by the Advaitins, is an illogical assumption,
Kevaleeyativeki or the purely negative characler of the inference
implies that the positive concomitance or. anvayaryidpti of the
middle and the major is an impossibility and the concomitance is
apprehended only negatively. Now if the prior conception of
the sddhyo be accepted the positive concomitance is mnot an im-
possibility and the purely negative character of the syllogism, as
given by the monistic teachers, is illogical. 1f, fo be consistent,
the Advaiting adopt the negative course, or, in other words, if
they deny the prior conception of the major they commit the
fallacy of the unproved major or sadhyaprasiddhi’ The inferen-
tial judgment, that knowledge is self-luninous, is intended to
prove that the subject or knowledge possesses the featore indi-
cated in the predicate. Knowledge marked oui by the predi-
cative idea (vidistabuddhi) implies the previous notion of the

anything unknown befors and as such only repeats’a known fact and does
not maks uny ndvancs, it infringes the fundumental condition of inference
lﬂqﬁtunll}' forfeite its right to be regurded as an inference. Thisis

N m called the fallsey of Siddliosddhune which is a purely Indinn

Jr¢ Badhyiprosididhi—Another econdition of inferencs is that thare
..mi‘nqlhu an invariable and universal concomitanoe (eyapli) betwesn the
ok llh sod the probsndum without which no inference is possible. Tha
‘universal proposition or the major premise in Aristotelian syllogiam em-
bodizs this invariable concomitanos, Now, the unfversal concomitapos
Haili bo materinlize if either the probans or tha probandum is an altogether
unknown fach, because the relation between two unkmown facts or of ona
unknown facl with ancther known cannot be conesived. If theprobans is not
. known. it constitutes a case of fallaey ealled Sadhosdprusidiffic and in the
‘ ensa of en unknown probundom. it becomes sidhiydprasiddha. The abave
fallucies also occur, when the probans or the probandum, though known to
be exictent foots. sre qualified by an unkoown and oon-existent adjective
in which case It gives riss to the fallacies of ryurthuvidganosadbuny and
vyarthavidesanasddhya, respectively.
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property to be proved. Concrete conception depends upon the
pre-notion of the property which makes it concretised. Predica-
tive idea or cisesanajid@ng stands as the causal factar of the
concrete aspect of knowledge vigigtabwddhi. As the judgment,
‘& man characterised as the holder of the stick,’ logically pre-
supposes the notion of the stick, similarly, all concrete notions
imply the pre-cognition of the property predicated of the subject.
Hence the partionlar judgment construction of the Advaitins
‘ consciousness is self-luminous,” to be logically valid, must pre-
suppose the predicate which is to be proved in knowledge by
means of inference.  And though the syllogistic argument might
avoid the fallacy of sadhyaprasiddhi it would be vitiated by the
fullacy of siddhasadhanata or proving the proved.

To repudiste the charge of sadhyaprasiddhn and siddhasadha-
nata which represent the two poles of the Nuiyiyika dilemma,

Advitios' mpy,  00€ Advaiting argue that the sadhya o' the
major of the syllogism is not an unknown
factor. The major or sadhya has its pre-cognition in a general
way on the basis of an inference known as sdmanyito-
drsta in the Naiylyika terminology. When we see a horned
wnimal and infer that it has a tail, we have a case of samanyato-
drgta inference. Tt is based on general observation and on the
uniformity of experience, Experience teaches us that self-lumino-
8ity or scaprakddatva is not an absurdity. It is an attribute
~located in a substrate. But the special features of the substrate
are not known to us and we cannot characterise the substrate
with its particolar name and form and other essential natures.

To establish the prior conception of the major, the Advaitins
observe that all dharmas because they are dharmas, are subject to
eternal negation or atyantabhivs in a particalar substrate, o.g.,
“#uklaiva " or whiteness. ' Whiteness which serves as an attri-
bute to a white pot, is denied in a black pot.  Andon the basis

' Vedyatvam kiﬁniuujuhat;rmmahﬁmmﬂrngi dhurmatvit fauk.
lyaval,—Cit,, p, 12,



60 POST-SAMEARA DIALECTIOS

of such an explanatory instance it is inferred that all attributes
are absolutely negated somewhere because they are the pro-
perty of a particular substance only. Vedyatva or knowability
is a paoperty ; it is therefore subject to absolute negation in &
particular subsirate. In this way avedyatva or negation of
vedyatoa in a substrate being logically established, it implies the
stayamprakadatva or self-lnminosity—the major (sadhya) of the
syllogism under discussion. Svayamprakadatva, as is understood
by the Advaitins, rests on the absolute negation of vedyatva or
knowability. What does not form the object of cognition is
called scayamprakage. Avedyatva thus is the essential characier-
istic of svayamprakifatva as we have studied before. Now the
i e ol major or sddhya being thus a logically estab-
L idoes not  lished factor, the syllogism cannot be vitiated
3 by the fallacy of sadhyaprasiddhi as pointed
out by the Naiyiyikas.
The argument, on the other hand, cannot also be rendered
faulty by the fallacy of siddhasadhanatd because the given
Questio of siddhe. syllogistic argument based on general observa-
':%,mt‘:;ﬂ“ e tion or uniformity of experience may indeed
o indicats the necessity of a subsirate. for a
property withoui a substrate cannot be conceived. But the sub-
strate with its particular name and form and other essential
features which may characterise or individualise it as such and
-such a thing, may yet remain fotally unknown and unapprehend-
ed by the suggested inference. And it is now individualised
with all its special features, if there be any, as consciousness by
the suggested syllogistic argumenis. And the question of sid-
dhasadhanata cannot be urged here because the substrate of self-
luminosity with all its essential marks was not pre-established.
It is however to be noticed in this conncetion that the sadAya or
the major of the Advaitin’s inference is known not in its positive
phase but only negatively through the negation of redyatra,
Vedyatvabhdva is only one of the negative essentials of self.
luminosity. Self-luminosity has been defined by its two essential
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marks avedyatva as well as aparo ksacyavaharayogyatvs or
capability of its direct or immediate apprebension. And hence
tbe negation of redyatra is not sufficient gronnd to establish
self-luminosity, the major of the Advaitic syllogism, The ques-
tion of sadhya prasiddhi still vitiates the whole circle of argument,
In refuting the objection the Advaitins argue that the capability
of immediate perception or aparokgavyacahdrayogyalva as o
characteristic mark receives support even in the Nyiaya-theory
of knowledge. Negation of vcedyatoa is therefore the
only other essential mark which has evoked erificiam from the
Nyfiya standpoint. But avedyatva in knowledge having been
establishedon the basis of inference, the sadhya or the major
with all its essentials is proved and the objection of aprasiddha-
vifeganatd or unproved probendum falls to the ground.

‘We have already seen the reason why the Advaitic syllogism
T cliorge auaiant does not commit the fallacy of siddhasadhanata
mﬂ*ﬁ :h.mﬁ?a.. though the major or s@dhya has its pre-
Focevenngt vand established character. The real nature of the
substrate with all its special features being unknown and
mnestablished, the co-presence of the hetn aud sidhya in their
positive concomitance cannot be logically urged. And the co-
existence or the posifive concomitunce of the middle and the
major is to be explained only through the negative dialectic.
Negativity is therefore the only mark which will explain the
vyapti or concomitance of the middle (hotu) and the major
(sadhya). The negation of the major (sadhya) implies the
negation of the middle (hetu). Tt is therefore that form of infer-
ence wherein the middle and the major do nowhere co-exist
except in the particular locus and the concomitance being merely
negative, the inference is known as kevalavyativeki. The objec-
tion, based on the negative character of the inference, can inno
way stand.

We have already seen that the major of the Advaitic syl-
logism is not an unestablished factor and the Naiyayika objection
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(of the aprosiddharidesanata or unproved major is based on the

" misapprehension of the Advaitic position. It i now to be
examined whether the paksa or the minor and the hefu or the
middle can be logically determined.

As regards the minor, Naiyfyikas contend that conseions-
ness, which according to the thesis of the monistie philosoplhiy
15 one and absolute without any charaoteristic of its own, es-
capes all logical determinations and cannot therefore be styled
a valid category fo form the minor of a sound syllogistic reasoning
Agnin a thing is characterised by its essentials and an entity
Without any essential feature and characteristic of ifs own can
in no way be logically defined and determined. Anubhutitpa,
which serves the function of the middle, must subsist in the
minor as is demanded in n valid syllogistic argument.  Presence
of the middle in the minoris sn absolutely necessary coudition
of syllogistic reasoning and anubhatitvy, the middle, has thus to
be assigned to consciousness, the minor term. This is
fatal to the fundamental principles of absolute monism,
Again  anubhBititra itsell which is the determining feature
(paksat@vacchedaka) of conscionsness, the minor term, eaunmot
be logically categorised. It exists in one absolute conscious-
ness nnd cannot therefore be styled *jati' or generality
which resides in many things and not in one thing and
helps us, m & way, in grouping together the things which
possess the same fentures. Oneness of object is held by
Udayana as one of the six causes which prevent common
characteristic becoming a true generality or class coneept.’
Categorical determination being thus impossible, anubhiititog
caniot be styled a logically valid concept. And its validity or

! (#) Vyskterabheda stulyatvar sarikaro" thinavasthitil
Rilpahinirasarhbandbo jatibadhukasariygrahah,
—RKir., p. 88, Benares Edition.
(5) Anubhitbitvarh néms ns tavajjatih, Imlbhﬁttt‘ekthﬁﬂgiﬁn#u
vyaktyabhedasys jutibadhakatvib.—N, Pr.. p. 15
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reality being thus questioned it lays itself open fo the fallacy of
svarfipasiddhi in the Advaitic syllogism. Spari-
pasiddha or unreal in itself is that type of reason
which does not exist in the subject and therefore cannot afford
the basis for any reasoniing, s in the proposition, ** the lake is
a substance, because it bas smoke.” ' Unreality attributed
to the middle (helu) vitiates the whole system of inferential
argument. 1t affects the subject, and the relation of the middle
term fo the subject, and the relation of the middle'and the major
terms.
When the subject itself is an unreality the syllogism suffers
from the fallacy of @sraydsiddha or unrenl as
of Thepron e popards substratum. The subject or d@draya or
the minor term may be unreal in two ways
it may be & wholly imaginary thing as in the case of reasoning,
* The sky-lotus is fragrunt, becsuse it is a lotus; where the un-.
reality of the subject renders the conclusion impossible.* Or the
subject may be deprived of the essential characteristic which
makes it it to be a subject of a syllogism. ““In either oase
the reflection or paramaréa on the clements of the syllogism
is impossible, since unreal things—things imuaginary or devoid
of eategorically definable essentials cannot be made the objects of
sach reflection or paramerda “° Hence this species ranks as
“unreal as regards the substratum (svaripasiddha).”" The
Advaitic syllogism under discussion comes within the scope of
the latter division. For the reason or “hetu’ or the middle term
being unreal in itself (svariipasiddha) and non-existent in the
subject cannot be counted as the essential mark of the subject,
and the subject is left without any logically valid essential.

Twuo Nyiya charge of
Erﬁpﬂ:ﬂﬂm, =

1 Hrado dravywh dhfimuvatvidsteasiddhirathipara.
—Bh. P. and 8.M., sl. 76.

? Gaganirabindath  sursbhi, arabindatvit sarojirabindavat, atra
gaganirebindami drayaly sa eva nisti.
— T.B.. p. 85, R, Ghosa’s Edn,
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As regards the concomitance or (vyapti) of the middle and

the major the Advaitins' syllogism commits

p,:;.r,lj:,-,mﬂ’ﬂﬁ" “ the fallacy of sydpyatvasiddhi. The reason,

which is unreal in regard to the concomitance

between the middle term and the consequence, and does nok

present itself as inevitable and invariable, is oalled vyapyatead-
siddha.

There are two forms of this class: in the first the
concomitance simply does not exist; in the spcond, there is
concomitance but only a conditional (aupddhika) one, which is
of no value for inferemce. In the first case we have such
inference as ** The mountain has fire because it has golden
smoke.'” For the addition of the  golden’ destroys the con-
comitance since golden smoke does not, in the Indian view,
exist. ** The conditional concomitance is illustrated by such a
case as the argument, * the mountain has smoke, because it has
fire.' The proposition is conditioned by the fact that there is
no universal concomitance between fire and smoke, but only
between fire produced from wet fuel and smoke.”" * This is the
real essence of the Nyhya charge of cyapyatoasiddhi or the
reason which is unreal in regard to the concomitance. Ifis
assigned to the Advaita-syllogism on the ground that for
want of proofs or pramdnas there is no concomitance pos-
sible between the major and the middle of the syllogism under
discussion.

Concomitance or oydpti being thus questioned for want of
proofs, it is obvious that its very existemce as well as its
universal character ie challenged.

In order to repudiate the charge of asiddhi or unreality of
reason in it three different aspects, viz.,
(a) soarfipasiddha or unreal in itself, (b) déraya-
siddha or unreal as regards the substratum, (¢) oyipyatoasiddha

Advaitin's roply,

| Parvato vabnimin kifiesnamayadhimas.
* TIL.A., pp. 148-40.
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or unreal in regard to concomitance, the Advaitins observe
that the Nyiya charges are groundless and based only on
the misapprehension of the monistie position. As regards
the objection of swvariipisiddha or the unreal in itself the
monistic philosopliers argue that though consciousness or
‘eit ' in its finnlity is purely absolute and featureless and all
ideas of empirical doality die ont at the dawn of supreme
Reality yet they do not deny the [fact that so longz as empiricism
exists and conscionsness is dominated by the pragmatie
demands, conerete and relative ideas and thought constroctions
possess validity of their own and are not called erroneous.
Logic has its value in its own provinee. The generie character,
representing: the middle or heta of the Advaita-syllogism, is
attributed lo conseiousness or to the subject. Generic charnoter
implies its own nature as well as the characteristic of the object
in which it inheres. Consciousness characterised by its general-
ity is no doubt opposed to the spirit of absolute monism, but it
cannot be denied =0 long &= the Advaite-Vedinta is studied as u
science of reasoning.

Though the charge of searfipasiddho may be disposed of
in this manner, the objection of dérayidsidihi sill vitiates the
argument. The charge of adrayfisiddhi is founded wpon the
falsity of the essentinl characteristic of the subject or paksa
of the proposition. It is contended by the Naiyayikas that
anubhiititou or essentin! mark of the subject (paksatdvacchedaka)
being posited in ons unitary conseiousness, eannot be
logically  categorised. To judge the question from the
standpoint of the monistic teacher it appears as an absurdity.
Plurality of conzciousness due to different conditions and
limitations is not denied in the Advaita-Vedinta. Kunowledge
transcends all limitations only when it reaches its finality
and empiric logic dies out. The Nyaya objection arisea
from the failure to distinguish between two furms of knowledge,
viz., (@) ewmpirical, and (b) transcendenial. Advaitism  is
very eloquent on the faet that plorality in  consciousness

0 .
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is conditional or rather superimposed (kalpita), conscious-
ness is one and unitary in its reality. But this super-
imposed nature of plurality will not affect the notion of general-
ity residing in conscionsness though one as an inherent essential.
Far the Naiyayikas on their own admission sccept moonhood or
eandralos as a gennsor * jiti * on the ground that the moon,
though one, appears as many when reflected in water. And it
is on the basis of these plural appearances that moonhood is
categorised as genus or jati, An estimation of the Nyaya
pesition will clearly explain the fact that annbhititva or the
gasential nature of conseiousness or the subject or paksativac-
chedaka is not non est ; it can be logically categorised as genus
existing in the apparent plurality of consciousness due to super-
imposition just like moonhood residing in many moons due to
reflection in water. And the charges of svaripasiddiii or the un-
reality in itself and of @frapasiddhi or unreality as regards the
substratum fall to the ground.

As regards the objection of oydpyatvdsiddhi or the
onreality with regard to the concomitance, the Advaitins
argue that the opponents, in assigning this objection, ques-
tion the inevitable and invariable nature of concomitance
between the middle term and the consequence. And their
objection is walid only in the ocase wherein the con-
comitance eannot invariably and unconditionally be proved.
To establish the logical validity of concomitance (Gangesa argues
that the hefu is thai which immediately and always precedes
the effect. The essence of inference lies in the invariable
concomitance (oyapli) between the middle (hetu) or wyipya
and the resultant or the major or eyapake. How is the in-
varinble concomitance known ? Simple observation or con-
comitance in # parficular case or a [¢w cases is not enough for
the logical validity of inference. To attain certainty the notion
of concomitance must be examined by the method of positive
and negative instances. If a discrepancy occurs ‘then it must
either be shown to be an apparent exception, or the doctrine
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of concomitance must be admitted fo be conditional (eupdadhika)
and therefore useless for logic." The concomitance can be
either positive-negative (ancayavyatireki) or an agreement in
presence and absence between the hetu and sadhya ; or an
agreement in presence only (kepalinpayi) or there can be a
negative concomifance only (kevalavyatireki). In the pro-
position ‘Living organisms have souls, since they possess animal
functions’ there can be a negative' concomitance only (kevalavya-
tireki), since the proposition * What has no soul has no animal
functions " can be illustrated by the case of the pot, but the
positive proposiiion * that which has animal functions has a
soul * cannot be illusirated since the conclusion has preisely
the same extension as the subject and canont therefore be found
anywhere ontside it.!

If this form of syllogism which is based on the explanatory
instance, heterogeneous with the proven (vipakga), and is not
supported by # similar case or (sapakea)—which is an impossi-
bility in the case of negative concomitance—is taken by the
NaiyRyikas as the logically valid form of inference, their charge
of vyapyalvasiddhi urged against the negative syllogism of the
Advaitins is not to the point. The Advaitins reject both
the forms of inference kevalinvayi and kevalavyatireki, The
former because the kevalanvayi inference rests upon the
mvariable and undeniable concomitance between the hefw and
sadhya—s concomitance which excludes proof of negative
examples. In the Advaita-Vedinta all things are negated
in Brahman and therefore the negative concomitance is not an
impossible one. Kevalavyatireki, being founded upon negative
concomitance only, comes under the scope of Arthapatti where
we proceed from the effect to the cause.® Advaitins accept the
inference known as anvayi or agreement based on concomitance
mvariable but not undenmiable. It is only on the admission of

} Vide L1.A,, p. 140,
¥ Vide A.CK., p.36,
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the Nydys-view that the Advanitine put forward the purely
negative form of inference fo establish the self-luminosity of
knowledge. This being the position of the Advaita-Vedants,
the Nuiviyikas' sttempt to criticise the purely negative con-
eomitance of the Advaita-syllogism is 1o assail their own position.

Again the econdition or wpddhi, as its definition indicates,
canmot be nurged in the purely negative form of inference. For
the Naiydyikas define condition or upddhi as what covers
the major but not the middle or in other words what invariably
co-exisis with the major but not with the middle’ This being
the essential characteristics of condition or upddhi, the condi-
tional concomitance,- to prove its invariable existence in the
major, requires an explanatory example. Now the question
arises whether this explanatory instance proves the invariable and
universal co-presence of the major and the condition or npadhi in
the suggested minor (paksa) or elsewhere. 1f itis to be proved
glsewhere, a sapaksa or an instance homogeneous with the
proven is absolutely required to satisfy the first condition of the
conditional concomitance or to prove the universsl co-presence
of the major and the suggested condition. But this inference
being purely negative in its character it becomes an impossibi-
lity to adduee any similar examplo or supaksa ; co-presence of
the condition and sddhya may; therefore, be proved only in the
suggested minor (pakse) of the inference, DBut the existence
of the major in the minor is a maitter of doubt in any syllogistic
reasoning and requires to be proved hy inference founded on
these premises. If the presence of the major in the minor is
pre-ascertained, the becessity of inference as well as supposition
of eondition become futile.

Condition or upddhi makes the inference impossible. Tt
vitiates Lhe invarishle concomitence or wvyapti, the true
foundation of inference, and therchy renders the inference

! Sidhyesya vyapsko yastu belormvyapnkastaths ss upidhib—Bh, P.
snd 8. M. 5. 1. 80,
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faulty. Now if the existence of the major in the minor be
pre-accepted, inference, as a valid sonrce of proof, becomes
nseless and naturally the question of condition vitiating the
true foundation of vydpti bears no utility of its own. Hence
to prove the validity of inferentinl proof the presence of the
major in the minor is to be everywhere doubled and to be estab-
lished by the syllogistic reasoning. Again if sadhyavydpakatea
or the co-existence of the major with the condition or upddhi
is proved in the suggested minor or paksa, it becomes an ad-
mitted fact that the condition exists in the minor and as a result
the co-existence of the condition with the middle is also estab-
lished as the presence of the middle in the minor (hetoh
paksadharmata) is an absolutely necessary condition of the infer-
ence. And in this way the condition becomes a part and parcel
of the syllogism and its own conditional character rendering
the inlerence faulty, is denied.! Hence the guestion of vyapya-
toasiddhi or unreality of concomitance cannot arise in the purely
negative form of inference. To estimate the correctness of the
middle (helu) it i also further observed that the middle term
is not subject to amy other form of fallacies which invalidate
the inferential judgment.
The reason or * hefu * advaneed by the Advaiting caunot
Tue reiscn or hetw  be called a contrary (eiruddha) one. The
Li:' ff ;i},;bim;::,:‘; contrary reason is what goes to prove exactly
o the opposite of the thesis it is adduced to
establish. Tt is definedin the Nyfiya literature as sadhyabhava-
vyapyahetu or the middle which exists only wherein the major
is wanting, The viruddha hetu therefore does not exist in the
positive instance (sapuksa) but does exist in counter-examples
(vipakga). * The lake is fiery because it has water ' (hrado
pulnimin  jalat), In this inferential judgment it may be

V' Nuen pakse sidhyens anvayal inted sadhyasys adyipl sandigdhatvas
nigoaye cs siddhah b semihitamiti kimupidbih kerisyati. pakse ea
upadhispttau sidhanavyspaketa ea durviird, ste.—Cit., p. 14

Val
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observed that where there is water there is no fire. Or, in other
words, where water representing the hetu exists, e.g., in the
pond, the negation of fire or s@dAyabhdra is apprebended. And
again wherein fire or the major is cognised, e.g., ina kitchen,
the helu or water does mot exist. This form of ressoning is
styled viruddha or contradictory. The Advaita syllogism escapes
this contradiction because knowability or eedyateq, which re-
presents ‘ sddhyabhdva * or the negation of self-luminosity,
the major of the monistic inferential judgment, may exist
in the pot and such other concrete objects but anubhatitva
or the * hetu " of the syllogism, which, as an essential nature,
inberes in consciousness, where in the existence of the major is
only a matter of doubt, cannot reside in the knowable. The
middle term therefore cannot be characterised as sadhyabhacapya-
pyahetu or the cause existing only where there is the negation of
sadhya ; and it does in no way violate the conditions of valid in-
ferénce or go to prove the opposite thesis and eannot be called a
contrary one.
It is also not inconclusive or diserepaut or anaikantika in
The Afvaitio migdle. 115 character. Anaikiniika or inconclusive
bs not ineonelusive. reasoning leads to more conclusion: than one :
the conclusion ceases lo possess any cerfainty
and remains therefore as an object of doubt. ** From the ground
of intangibility we may conclude either the eternality or
the non-eternality of sound, since both eternal atoms and
non-eternal cognitions are intangible. The middle term is not
pervaded by the major. As the middle term is pot uniformly
concomitant with any one alternative, it is called anaikantika in
later logic. Three subdivisions of these are admitted, namely,
(@) sadhdrana or common, where the middle term is too wide,
(b) asadhdrina or the uncommon, where the middle term is too
narrow, (¢) anupasasahirin or the indefinite, where the middle
term camnnnot be verified.” None of the three divisions of the
mnaikiniika fallsey can find its way to vitiate the Advaita

gyllogism.
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Sadharana anaikantika has been defined by the Naiyayikas
The middls werm §s 89 sddhyabhavavadortiihetu or a type of infer-
bl ence in which the middle term co-exists éven
with the negation of the major term, e.g., * the hill is smoky
because it is fiery." Inthis inferential judgment the middle term
fire exizsts even in the overheated iron ball (ayogolaka) wherein
the major, smoke, is wanting and the middle ferm being too wide
in its nature the 1nference 1s called sadharana anaikantika or the
common inconclusive. But in the Advaita syllogism under dis-
cussion seayamprakasatva or self-luminosity, the major term, is
negated in the knowable, e.g., the pot, ete., but the middle term
cannot be predicated of it because consciousness does no{ exist
in the pot or such other inert substanees ; and the middle term is
not too wide or sadhdrona enaik@ntika and is therefore distinet
from the common inconetusive.
The middle or * hetu ' is also not too narrow and the charge
The midile term & O asddhdrana anaikantike cannot be urged in
A WaCHRECTAS the Advaita syllogism. For * the too restricted
reason (osadhdrana) occurs nowhere outzside the subject itself,
Tis absence from the opposite instances or counter-examples tends:
to establish the validity of the conclusion, butits absence from
the similar instances or examples tends to invalidate (he result
which remains therefore & matter of doubt. “ Bound is eternal
because it is audible '' is the standing example of asadharana
anaikantika fallacy. As we have seen the fallacy is distinguished
in the modern school from the purely negative inference by the
reason that in the fallacy the major term has greater extension
than the other terms, while in the inference which is valid all
three terms have the like extension.'” Now in the given inferéence
audibility or the hietu does neither exist in a similar instance or
in an instance homogeneous with the proven, e.g., the sky,
nor in the counter-example or example bheterogeneous with the
proven, e.4., the pot, ete, ; it exists only in the subject or the
minor and the reason becomes too narrow or asadharasa
in ita character. The question of too restricted reason cannot

o

-
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invalidate the Advaita inference beeause the inference being purely
negative in its nature has no similar instance or sapaksa to
prove the negation of its middle term in homogeneous cases.
Again the charge of indefinite reasoning or the reasoning
in which the middle term escapes verification
n'ﬁm ,."5.‘::‘:;1;' :i-fnﬁ:i cannot also be brought against the Advaita
e, ayllogism, ** The reason which does not sub-
sume {anupasamharin) is that which is alleged of a subject
which is so extensive as to permit peither of examples or
counter-examples, as in ** All i3 eternal, because it can be
known.'' The nature of all forbids the possibility of any uni-
versal concomitance. Or equally well the opposite argument
ean be used *‘All is transitory, because it can be koown.'' It
is therefore a doubt which makes valid inference an impossibi-
lity. The existence of the middle in themstance heferogeneous
with the proven or ‘vipaksa’ or in the instance in which the
negation of the major is doubted, though not ascertained, invali-
dates the syllogistic argument. And to prove the validify of
inference, the possibility of such an existence of the middle
should be denied by the help of “badhakatarka’™ or contradictory
reasoning. If there is no counter-reasoning or badhakatarka to
prevent the existence of the middle in the counter-example or the
example in which the major term is doubted, the reason cannot
lead to o valid inference. In the Advaita syllogism, the Naiyi-
yikas contend, consciouspess is the minor term and svayain-
prakasatva or self-luminosity major term is doubted in the minor,
for otherwise the inference commits the fallacy of siddhasi-
dhanalid and the presence of the middle in the minor (heloh
puksadharmati) being one of the conditions of the inferential
judgment the hetw or the middle term iuvariably exisis in the
minor. Now doabt as a logical ehtegory implies two poles——(a)
position and (b) negation ; and svayamprakdsatva or the major
term in the Advaita-inference being doubted in the minor, may
be negated in the said minor and the reason becomes an indefi-
nite one. L
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To repudiate this charge of indefiniteness of the reason the
Advaitins argue that the position taken up by the Naiyayikas
has been rendered fanlty by infinite regress and cannot therefore
be accepted. IFf knowability is urged in consciousness the first
cognition forms the object of the second one and the second of
the third and so on. The Ny&ya theory, in this way, cannot
escape the unending question of infinite regress. It is to be
prevented by reasoning or farku for such an endless regress will
goto prove the non-existent character of consciousness. Hence the
negation of sell-luminosity cannot be urged in conseiousness and
the inconelusive or indefinite character of the hetu or reason on
the basis of doubt cannot be logieally put forward in the Advaita
syllogism. There are, rather, favourable arguments (anukilo-
tarka) to posit the menistic view against the standpoint of the
Naiydyikas in which the question of unending regress makes
knowledge itselfl an impossibility. Contra-arguments or bidhaka-
farka put forward by the Advaitins may refute the Nyiya
standpoint but this does not establish their own theory.
Arguments are therefore necessary in their favour to lead the
Advaitins to a wvalid result. The Advaitins argue that
there are two points which can be urged by the opponent
school ; (1) conscionsness 18 not known at the time when it illu-
mines its objects, or (i) it is illumined by another comscious-
ness. In the former case cognition remaining totally unknown
and unobserved its validity might easily be questioned by an in-
quisitive mind. Knowledge lights up itz objects and if it is not,
later on, vitinted by falsity, doubt, imagination, ete., thenit is an
objectively valid cognition and is therefore capable enough to
satisfy the demands of pragomatic life. Such an empiric know-
ledge not, Inter on, vitiated by falsity, doubt, ete., goes to prove
the existence of its own self. It i a universally accepted prin-
ciple that the want of the laler idea of [alsity doubt, ete., with
regard to a thing originstes its definite and empirically valid
cognition which is styled prama or frue knowledge as distin-
guished from the faulty or doubtful notion, For example, if the

10
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definite knowledge of the pot is not proved false or doubtful in a
later stage it is taken as definité and pragmatically valid (prama)
notion. When an inquisitive mind observes 4 thing and forms
a judgment * I Luve seen a thing,” the thing shines forth and
knowledge also is apprehended at the time of the enlightening
of objects. For otherwise there would arise the possibility of
doubt or falsity as regards the knowledge which lights up the
object. DBut a normal mind never suspects the definiteness of
knowledge when the objects of knowledge satisfy the pragmatic
demands of life. Want of falsity or doubt, etc., therefore, stamps
knowledge with a degree of reality. Asa source of pragmatic
usage therefore it is also self-shining or self-illuminated. Denial
of illumination of knowledge at the time when it lights up its
objects would invalidate its nature and would puta stop to all
endeavours. It is rather an absurdity to suppose that knowledge
whose only essential nature is illumination illumines or lights up
things and it ilsell remaing tofally uanoticed and unobserved.’
The second alternative which represents the viewpoint of the
Nyaya can in no way escape the question of the umnending
regress. Hence the only way out is to accept the Advaita view
of seli-luminosity.

Viicaspati in his Bhamati also establishes the svayatiprakasa-
tea of knowledge by a different though very in-

Victpals &¥:  (eresting piece of dialectic : what is the nature

! Bome Western thinkers also advocate {he similir view. Of
Varisoo: ' That Imsy know, it i+ necessary that 1 should be conseious, that
I should koow thoat 1 koow.” Tt follows that the sct of conscionaness
proves the reality of itself and of the thinking subject (Enow ThyselL. p, 5).

Banatelli the Italiun philosopher observes that in the knowledge of any
fact there are given fogether the knowledge of the fast and the faot of
kuowledge.

Cf Hamilton: ** An set of knowledge msy be expressed by the
formula ‘1 Enow ;7 oo eel of consciouansss by the formuls ' T know that T
kpow '; but, as it is impossible for us to know without at the same tims
knowing that I know, so it iz impossible to know that we know withoot
our actually knowing."
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of the cognition in which the object (artha) and the self are re-
vealed ? he asks. Iy it self-revesling (svaprakids) or other-revealed
(jada)? Ifit is taken as other-revealed (jada), then the whole world
would be steeped in darkness being without s revealer ; for the
object and the self being both taken as revealed are jadua and the
cognition itsell being now faken as other revealed also becomes
jada and there would be no revealer! Now can it be beld
that the samwil or consciousness, though itself not self-revealing,
reveals the objects and the self just as the eye though not seeing
itself sees everything else ; for what is meant by this revelation
of objects is nothing but the production of their cognition
or awareness (jdnajanana) and if the cognition is supposed to
be not self-revealing, the knowledge of a thing becomes
impossible. In short revelation means nothing bus - the
generafion of a process of consciousness and if consciousness
itself is not self-revealing, then the case for all revelation is
lost. Hence Vaeaspati urges that seevit must be regarded
as depending not on anything else for its revelation.® But
here a new difficulty crops up: HEven supposing fhat sarvit
is self-revealed, how does this self-revealing character help
the revelation of objects that are essentially joda? These
objects cannot be revesled simply because they are brought
imto relation with the self-revealing consciousness; for a
mere relation with something self-revealed does not qualify the
objects unrevealed for being revealed. To argue like this is
the same as arguing that because the son is a learned map,

b Bhiimati, p. 85, Bombay Edition,

Yo'yamarthaprakigah phalarh, ynsminnarthefos AtmA ca prathete, s=
kim jadaly, svayarhprakido va, jadedeil visayitmanivapi jadiviti kasmin
kith prakideto nvidesat, it priplamindhyamasdesasya jagatal),

* Ihid, p. 35:

Na ca nillnsmeva vijiinsmarthitminss jhipageti caksuridivaditi
vieyam, jadpsnar hi jAdosjaoanam, jeniiafics jllAnarh jodarsi sak nokis-
disagamativarteteti, evamuttarobtsrinyapi jOAodni judinitysnavasthi
tnsmidapucidhinoprakidd sahvit upetavyi.

o
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therefore the father also is learned! Mere relation s not
enough ; the relation has to be further determined ; if it were
80; the gelf-revealing consciousness would reveal everything
at the same time which is as absurd as the ubove argument.
If however it is argued that it is the nature of sasipil that it
reveals itself only in conjunction with the revelation of ohjects
and the sell and that there is no revelation of sanicil where
there is no revelation of objects and theself, the Vedintist
replies that if the revelation of objects und self is different
from the samvit, then the self-revealing character of samwit
also would disappear since it has to depend on something other
than itself for ifs revelation. If however it is not different
from sumivil, then the revelation of objects and self being not
diffierent from sasheit becomes identical with sasmeit and there
is no force in the argument.! Besides, the consciousness
of absent objects such as the past and the future cannot be
simultaneous or in conjunction with the objects themselves,
And what is more gross material things cannot be object of
the self which is of the nature of pure consciousness— these
material things being always perceived as external baving
extension and magnitude and pure consciousness being felt
to be wholly internal having no extension snd magnitude,
Hence the only right conclusion to be drawn is thai the object
a8 something different from self-revealing conscionsness is
indefinable’ in character.” This revelation or consciousness bas

! Bhiimati, p. 86:

Tat kim putenh pandits iti pitipi pandito’stu.

2 Bhimuti, p- 88:

Bahiirthitmoprmkideny samvit prokigo na Ly urthaprakidumh  vineti
tusyih svabhiiva iti cet, tat kiri sarhvide bhinnay suthviditmaprokiday ?
tatha on nu svayndbprakiss swhvil, na cs surhvidarthitmoprakids iti,
utha  sathviderthitmaprakidou sarthvido nu bhidyete., samvideva tay
tathi en nn vivaksitirthasiddhal,

¥ Bhimati, p. 87:

Tasmil candre wnohhiiyamfne iva dvitiyndeandramily avnprokiig.
danyo'ribo nirvaeaniyy evebi yuktomutpasyimaly.
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no internal division of its own and the division of the object
which is indefinable (aniredcya) cannot introduce any division
into consciousness which is determinate and definable ; for
that wounld mean determination of the determinate by some-
thing indefinable which i an absurdity.' Hence the Vedanta
concludes that there is no revelation of the conscious or the un-
eonscions a8 such by another, that pure conselousness is self-
revealing and the object hecomes revealed only when it is
i illusory identification (ladatmyadhyase) with pure conscious-
ness,

Prakagatman in bhis Vivarana corroborates the same by
saying that consciousness (samril) is self-revealing and that its
self-revelation is not due to any other self-revealing cause.®* It
g, on account of this patural self-revelation of consciousness,
that its objects nlso appear as self-revealing.' Padmapida also
in his Paficapadikd means the same thing when he states that
the self is of the nature of pure self-revealing eonsciousness.
When this consciousness appears in connection with other objects
and manifests them it is called experience {anubhava), and when
it is by itzelf it is called the self or dtman.'

Anandabodha Bhattarakicirya fortber observes that if at
the time when an objeet is known, knowledge itself were not
revealed, then there might arise the doubt “ Have I known or
have I not ?'' **Did I =ee or did I oot ?"° No one however has

| Bhamati, p.-87:

Wu oa onpirvicyirthabhedah prokiadah nirvicyam bhetbumarhati
atipragangit,

2  Sarhvedsnath bu syayari-prakiéa evanas prakisintarahetuly.

P.V., p. 52,

3 Taemid anubbavaly sajitiyaprakisintaranirapekssl) prakissmiing
eva vigaye prakididivyavabiranimittath bhavitumarhati avysvadhinens
viEaye prakasidivynvahirpimittatvat —Ibid, 52.

¢ Tasmit citavabhiive evitmi tena tena prameys-bbedena upiidhi
yamino' nubhayibhidbiniyakai labhate avivaksitopidhiritmidisabdaily,

P.P.p. 19,
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such a doubt. Thus it stands to reason that knowledge itsell is
revealed when an object is apprehended. Now admitted that
knowledge is revealed, it may still be doubted whether it is
revealed by anuoyavasiya or after-cognition as held by the
NaiyAyikas or by jaataid or cognisedness as held by Kumarila
Bhatta or whether it is self-revealed. If knowledge is sup-
posed to be revealed by another cognition then that Ccogni-
tion itsell. will require, for its revelation, another cognition
and so there will be unending regress.! HKven when it is said
that knowledge is inferred from jRianajanya-jAdiald, the question
arises : ** Does jitiitala generate knowledge being itself unrevealed
or does it generate knowledge being itself revealed simultane-
ously with it 2** If jldtatd were unrevealed at the time of
knowledge then there would arise the doubt, ** Did I cognise the
faot or did Inot ?" But no such doubt arises.And if cognised-
ness (jaatatd) is revealed simultaneously with knowledge, then
the objection would be that simultaneity is not possible as one
is the effect of the other. Cognisedness being the product of
knowledge and knowledge being inferred from cognisedness,
knowledge and cognisedness are mnot simultaneous ; the one

b (&) Vijnanamarihsprakidesamaye prakidate taduphdhiivansntarar
sandehiyogyatvit arihavas, prakidaminstabbyupagame fu yadi vijiinaota-
radbinamasys prakadsnain  tadaive tatripi vijfiinAntaramavaSyambhivi-
tyanavasthi prasnjyeta. na ca msti ekndaiva anantavijianspratibhasal)

—Ny. M. E., pp. 135-180,

() Adyssarivedanasys vedanintsravedaniystve anavasthiprasan-
gﬂnhqmtnrkapuk;tiunlamhhﬁrhrn tagyn abhivasiddhan parifesit svapra-
Lasatasiddhib, oktafcs—Asarhvittau vitterns khalu tadupidhivyavahrtil,
pratitivanyasyih prasabhamannvasthi prasarsti iti.

—Pr. M., pp. 14-15.

0f. Mind, 1008, p. 88:—

" Ty uffirm that al]l eognition is medista in this sense leads inevitably
1o & vicious eirple. 1f medists cognition could only be medistad by
cognition which sre themselves merely mediate, nowledge conld never
got natart, It isae it one should eay that, in buildiog & wall, every brick
must belnid on ths Sop of another brick and none dirsctly on the ground."”
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produces the other so that knowledge is inferred from ecognised-
ness which again being produced by knowledge there would be
the fallaey of [farelordfraya or mutval dependence. Again
when an object is cognised, there is said to be produced in the
object a peculiar property called cognisedness or jadfatd, and so
when this cognisedness is known, there will be produced another
cognisedness in that cognisedness, and s0 on ad infinitunt, T,
ta avoid such an infinite regress, cognisedness be regarded as
sell-luminous it may as well be argoed that the cogunition itself
is self-luminous.’

This seli-luminous character of knowledge has also been
advocated by the Jaina and Buddhist thinkers in their theory of
knowledge.

Buddhist thinkers hold that all consciousness, cogmition

(citla) and feelings (caitta) are known by them-

Balf-cogpitinn  or .

maswnpedonam of  gelves: or in otherwords they are self-trans-
the Buddhista. ¥ - c

parent and self-lominous.” Consciousness is
dismetrically opposed to matter in this that it is of the nature of
Wlumination like the luminary in the firmament, whereas matter
iz veiled and hidden by a constitutional darkness, The being of
consciousness i8 its illumination, its luminosity and so it cannot
be unknown. Consciousness thus differs [rom dead unfeeling
and unthinking matter which has no light in itself, The 1m-
materiality of consciouspess carries with it the prerogative of
salf-revelation and does not connote any subject-object relation in
its constitution, which its very immateriality precludes. Matter
alone ean be divided and consciousness van be consciousness only
if it refuses to be split up into compariments, which the subject-
object relation involves.! So seli-luminosity of conselousness

! Yathi os arths jiaysmine jAatatd, tathi jfatetiyimapi jhdyama-
niyarh jldtatintaramityanavasthi, aths iyam svaprakisi jhive kab pra
dvegabh.—Ny. K. P., 97, Benures Edn,

2 Sarvam citta-caltid nhmitma-sarhvedsnnm.
3 {a) Vijdinam jadaripebhyo vyivritam upajiyate
Tdame vitmesariyvitticasya yi'jadardipaid,
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does not conmote @ bifureation of consciousness into a subjeet
and object, which would be absurd in @ single unit, GCon-
seiousness and self-consciousness, therefore, are interchangeable
terms, 'The light of consciousness makes the dead matter
shine and if the consciousness is supposed 1o be hidden
and veiled in and by itself, there is no knowing hLow
knowledge can arise at all, Dharmakirti has very pertinently
ohserved “perception of an object is imposstble if perception itsell
is unperceived.”" ' 1f cognition cannot shine in its own light but
only in the borrowed light of another cognition, how can the
second cognition, which equally lacks original light like the first,
make it shine ? Certainly there musi be light somewhere and
il it is supposed to belong to some remote cognition, what is the
harm if it is be conceded to the first 2 1f you deny original
light to any cognition whatsoever, perception of objective
reality will become impossible, as darkness cannot be removed
by darkness. And the alternative of shining in borrowed light i8
exposed to the charge of regressus ad infinitum. The contention
that # cognition reveals its object, thongh lying unknown by
itself, like the sense-organ, has been proved to be a colossal
hosx. A cognition reveals objects, which are foreign to it, only
beeause it i3 self-revealing like light. The subjeet-object relation
does not exist and o there is no dichotomy in consciousness. It
is immediate in all knowledge and is not known like an external
object. Its nature is to be revealed and revealing. It shines,
.t sheds lustre and all things coming in contact with it are revealed.
To =ay that I do not perceive consciousness in perceiving an
object is tantamount to saying that I do ot koowf T have a

Krigikirskalhavens na syasavittirmuyai
Elasyanamhiaripasya troirdpyimupapatiital.—Ta. 8., Sle. 2000-2001.
(b) Namni grﬁimknbhﬂwm'hlmnmiwedmm ahilipretam, o karhi;
svayuh prakrtyid prakisitmatayi nebhnsthalavarts alokavat,
—Ta. 8. P., 8L 2000,
I Apmtyaksopalmnbhesys nirthadretib prasidbynti.
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tongue or not. Argument will be losi upon him—a human
statue in stone, who perceives an object but is not conscious that
he perceives it." To say, therefore, that the object is known and
oot the fact of knowledge is to talk nonsense, The contention,
that awareness is only implicit in objective perception and so
knowledge is not always of the form ‘T know the object,” bus it
is simply of the object, does not prove that the knowledge is un-
known. Implicit or explicit awareness is always self-awareness,
The refersnce to the subject and the object in a judgment js a
question of emphasis and is possible only if there is a recognition
of the fact of knowledge. 8o the self transparency of knowledge
is the presupposition of all knowledge and cannot be denied
without denying the very possibility of knowledge.*
Prabhacandra in his prameyakamalamartanda, strongly
» crificises the Nyaya-Vaisesika view that ‘‘oog-
The Juloa youition.  pition i manifeésted by another cognition
since it is an object of knowledge like a cloth.'® The srgn-
ment that a cognition is cognised by another cognition is refuted
by the fact that pleasure js self-cognised and also by the fack
that the cognition of God thongh not cognised by another cog-
nition is valid. If however, it be held that cognition of God is
cognised by another cognition then that will involve unending
regress," If this infinite regress is sought to be avoided on
the assumption that there are fwo cognitions in God, one cog-
nises the universe and the other cognises that cognition, then

! (s) Bodhe'pyanubhavoynsys na kathsficans jayate
tarh kathum bodhayet ddstram lostamnarssamakriim,
(b} Jihvi me'sti nava'kyuktic lajjiyal kevalar, yatha
ns budhyste mayibodho boddkavya it tadesi.
'}, Pancadady, 111, 19-20,
2 Ininarh Jidninokaravedysm prameyatvik patavat.
3 TVide Pr. K. M., p. 84,
* For the Buddhist axposition [ am highly indebted to my friend nnd
collengue Dr. Batkari Mukherjee, M., P 0., Lecturer in Sanskrit and
Budahist Philosophy, Caloutte University.

o 11
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the answer is that the assumption is absurd as two cognitions of
the same nature and existing as long as the object endures are
nowhere found. - Even if the assumption be supposed possible in
God, the question is * Is the second cognition perceived or not ?
if it be not perceived how then can it reveal the lirst cognition? '
if it be beld that even though itsell unperceived it can cognise
the first cognition then the first cognition though not perceived
may also cognise the object ; if it be held that the second cogni-
tion i8 perceived then the question arises * Is it perceived by
iteelf or another ?'" 1II it be perceived by itself then this capa-
city may also be atiributed to the first cognition, If it be per-
ceived by another, i. €., a third cognition, then there will be the
fallacy of infinite regress. If the second cognition be perceived
by the first and the first by the second then there will be the
fallscy of mutual dependence (anyomyadrayatvam).! More-
over, does the second cognition arise when the first cognition
exists or alter its disappearance ? In the firsi case there will be
two simultaneouz cognitions which is absurd. In the second
cage, what will the second cognition perceive 2 If it be said
that the non-existent first cognition is perceived by the second
cognition then the cognition becomes false as its object is non-
existent. Similarly, in human conscionsness, is the second cog-
nition perceived or not ? 1If perceived, is it perceived by itsell
or by another cognition ? If it be perceived by itself then we
may as'well atiribute the capacity of self-perceplion to the first
cognition. If it be perceived by another it will lead to infinite
regress. If it be not perceived then how can it perceive the first
cognition ? If it be said that unperceived second cognition per-
ceives the first cognition as the sense organs though themselves
unperceived, produce apprehension of objects, then why should
not the first cognition though unperceived perceive the objects ?*
Thus the assumption of a second cognition is unseless,

i b Vide Pr. K. M., p. 84,
: Fil'!ﬂ Pﬂ. K- Mn I'l- H‘BT!
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To obviate all difficulties, 1t must be held that consciousness is
self-revealed. In the case of God his cognition in apprehending
the universe apprehends itself. Self-revelation is inherent in the
nature of consciousness as such, whether divine or human.!

! N.B.—In order to give an insight into the incisivensss and subtlety
displayed by Indian thinkers, it was felt necesssary to give this rather
elsborate logical disputation about the nature of svaprakifatva or self-reveal-
ing character of knowledge. Bometimes it does happen, as is natursl, that
in their enthusiasm to pick holes in the armour of the opponent, they lose
sight of the main point snd wasder into bysways but on the whole tha
argument never misses or ignoras the challenge but tries to meet it fairly
snd squarely.



CHAPTER 11T
Varmiry oF ExowLEDGE

The most important question which demands our attention
in the epistemological survey is the validity of knowledge. We
derive knowledge every day from different sources, ¢.g., percep-
tion, inference, authority, ete., but in every case validity consti-
tates the chief problem. The question invites keen inlerest of
the epistemologists in the domain of Indian Philosophy because
the teachers of ndian Philosophy Idiffer widely in recording how
far the claim of epistemology is sustained and justified. Both
as regards the nature, validity and sources of knowledge the
opinion of the sister schools of Philosophy are divergent.
Our task, in the present thesis, is to examine these different
theories of knowledge and fo estimate their respective position
in the science of knowledge.

As regards the validity of knowledge there are chiefly two
issues in Indian thought, (i) *svatah pramdsyacdda® or the
theory which advocates the truth or validity of knowledge as
self-constituted and self-evident, and (ii) *paratah-pramanya-
véda '—a theory which maintains that the validity of knowledge
is borrowed or imported from without. Knowledge does not
carry with it its own conviction of proof. Tts validity depends
upon something else which does not itsell constitute knowledge.
The term ‘wvada’ means the bone of contention upon which
the teachers of philosophy form divergent opinions and about
which they are divided among themselves,

(1) The Samkhya school maintains that both validity and
non-validity, proof and disproof, are inherent in the cognition
itsell. (2) Naiyayikas hold that both are proved by something
else, i.e., by extrancous causes as inference, ete. (8) The
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Buddhists are of opinion that invalidity inheres in all cognitions
but- validity is established by something else. (4) Mimamsists
and Vedantisis believe that yalidity is self-evident and invalidity
is determined by extraneous causes.'

An elaborate treatment of the guestion requires a fuller
account of prémanya or validity as a philo-
sophical concept. What * primfinya ' connotes
is u problem which faces us here. And diver-
gent opinions which have been formed by the teachers of Tndian
Philosophy are mainly due to their different conceptions of
prama and pramina in the theory of knowledge. To estimate
the nature of validity as sdvocated by the teschers of Indian
thought what demands our attention first is the nature of pramd
or true knowledge to which pramdnyn or validity is assigned
as its essential nature or property. If the definitions advanced
by the different schools of philosoply are eritically viewed, two
striking features are revealed. Knowledge which reveals the
nature of things as they are (yathabh@ta) and which is not
sublated (abadhila) is called pramd or valid.® Revelation of
objects in their true perspeetive and correspondence of ideas with
objects are essential marks of valid apprehension. This corres-
pondence of ideas to objects, the Naiyiyikas hold, ecannot
straightaway be known. One has to infer this correspondence
from the capacity of knowledge to lead to successful action.
Validity is determined by an appeal to facts. Knowledge is an
incitement to action. It unfolds to us an object which may be
desirable, or undesirable, or indifferent. The percipient subject
is not a purely passive spectator inferested in mere contemplation

Explination of the
theory.

1 PramipstviEpraminatye svalah Barkhyih samidritih
Muiyiyikiste paratal Saugat@dcuramarh svatal;,
Prathammn parstab pribuly priminysmh Vedavidioal
Pramiipatvarh svatab pribul) paretsécipramigatim.
—8.D.8., p. 279, Abhyanksr Edn,

2 ¢ Pra -Valid, ' Ma '-Knowledge,
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of things. He is eager fo attain desirable objects and tfo avoid
undesirable ones. The Naiyayikas bere agree with the modern
pragmatists in their view that ‘* Knowledge has its basis in the
practical needs of human life and its validity lies in the practical
results in which it issues.”” The study of the Nyaya theory of
knowledge reveals the fact that truth of validity of knowledge
depends upon its relation to facts it reveals, and the relation is
one of agreement and correspondence inferred from the working
of ideas, our knowledge leads ns to action. When by acting
according to it we attain the desired object we call it valid
knowledge; when we fail to attain it we call it invalid
knowledge. So from consequences we infer causes. Here we
see that paratah-primasya of the Naiyiyikss is a logical
necessity. Thus this successful issue of knowledge is the ratio
cognoscendi that it is valid.

The question may be viewed from another standpoint :
“Truth is prior to verification. A judgment is true, not because
it is verified by an appeal to facts ; but it is verified becanse it
is true.’” When the problem of validity is tested from this stand-
point, it is clear thai the validity of knowledge as revealed
by the inference from its pragmatic utility presupposes that
the truth of knowledge was already pre-existing independent-
ly of such inference and it is in this sense that kmowledge
may be said to be self-valid. In other words pragmatic
utility merely reveals and confirms the pre-existent trath of
knowledge. THence as regards the ratic-essendi or origin,
validity was already there in knowledge. The question whether
such self-validity is due to the inherent elements of knowledge
itsell or is the result of extraneous elements is a different prob-
lem which requires separate treatment. Savara, the great
exponent of the Pirva-MImimsi and his followers Prabhakara,
Kumérila and teachers of the Vedanta, who advocate the self-
established authority of the Vedas, maintain the self-evident
character of knowledge as an imperative demand of logic. We
shall try to give an account of their respective positions when we



VALIDITY OF ENOWLEDGE an

shall deal with their standpoints. It is here noted only by way
of introdunction how those two theories svafab-pramanys and
paratah-pramanya came into being in the study of epistemology.!
This analysis of the problem of validity in Indian noeties
rests on two well-known principles, viz., (i) appeal to facis and

! N. B.—Ttis significant and interesting to note that even in the
domain of Western Philosophy we have almost parallel theories about the
validity of knowledge. The Pragmatic and the Realistio sehool in modern
Philosophy advocates the theory of Parafah-pramanya and Arthaknydkditve
of the Nyiya and Buddhist echool. Thus James in his Pragmstism, p. 201,
gsys "' Truth happens to an idea. It becomes true, is made true by events.
Its verity is in fact an event, a process : the process namely of its verily-
ing itsall, its verification, Tts validity is the process of its valid sction.”
See aléo the mesning of truth, pp. 200, 222. Prof. Dewey says, ** The true
means the verified ond means nothing elsa." Prof. Watts Cunningham
in his Problems of Philosophy, p. 120, also explaining the pragmatic test
of truth assarts **Utility is the eriterfon of truth. A judgment is mada troe
by being verified and apart from its verification it cannot in sny iotelligible
‘gensa be said to ba either irus or erronecus. Similarly, Joachim in the
Nature of Trath. p. 19, in explaining the correspondence theory writes: " A
judgment is true, if the thoughts whose union is the Judgment ‘esrrespond *
to the facts whose union is the ‘real * situation which is to ba expressed.
My Judgment is trua if my jdeas, sazerted by me in my Judgment, corees-
pond to the fusts. But my idess are ‘real ' mnd ‘real ' oot simply in the
sense that thay are certain evenis actually happening in my psychical
history. For it js not qua-psyehical svents that my idess sorrespond with
the facts and in corresponding are true.'” Similarly an adumbration of the
coneeption of svatah-prdmdnys might also be traced here and there. Thus
Joschim in his Naturs of Truth while eritieising the correspondence theory
and expluining the neo-Logic snd Metaphysics of the HRealistic sehool
as represented by Bartrand Russsll and G. E. Moore writes: ** Truth s
what it is independently, whether any mind recognizes it or not.”” [P, 18))
*"Wa do nob create truth, but only find it | we could not find it if it wers
nob there and in n sonse independent of our finding.”" (Pp. 18, 14. p. 20.)
YA truth is indepondently of my thinking i, and again, in indepandencs of
the procesa through which I come to think i8,"" ** Truth is discovered, nok
invented.” It must however bs recognisad that the similarily of the Nyivs
and Buddhist position with that cf the Pragmatists does not go far enough.
A judgmént is true or falss because of its own causes and conditions and jts
truth or falsity is made known by verifieation or contradiction.
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correspondence on the one hand and excessive belief in the
maxim, (i) that ‘s power by itsell non-existent cannot be
bronght into existence by another,' on the other. It is fur-
ther significant that Buddhists propounded their theory of
validity on the basis of the first principle while the Sarmkhyists
take their stand on the second in explaining their viewpoint.

Thus Buddhist thinkers in explaining the valid nature of

Beslanstion of (e SXDETIEDCE Iy stress on cﬂrraapnn&en_ae, and
Buddhiat view, workability is the only test of truth in their
theory. Right knowledge is unsontradicted knowledge (avisam-
-padijiana) which enables us to attain the knowledge.*  Attain-
ment of objects means suceessiul activity in regard to the objects
and implies nunderstanding them in their true perspective.

Dharmottara thinks that the objeot attained iz not identical
with the object known, for the object attained is different from
the object known, becanse the latter does not exist when
the former is attained though they belong to the same stream or
series.

The Buddhists and the NaiyAyikas agree in this that they
accept practical efficiency or *‘arlhakriydkariteam™ as the test
of truth, The relation of facts and ideas of the Baddhists, how=
gver, differ from that advocated by the Naiyiyikas. It should
be remembered that the Buddhists hold that invalidity inheres
in all cognitions but validity is established by something ex-
tranecus; for, according ts the metaphysics ol the Buddhists,
Sitnyam or Universal void is the highest truth, And in order to
establish this position, Nagfirjuna, the greatest Banddha dislecti-
cian, bas shown that everything is full of contradictions admit-
ting of no logical scrutiny. NagArjuna thus assailing the
realistic position, establishesthe Bauddha theory that the inherent
nature of knowledge is bound to be invalid and validity in any

! Nahi svato’satl faktih ]m:l..n.lman;mn dakyate.
—8. V. Codunisiites verse 47.
? Peamiagamavisadividi jhinsmarthe-kriyisthitih avisafividanamiti.

—Thrkikaraksd, p, 14,
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particular case can only be established as due to extraneous causes.
In the Buddhist epistemology knowledge is studied from its two
different aspects : (i) knowledge transcendental, and (ii) experi-
ence immanent. Knowledge from the metaphysical standpoint
is momentary, svalaksana and nirvikalpa. Experience, how-
ever, lias some practical validity as it leads to the attainment
of the object Dharmakirti speaks of this kind of practieal
knowledge ns pramajiana or right knowledge. Samynyjiana or
true knowledge, Dharmakirti observes, is the invariable ante-
cedent to the attainment of all a man desires to have.!

When with the presentation of any knowledge we get the
object presented by it, we may be said to have right knowledge.
The process of knowledge starts with the perceptual presentation
and ends with the attainment of objects represented by it and
fulfilment of some practical need. There are five stages in the
aequisition of experience.

(I) The presentation of the object, i.e., pure sensations as
“something™ which causes these sensations of sight and touch,
ete., by stimulating the appropriate nerves, i.0., the book.

(II) Representation—In this stage ideas from memory due
to past experiences are ¢alled up and associated with the pure
sensations o as to make them intelligible by bringing them
under different calegories of genus, differentia, ete., such as this
sensation-giving object belongs to the book eclass and g0 on.

(ITI) In the next stage, there is a consciousness that this
object may serve some good purpose (Istasadhanaiajianam).

(IV) Tn the fourth stage there is the prompting of desire
in responsa to it.

(V) In the last stage there is an activity in aceordance with
the prompting to realise the object following the direction of know-
ledge. 1t is this realisation which is called arthakriyakaritoam
of knowledge and determines its validity from the practical

1 Sum! !.E‘ﬂﬂ‘pﬂnihﬁ hI !mgpnn:gﬁrlhniﬂd]lih.ﬂﬂjﬁjlﬁnﬂﬁ. Pi Hi
12
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standpoint, This arthakriyakaritvam is almost the same ns the
test of workability of the Western Pragmatists.) Thig, in its
extreme form, implies that no perception or knowledge can be
regarded as in any way valid unless it leads to the realisation of
objects fulfilling the need which it was meant to fuliil. This
however to be rather an extreme position even from the Buddhistic
standpoint. For how could we then explain perception when
it is not accompanied by the effort to test it by practical
efficiency? If the kmowledge of the object is not put 1o the test
by practical effort are you to reject it s invalid? Obviously this
cannot be so ; for a very large number of perceptions is never
put to such actual practical test, Therefore it would seem
that all that the Buddhisis mean fo imply by this arthakri-
yikaritram is that perception or knowledge gained thereby must
be capable of being verified in some practical manner when occa-
gion arises. It is this difficulty which Jeads Dharmottara to
make a distinction between the right knowledge which isthe
immediate nntecedeny of attainment (arlhakriyédnirbh@sam) and
that which leads to atfainment tlwough certain intermediate
gtages (arthakriyasamarthe co pravartakam).

Thus though pure sensations are nirpikalpa still perceptions
as they enter into our experience would seem fo involve many
notions which elabornte the sensations which we receive, But
the question is: Are the npotions to be regarded as real and
empirically valid or are they to be looked upon us creation of
mere imagination and thereflore as utterly illusory ?

An analysis of the perceptual process will reveal how the
2 aﬂ‘mm:;. ratioas notions enter into our perception and make
ledgn conarete ang  OUF knowledge concrete and determinate.
R i Whenever anything is preseuted it excites and
revives the memory of similar past impressions through sponta-
peous suggestive forces of the word implying the object (fabda

! £f. James’ Progmatism, p. 301,
True ideas are those that we con assimilate, walidate, dorroborate and
verify. False ideas are those that we camnol.
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smrit). As soon as these impressions are recalled they hLelp to
revive some non-sensuous elements such as the notion of sub-
stance, universality and particularity, ete. The sensuous or
presentative elements are then synthesised with these non-sensu-
ous elements and the object iz apprehended as a substance having
attributes, as a particular belonging to a certain genus, and as a
whole having parts and o0 on.

These non-sensuous elements being subjective contributions
without any objective counterpart have not got that particular
vividness and digtinetness which is the distinguishing mark of
the sensuous element (pisadavabhasa). They, however, by
viriue of their synthesis with the sensuous elemenis appear to
be apprehended as eqgually vivid, distinet and objective and
ordinary minds therefore fail to notice the distinetion between
sensuous and non-sensuous elements in perception and their
notions of universality, ete., are regarded as extramental. Thus
it 1s their association with sensuons elements which makes them
appear a& sensuous and objective.  Non-sensuous elements there-
fore shine with a light not their own but borrowed from the
gensuous ones. Perception involves both sensuous or presenta-
tive and non-sensuous or representative elements. The problem
therefore arises—as to how are we to construe and explain the
origin and nature of these non-sensuous notions ?

Perception is the result of the conjunction of the organ of
sepge and the object. But neither the sense-organ nor the
object has any capacity to act upon the non-sensuous elements
by appesling throngh memory. For by the time the non-sensu-
ous elements are revived and integrated with the sensuons ones,
the operations of the organs of sense will have ceased. The
subsequent apprehension of the revived elements cannot therefore
bessid to be dueto those operations. The subject alone has
the funclion and capacity to revive these elements through
memory. Hence the so-called sensuous apprehensions of (he
universal, etc., by means of the senses is erroneous.’

! Indriyirtha-simarthysjarh jlonad: pratysksam, na cendriyasyir-
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If sensuous apprehension of the universals, ete., were at all
possible, it musi be due fo the sense-organs neted upon by the
abject characterised by universality, efe., present in the object or
by these revived notions (smaranasahitendriyajam) or by tha
object and the revived notions operating fogetheér. In the first
case, the universal, ete., noi being in touch with the sense-organ
could not be sensuously apprebended, in the second case, they
wonld be apprehended simultaneously with the sensuous processes
waiting for the revival of the word images and the npotions bui
that iz sbsurd, In the third case the resulting apprehension
would not be sensuous but & combination of sensuous and non-
gensuons elemenis,

Deeper metaphysical speeulation shows thay the so-called
universality, substance, ete., do not exist as eternal self-existent
realities and that these very notions of universality, snbstantiality,
gte,, involve amtinomies and contradictions, HHence in the ab-
sence of such realities, any sensuous apprehension thereof, even
though cerfified to bhe walid by sense pereeption for the time
Leing must be regarded as erroneons ; for obyiously what does
not exist at all is unfit to ogcasion any sense-perception.’

Thus it is cliar that what appears to be a substance havine
attribute, as a thing having paris and so0 on, is not an extra-
mental fact, but something built up by the subject out of
elements contributed from within.?

An analysis of the notions as invelved in the mental processes
rovenls that there are some notions which bave an objective basis
and reference while there are others which are purely subjective
being the products of imagination. Thus there are two distinet

thasyn vii smaerturh simurtbyam, savikalpages smriyd krstat  jatyadi
yojansyi upsjiyate.
—Nyiyaratnikara, p. 161,
1 Ve Upaskirs, 8-1-2.
4 Ewumetih pravariante visanfimitra-nirmitah
Kalpitalika-bhedidi-propaficih panica kalpanily,
—Ny, M. P, 04.



VALIDITY OF ENOWLEDGH 93

groups of notions, aecording to the author of Nyiya-maiijari—one
idgntagrahi apprebended as implying an objective relerence,
the other aniduntagrihi implying no such objective refer-
ence, The first group comprises notions of universality, sub-
stantiality, efc., for they are apprehended though erroneously
as  something =ensuous and objective and implying extra-
mental reality. The second group includes the processes
which are purely subjective implying no objective validity
(chatramanoratha-piracita). The Buddhistic schools call Loth
the kinds of notions, vikalpas or notinns wrongly apprebended.
This the Buddhistic schools maintain by showing lLow these
notions enter into our knowledge though they have no metaphy-
sical validity.'

This is what may be ealled the phenomenal aspect of know-
ledge or the aspect in which knowledge appears to us. Knowledge,
in thissense, is dependent or prafantra and is the work of the
understanding and its categories having validity only within
experience. Thus the phenomenal existenee of the world with
its distinetions of subject and object is accepted by the Buddhis-
tic thinkers; and judgments are formed to explain the empiric
experience which helps our life progress. When such experience
answers the need of our practical life it is culled valid, other-
wise it is invalid, What is called valid or normal knowledge is,
from the standpoint of the Buddhistic metaphysics, invalid as
the categories themselves which form the so-called valid judg-
ments sre errongons or false, Buddhists have emphasised the
false character of all existence consistently with their views of
non-validity of all knowledge (soatahpramanya).

In analysing the viewpoints of Dharmottara and Dharma-

Al e k‘lr!ﬁi it appears that the Buddhist t.h.inkers take
Eﬂu:;immmivur their stfs_ml only on the workability (artha-
kriyakariteam) of knowledge. Determinate

! earva evimi vikalpal) parsmirthatubsrtham ns spréantyevs vikalpih
svabbivata eva vostusasparéalnubalaéiny Atminn iti,
—Ny. MP_ 907,
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knowledge or experience by itself is from the standpoint of
the Bauddha metaphysics, erroncous and ifs erroneous character
has been justified by their explanation of determinate factors of
knowledge. But our experience of the pragmatic life, which
enables us to attain the object and is therefore uncontradicted,
is tuken as valid. The only test of truth iz its verification.
Experience is verified becanse itis true. Verification is
not the cause or guarantee of truth, In that case, some forms
of valid experience themselves would be divorced from the cate-
gory of validity. For example, the inferential knowledge which
goes to establish the objects of past and future apprehension ig
to be taken as invalid inits nature as at the time of inference
the verification of past and foture objects becomes an impossibi-
lity. And again if such an inferential knowledge is denied
validity, then the definition of validity based on verification
becomes too narrow. The definition becomes also too wide ag
it will include smzti or memory knowledge if memory-knowledge
is to be excluded from the category of valid knowledge or pra-
majidng—for in memory verification cannot be questioned.
Uddyotakara thus says that practical efficiency 1is not, however,
the sole test of truth. There issuch a thing as inferential
validity, The Naiyavika definition of pramdjiagnam thus
does not deny validity to past and future [acts where the test of
practical efficiency is inapplicable, nor does it include smrli-
jidnam or memory-knowledge which is placed in a different
categary as smptifidanam is based on swmskdra only (sarskdra-
mdlrajonyarn jAanarh smytilh). This will be made clearer when
judging the Naiyiyika position. .
The Sarmkhya school advocates the doctrine ““ex nilitlo nihil
Shibkhya conception. il | the existent cannot come out of the non-
of Fulidity. existent nor can the non-existent come out of

! Yathivegatérths-pripukstvamavisathvidakatvamh  pramipyamiti.
—Ny. M.P., 24,
2 (a) Vide Tarkikarakes of Varadarija, p. 14,
{b) Nydysmafijari. p. 24.
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the existent. The effect persists in the cavse in an unmanifest-
od state. What is valid is always valid and what is invalid is
always invalid. Validity inberes in valid knowledge and invali-
dity inheres in invalid knowledge. Validity and invalidity
are therefore to be admitted in knowledge. Pre-existence of
validity and invalidity before manifestation follows from the
Sarmkhya theory of causation or Satkaryavddak.

In every determinate cognition we have two elements in the
Samkhya  epistemology, determination of
Bahihya ex - h s : i

tinof the Validitgof  Buddhi partioularly modified and consclousness
Buaslons reflected in  the modifieation. Buddhi works
in determinating the nature of objects and the foree of conscious-
ness (citigakti) works in reflecting itself in the modified Buddhi
and imitating the modification. Question of doubt, iovalidity,
ete., cannot be urged in the pure consciousness | they are funes
tions or modifications of Buddhi. Consciousness even in the de-
terminate conscious process being only an aspect of pure eternasl
conscionsness can in no way be called invalid in its nature.
Invalidity may therefore be urged in the function of Buddhi.
Trath of knowledge consists in recording the things as they are.
When Buddhi determines the object in its true nature the expe-
rience is called valid, otherwise it is invalid. Through the media-
tion of Buddhi connection of the unattached Purusa with the
ohject bns been established and called knowledge, again the
connection of Puruga with this definite knowledge resulting in
the determination ‘T know' is known as revelation of apprehen-
sion (prama-bodhak).' Vulidity, invalidity, proof and disproof are
inherent in the nature of thisapprehension of Purusa. Tt is proved
and disproved by itsell. All appearances forming the objects of

' Buddhasu dropitacaitanyasya vigayepa sarhbandho jffinam. jBeyenn
sambandhsh cetuno "harhi keromityupalabdhily, ete.
—Haridisa’s Commeniary
on the Kusumaijali, 1-24.
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knowledge are valid entities," A= regards the validity of know-
ledge the Samkhyas belong to the school of extreme realism. To
them appearances have value and validity of their own., Even
fulse appearances, because they are appearances, are not false,
they are also valid entities implying objective reality.* What
we call valid and invalid knowledge, the Samkhyas hold, stand
on the same footing. The facthood of theoretic assuredness of
the false percepts is not denied in the Samkhya system. In
explaining the epistemology of illusion the Samkhyas argue that
in every case of perception, frue or false, an object is actually
perceived, Prabbacandra in his Prameyakamalamartanda
mentions prasiddharthakhyali as the view supported by Bhaskara
and the followers of Sasmkhya. According to this theory what-
ever appears, is; for, there can be no appearance of what never
exists. Though what appears at one moment may not exist in
the next moment, still it is at the moment when it appears. If
non-existence at a subsequent moment be the gronnd of invalidity
of knowledge, then existence will have to be denied to lightning
which disappears immediately after it bas Hashed.”
In criticising the view, Prabhficandra argues that this view
is not at all satisfactory because it makes all
St . cognitions valid and the distinction between
truth and falsity of cognition is without any
meaning, for all knowledge records the objects as they are.* This

! In this respect the Sirmkhyists agree with the Rimfnujists to
whom all knowledge is valid (yathdrthath sarvavifidnam)., We have deye:
loped the viewpaint of the Riminujists in the chapter, *' The Epistemology
of Mlusion.” Vide the topic ** The Satkhyitivids of Riminuja. "

2 Maricikiyin jalalaksogal arthabh satyibbitah pmtibbisnminntvit
ghatavat, —Pr. KM, p 14

A Ysdyspyuttarakflad: tatha sah acbhal) ndstt tuthipl yads pratibhati
jada tavadestyevinystha vidyudaderapi salivasiddbirna ssit.—Pr. K. M.,

. 18,

' +  Yathavasthitarthagrhititvividesshibhrinti  bhrfintavyavahiieibhi.
valy syat sarvajidninim avitathirthavisayalvavidesat —Ibid, p, 18.
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is an absurd position and involves contradiction. In the expla-
nation of the Samkhya theory of valid knowledge we have
already noticed that in defining Prama or valid knowledge the
Samkhya logicians take their stand on the record of things as
they are (ysthartha-pariechitlib). The form artha, VijiiAna-
blitksu observes, indicates its distinction from false knowledge.'
And now if the Samkhya teachers expluin the objeet of illusory
cognition as an estublished object (Prasiddharthakhyatt) they
cannot avoid self-contradietion, If falsity and truth of know-
ledge be sell-constituted, then the contradictions in cognitions
eannot be explained. The Semkhya maxim that fakti or enpa-
eity whiel is not existent by itsell cannot be originated otherwise,
is not enough to give the satisfnctory explanation of the validity
and invalidity of knowledge. When I cognise waler as water we
eall it valid and when I mistake the rays of the sun as water it is
called invalid. In both cases judgment has been formed ‘T see
the water,’ it is now therefore to bé admitted by the advocates of
the prasiddharthakhyati that tbe gfakti or capacity of both
validity and invalidity lies in the judgment construction ‘I see
the water.'! But a question may be asked that if validity and
invalidity, prool and disproof, are equally self-constituted, econ-
formity and non-conformity would arise indiseriminately in cog-
nition, a8 thére is no law or limiting prineiple to guide confor-
ity in the ease when it is called valid and non-conformity in
the'case of invalidity and thereby to establish truth and falsity
on the sound logical basis. To explain away the apparent con-
tradiction if the S@mkhya logicians advance different sets (groups)
of causal relations (elements) in the case of conformity and non-
conformity with the objects in cognition, tlieir own theory of
self-dependence falls to the grounds ; by introdueing the extra-
neous causes to explain true knowledge they will bave 1o admit

! Vide Sarhkhyapravacaonbhisya, 1.87.  Viesspati MiSra aleo in his
definition of pramdor valid knowledge exoludes fulse knowledge from the
eoncephion of validity.

13
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the Naiyayika theory of pnratah prémanya discarding their own
theory.
Prama or valtrl knouledge. bins been defined h}r Dn’uyuna in
s s - his Tatparyya-panhm’dh: as iCaﬂm:mn of the
of validity wnl inedti- - voal nature of things.! ' What constitutesthe
dity ol koowledge. 150 Far = . .
i . real nature of things 2 ‘*‘It is nolling else
but being or existence in the case of thot which is and mon-being
or non-existence in the cage of that which is not. - That is to say,
when sometling that s, is apprehended as it really is (fath-
bhatam) and not as something of a contrary nature (aviparifam),
then that which is thus apprebended constitutes the true nature
of the thing, and analogously when a non-entity is apprehended
s such, i.e., as what is not, as something of a contrary nature,
then, that which is thus apprehended constitutes the true nature,
of the thing.""* Knowledge advances with juigment construc-
tion. And o judgment consists of subject and the predicate
linked together by a copula. Subject is something which is
characterised by the predicate which characterises the nature of
the subject. The subject gives us a glimpse of its existence, it is at
first apprebended as ** this '* without any particular characteris-
tics, and the predicate determines the nature of the given by
gpam[ymg its properties: ~Where the determinateness agrees
with the nuture of the objeet, it is called valid or Yathartha, and
where it- does not agree it is called invalid or aeyathariha,
Valid knowledge, according to Nyfiyd view, copies veality of

¥ (a) Tattvinubhavsh prama.
(b) Yathirthfinubhovaly pramé teteddhansfics prominam.
* (o) Yad yatristi tatra tejjfifinath prometi pirokiom,
Virdbhaminn's Kusuminjull prokisa, 4.5,
() Kirh punastattvam ? sntofen sndbbiivah esatadeiisadbbavol, sal
gaditi grhysmipuh yethibhidemavipariterh tatlvorh bhavall nsaccicediti
grhysmigarh tathibhiitemaviparita tativarh bhavati.
‘\jﬁ;nbhn;:}'a L13.
(¢) Vide Nyayeviritiks and Nyfyavirttikatitparyafiks, 1L.1.1,

- -
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things. Things are the grounds of logical truth. It isthe
externnl world ' existing apart from our knowledge that deter-
mines the true nature of our knowledge. Experience is the
product or resultant of the causal action of the not-self on the
self, The causal categories are called pramanss or sources
of valid knowledge and the absolute and universal characteristic
of vahd knowledge is known as priamdnyn in' the Nydya
epistemology. This explanation of valid experience is short-
gighted. It cannot include God's eternal koowledge in
its scope. The God of the Naiyayika is the creator of this
universe. He possesses existence, knowledge and bliss
(sacciddnanda). He iz endowed with such qualities as absence of
demerit (adharma), wrong knowledge (mithydjiina), aod vegl-
gence (pramdda), and presence of merit, knowledge and equanimity
(dharmajnanasamidhisampad), He is omnipotent in- regard to
his creation, though be is influenced by the results of acts done
by the beings he creates. He is omniscient since he possesses
right knowledge, which is an independent apprehension of reality.
He has eternal intelligence and since his cognitions are ever-
lasting there is no nead for memory and inferential knowledge.
This eternal ever-valid conscisusness of God cannot be styled
the product or resultant of proofs (pramanaphala) and the suggested
explanation of walidity is not enough to prove the validity of
(God’s supreme consciousness. The Nydya explanation of pramdina
as means of valid knowledge, cannot be taken as all-compreliensive.
Such an explination only goes to prove the logical validity of
empirical knowledge. Udiyana in his Kusumidjali explains the
notions prami and pramaga, ete., in an all-comprebensive way
which conprises both empirical knowledge as well as the eternal
consciousness of God. Varadarija in his Turkikaraksi follows the
view-point of Udayans and gives twololl explanations of the no-
‘tions of pramd and pramiss, ete., from its eternal and non-gternal
stendpoinis: This gives usa clue to understiand the real nature
of valid knowledze in the Nyaya épistemology.” Yathdrtha-
nubhaoa or knowledge of things as they are, is the characteristic
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mark of valid knowledge and this special feature may be
noticed both in ths: individual experience and in the etern)l
experience of God. But the notion of pram7asa, Varadarija
observes, differs in eternal and non-eternal koowledge. In the
case of God's eternal consziousness, on account of its eternality,
pram ma cannot be explained as means or source of knowlzdge,
but it means the substeatum (@$raya) of consciousness, while

in the ordinary logical experience, pramapa is defined as
pramyikaranz or means of valid knowledge."

Praminya or the absolute characteristic of prama. or valid
kuowledge may thus be explamed in two ways. In the case
of valid logical experience it is valid becanse it is the result of
the enusal categories which bring forth the correspondence of
ideas 1o objects. Experience belonging to God is taken as
valid because God Himsell who is endowed with the absence
of false knowledge ia the substratum of such experience. This
oxplanation thus avoids the narrowness of the definition of
pramina.’ Both God and individual beings are ealled knower
in the Nyiya theory of knowledge. Here ngain the same
question nrises that knowership or jidna kertrtoa implies activity
on the part of the agent. And this explanation again fails
to explain the knowership or pramatripa of God, the possessor
of eternal consciousness ; for any activity attributed to the
knower to originate knowledge will megate the eternality of
ghe divine experience. To explin away this diffienlty
Udayana in his KusumAfjuli defines promatriva or knowership

! {a) Tatra pramégath peamayd vyfptach pramitisidhepsm,
Prumiérayo vii tadvydpta yathicthinobbavel prami.
{b) Nitydoityatayd dvedhi prami vitybpramiseayah
Pramigamitaraeyiisio koranasys praminati.
Tirkikaraksd, verses 2 8.
# Badhomidrayayoranyatoratve sati promivyiptoth  prami@pam.
tatadon Tévaranyipl pramidrayatayd primapyasiddber nivydptiniti,

Tarkikerakss, p. 7.
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a3 the basis of the absolute relation with pramd or walid
knowledge. The nature of this relation may specifically be
explained in different cases. In the finite experience of the
individual beings, senses, mind, etc., are the apparatus which
constitute means of their valid knowledge, and they prompt
men to action, to examine Lthe correspondvnce ol ideas to
outward ohjects and thereby to sppraise the value of knowledge.
In this way, in the cause of originated knowledge some
form of activity is attributed to the knower or pramitd or ope
endowed with the action favourable to wvalid knowledge
(praminukila-krtimatoun). Each of the elements constituting
the apparatus of konowledge has a function peculiar to itself,
But that function depends on the activity of the percipient
‘subject. No question on activity dependent or independent
gan be introduced in the eternal consciousness belonging to
God. Notions of primdtrioa and pramdnatva applied to God
imply no idea of agency orinstrumentality. What they con-
note is his inherent and absolute relation with prama or valid
knowledge.'

Pramanya or validity, which inheres in valid knowledge,
Valiity and biric) H studied in the ];ﬂyﬁyn-episfemqlng}' from two
natin do ihe Npdga  different ﬂ'lﬂl‘lﬂ].'lll.‘.llﬂ!ﬂ? angmntion and nppre
SHSTIAL, hension (utpalti and piapli). The bene of
contention regarding wvalidity of knowledge centres ronnd the
causal elements which ariginate knowledge (jangka-kdrana-visa-
yaka) and the lactors that make knowledge intelligible (jidpaka
karang-visayaka). Here the Nyiya explanstion differs from

1 {a) Peamilpivath pramdsamaviyitvam  etnccas  akimpatve'pi
pramiyi Ié?nrnnjm giddham, evath prameya ssha ayogavyavacch. dens
sathbandhitayd Ivarasys pramigatyam,

Haridisa’s commentary on Kusumanjali,
verse O, stavaka 4,
(b) Mitih samyak paricchitiistadvatta ca pramitrid
Twilayogavyavsochedah praimipymb Gautame mate.
Udnyana's Kusumitijali 5.5,
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thiit of the Mimamsists who ndvocate self-validity of knowledge.
Aceording to the Naiyayikas validity is established by paratali or
something otler than the constituen:s of knowledge. In sup-
port of thewr proposition regarding origination, the Naiyayikas
argue that pramd or right knowledge depends- on some- causes
(e g.. nbsence of defect, etc.) othier than common constituents: of
knowledge and is an effect just as false or wrong knowledge is,
by common admission, an effect originated by causes other than
the elements giving rise to the coguition.' In explaining the
position Udayana followed by GangeSa contends that if know-
ledge for its crigination depends only upon the common consti-
tuents of koowledge themselves, there would be no generic
distinction between right ond wrong apprebension ; for even in
the case of invalid knowledge the presence of the common ele-
ments of knowledge cannot be denied.* If, however, it is contended

I {¢) Pramijfdnshetvatirikte-hetvadbind kirvaive sati fadvifegatvit
apramivat.
Udaysna's Kusumifjali, p. 69, Benares edn.

(b} Tatteacintdimagi, pi 241,
Cp: Mussell. Prnviples of Mathematies, p. 83:

The queston is how doe: & propositan differ by being actuadlly troe from
what §t would Ie-a« un entiry if it were vot troe, It s plaio thal troe and
filse propositions uilke are entities of 8 kind. but thar the propestiions have
s quality not belonging to false ones—a quality which may be ealled being
osserled.

% (a) TUlpoadyatepl prami paratah po tu svatoh jdinasimagrimateat
fnjjonsatvens spramapi pramia +yat gorathi jafvamppl ¢l va <vat,

Tattvacintfimani, pp. 287-88, BI1S.
(h)  Yadi ea tavamnatradhicd Lhavet apramiipi pramaiva Lhovet
- -asti cn tairs jnicabstub anyathd jhloamepi &3 ba 'sjﬁla.
Udayana's Kusumanjali, p. 50.
(e) Pramilva jﬂiumﬁmEmyu-sﬁmugﬁdﬂnﬁ?ﬁmﬁtnﬁﬁrﬁmtﬂ jlidng:
Aminys-simogri-janyatvens spramipi pransd syaditydrthaly -
: Mithuri on Tottvooimtimom, p. 288,
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- - - -

that.-distinction -would be there as invalid knowledge is due.
to certain pnr&muhr defective Eie-ml:nﬂs [d&ms}, it might be urged
that this does not muels i imprave matters ; since the distinetions
then lie ‘in certain special features superadded to the common
elements. Since igvalid knowledge is explicable by the intro:
ductivn, of certain - defective elements (dagas) in addition o the
common constitneats, invalid knowledge would be only o purti- |
enlar form of prama. For it isa well-known truth that a par-
ticular form or variety. of anything is constituted when the
common essence works itself out in conjunction with speeial
elements.' And if it bo urged that the presencs of the common
elements or essence doea not altogother obliterate the distinetion
between pramd and apramd or the analogy that inspite of the
common essence besween two pots (ghafas) or twins, the differ-
ence between them is well-marked and cannot be mistaken, the
Naiyayika argues that the analogy is not applicable. For the
distinetion between one pot and another is a distinction between
two objects balonging to the same genus and constituted by the
particular elements forming the individuality of each pot, while
the distinction betwen prami and aprami is not one between twe
species of the same genus, as the two are contradictory terms
forming two different classes. If, therefore, this generic differ-
ence ig to be explained satisfactorily, it is inevitable that the
reason must be sought for in ths cansal differences originating
the two. For Gangeda in his Tullvacintdmani says that it is a
well-known principle and a fact of experience that whenever
there is a generic difference between two things, the reason for
the difference must Le in th ecauses giving rise to them. Thus
the pot and the cloth lelong to fwo. dilferent classes because

vV JAdnacsimazry A doginupravesid nprameticet {arhi jiinavidesavad
sprami pramivifesal) syil jiannsimagri-janyatvit, tasmid pramipramwayor
wvaicitryatgopadosa-janyalvam.

Tattencintimani, p, 287,
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their originating causes ave different, Similarly, the knowledge
of pot and the knowledge of cloth are two separate effects as
tlieir originating couses are distinet, the contact of the sense
organ with the pot being the cause of the former while sense
contnet with the cloth is cause of the latter.t TIn the énse of
prama, it is common ground to say that it arises as a result of
cortuin defective clements (dogas) os its cause and il we are to
distinguish proma as u separate genus, the inevituble demand
of logic is that we must postulate some causal difference
(such @s guwa) whicl is opposite or contradictory to that of
aprami and simee doga is, by common consent, the originating
cause of pramd, guwya, s contradictory, must be regarded
a8 the dilfercutial orginating cause of prami, thus constituting
thie two as separate distinet  categories.® By this dialectie the
Naiyiyika shows how inevitably we are led to conclude that
valid knowlelge has causes other than those constituting
common elements. For il we are to distinguish prama [rom
apram+ which by common admission is parafah, we cannot
help introducing other elements as the originating cause of
prama which therefore is also proved paralab.

1 Yaikiryam o kiryavijitiyah tat ta'kiragavijatlsakicsga jonyam,
yathi ghupaviji fvah psah  aoyarha karyava jitua vikssmikateldparteh,
ghat yndaejitlys nepl kieoan tadvijicysid yukiragavijitiya ghutendtiya-
soonikaigili-junyam itl na vyubhicaraly.

Tattvacinlimayi, pp. 808-9.
2 [3) BEenm anityapramilvam anitvajiinntvivacchinna-kirsatve
prativogika-ki-ap watthing « ke gatioratiyog ka-kirvativacche lukam anitys

jianatvnsyapys kiryutis werhedukodbharmar vil  apramitvavat  itysmitye-
prowwiy dm ipramiyy i ritinugata-hetusidd k.

Tultvacintimani, pp. 811-12.

(b) Vide Vardbamiina-prukids, p. 4, stuvaka 2.
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As regards the cognoscibility of validity the Naiyayikas

. argue that apprebension or cognition of validity
lp:::l:i::ﬁmitm " is also not self-evident.! [ validity were self-
apprebended, then there would be no doubt

in regard to @ cognition, for then cognition itsell would imply
or certify its own validity. [f cognition Msell does not assume
the certainty of validity, then the inevitable implication is
that validity is not self-apprehended.® This fact of doubt asbout
the walidity of knowledge leading fo the inference that validity
is not self-apprehended bui other-appreliended may be puf
gyllogistically thuos : validity of the first cognition is not appre-
hended by the causal conditions of knowledge, it is apprehended
by elements other than those causal conditions ; since inspite
of the presence of the causal conditions of knowledge, daubt
about its validity rises at the nexi moment just as in the case
of invalidity or aprdmanya.* Cognition is apprehended by sense
perception but sense perception does mnot earry with it an
nssurance of its own validity. Validity is apprehended by the

! Of, Derle: **nll cognitive experiences are knowledge of, not
possession of, the existent known (il it is un existent); their validity
must be tested by other means than the intoition of the moment."”

Critical Ttealism, p. 32.

2 (o) Praminyarh na svitogrihvan samsayinupapnttitah,

Bh. p., 1. 76:
(b) Priminyssyas svatogrohe anabbyisadadotpanne-jaine tatamidayo
nn syit jiknagrube primiigys-nigeayit, aniSeaye va ni svetalipraiminys

grabah. . :
Tatévacmiamani, p. 184,

# (s} Ansbhyssadsdotpannajiiinapramioyai. nn  svidrayagrabyach,
syadrayatiriktagribyarh  wva, svadmyes satyopi iadutiarsiriiyaksspavebti-

anthiayavigayarvit, aprimanysvat,
4 E Tattvacintimani, pp. 940.41,

(b) Vide Vardhaminaprakida, p. 9, stavaka 5.
{e] Priminyarh paratojiiyate anabhyissdasiyinm sinhdéayikatvis
aprimanyaval, yadiea svalo jhiiyein kadicidapi priminyaeathéiayo nn syit,
Dilnyuna's Kusumanjeli, p. 7, stavaks 2,

14
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mediate process of reflection, or in other words, by means of
inference. A man seeking water perceives water at a consi-
derable distance and on the basis of his perception he attempts
to have it. If the exertion be puts forth becomes fruitful the
cognition is called valid ; if again it is futile, cognition is invalid.
Now from the fruitfulness of the cognition, validity of knowledge
is inferred for that which is not valid does not give rise to [ruit-
ful esertion This is a purely negative form of inference
(kepalavyativeliy based on the failure of ope’s attempt. There
aré other stages to be marked to prove validity of knowledge.
First an indeterminate cognition of water arises and it becomes
determinate as this is water, and then his desire for water
springs forth and activity begins. And when the activity of
the knower answers his need, the cognition is taken as valid
by reason of his successful activity, The negative inference
further implies that no positive instance 1s possible to prove
the validity of a first case of cognition, In the first cognition
of water (anabhyasadafolpannajidna) validity cannot be estab-
lished except by this purely negative inference. In the second,
third and subsequent cognitions the validity may be proved by
the inference based on both positive and negative instances,
The valid nature of the previous cognition serves as a positive
instance and its invalidity as a oegative one. The inference
is thus called anvayavyatireki or positive-negative in its character
and runs ag follows :  The second and third cognition of water
i valil because it belongs to the same category in which the
activity of the knower has been proved [ruitful, e.g., the first
cognition of water.! Similarly, invalidity of coguition is also

! Phrvotpannari jalajiiinath prama saphslsprayritijanakatvil yaunai-
varh tanpaivarh yoaths aprami.
: Nilokanilia's Dipika, p. 59,

8 Puttvgaintaimani, p. 253
3 Dvitiyidi  elnjfiinerh - promi samart hopravritijanakajativatead-

I A
Tarks-knumuidi, p. 18,
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inferred in the Nyaya theory from the [ailure of the attempt
of the knower.! In the pragmatic affairs of lile some activities
are fraitful and some are futile. The question may naturally
arise—what are causes of success or [ailure in the activity of
life? Perception themselves cannot explain the enigma. For
it is obvious that the sense-perception cannob always unfold to
s the true nature of objecis. We perceive the sun moving
and the earth steady but in reality the fact is quite otherwise.
We see the moon having a particular size and shape but the
moon is far bigger than what she appears. Hence perception
itself is not the guarantee of its validity. To explain the success
and failure of life and thus the validity and invalidity of know-
ledge we must endeavour to find out some extraneous canses
which determine the true nature of cognitions. When our
attempts fail we conclude that we are mistaken because some
defects in addition to the common causes must have crept into
the process of our cognitions and it is these defects which veil
ihe real nature of objects from our sight and make them nppear
what they are really not. Aud again in cases where the objects
of knowledge appear as they are and the exertion undertaken by
the perceiver is fruitful, the cognition is regarded as valid and
it is concluded thot the cunses which lead to unsuccessful acti-
vity are here absent and in addition to the common causes there
are sowme extra qualities, vividness of objects, etc., a5 o result of
which the objects flash out in their true perspective.” These
defects or dogas and gupas or extri qualities are of various kinds in

I [deth  jAROAmapriing vismireidipravritijnmoksteiid  vormalvan
tanoaivem yathi premb,

Miloksytha's eommentlary on pramanyavids, p. 187,

2 Of. Joochim: The Nature of Truth, p. 5.

For u true proposition, we may say, involves an elsment which s nol
sontained in & falio proposition; und it i¢ this. additionsl elemient which
constitubes iks beuth, The element in question attsches to the propoaition
jtaell. We msy sdopt Mr. Russell's lerminology, and call thiz elomsyt
*sesertion.’
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different types of cognition." And absence ol defects or presence
of extra-qualities (gusas) in addition to the common canses lead to
the validity of cognition and thereby answer our need in the
pragmatic life.  Defects in addition to the common ground make
our attempts vain and thereby invalidate our cognition.

Sriharsa in his Khandanakhandakhidye proves the un-

T sntisi‘n_nl_ury .clmrnctu_r Fn‘ pa:um*i a8 defined by
;lh.pr::;f{u conception  the Natyayikas. Natydyikas define prama or
valid knowledge as lattranubhiitil or cogunition
of & thing as it really is. Both the words tatfvarh and anubhitih
are significant for anubhitih or appreliension cannot by itself
constitute valid knowledge, for there may be wrong apprehension.
Again, tottpwh alone cannot be prama, for lativarm means
reality and may thus include objects of knowledge, prama is
however, subjective.”

Sriharsa says that this definition is fallacious ; it will not
bear scratiny. In fattvanubhiitih there are two component terms
tattvash and anubliflik. Now what do the Naiyayikas mean by
tattpapn? It may have a derivative meaning (yogdrthal) or it
may have an accepted meaning independent of its derivation
(risdhdrthak). 1In the first alternative the term faf implies a
previous reference and tatieam will then mean the essence or quid-
dity of the referred. In immediste knowledge the presented
objeet will call up # memory image, and knowledge will result
from a synthesis of the presented and represented elements, but
the memory image called up may not correspond to the object
presented ard the synthesis will not result in valid knowledge.
The term faf may refer only to the object of memory image
which ig representative of an object previously known, but the
memory image mny not unfold the reality ol the presented
object, and the definition of fat cannot stand on the basis of

! For an sooount of extra qualities (gunus) and defects (dogas) see
Nilakantha's Dipikd on the Torkosamgrha, pp. 36.97.

¥ Vide Ehandanakhandakhidyn, p. 280, end Vidyhsigarion Khandsna,
p. 280
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reference to objects previously known. Take the example of
nacre mistaken for silver. The image of silver called up hy
nacre will make nacre appear as silver. If by lattram {he
essence of the represented object is meant, then the latteam  will
be rajatatean and nacre appearing as silver will satisfy the con-
dition ol taltvanabhitih and will constitute valid knowledge.'

If by the term tal is meant the object called up only in cases
where thers is correspondence between the memory image and
the objeos presented, then the definition will involve the charge
of atmasrayatoam or proving idem per idem. Again, if tativam
18 taken as bhdvacdci or in the abstract sense to mean only
quiddity, then faifoam will not include conerete objects such as
pot, eloth, ete., and the knowledge of particolar objects will not
be proma or valid and the definition becomes too narrow.

To avoid these difficulties if tatteam is taken in s technical
sense as sparipam (peculine characteristics) even then the defi-
nition eannot steer clear of fallacies. If by svarfipam is under-
stood a being not immanent in many but the special lorm of
every individual object, the question arises: does {faltvam
connote all the peculiar forms of all individual objects combined
or these lorms separately? In the firat case, all the forms are not
to be found in any particular object and the definition becomes
absurd. In the second case, oune particular form, say of pat,
18 not to be fonnd in another particular object, say cloth, and so
the apprehension becomes invalid.*

! TattvAnubhiitih prametyayuktarh tattvedabdirihasya nirvakiums-
Sakyateib, tusya bhive bi tattvamueynts prakrtafios tacelabdirthah pa citea
prakrtam kifieidasti yattacchabdena parimriyate, sthinubhiityi avasath-
bandhlvisaya Bkespid buddhisthaly kiryate sa tacchabdenn parimpdyate,
lens yasys arthasys yo bhibal tasys tallvamucysbe—iti, na arajstadempi
rajutidyitmanid  anubhibivisayatdsambhavid  nsstyinubhiityavysveeche-

diit.
Khandannkbandakhiidys, pp. 280-40, Benares Edn.

2 Qhethdl svaripuwvdcgasyn tattvapadirthatve papidipramiyd apra-
mitvipital, sakslassvariipavidesipith eathibhiiys tattvapadarthatve ekaiks-

trivyiptiniti
Vidyisagari on Khandana, p. 242,



110 POST-SAMEARA DIALTCTICS

Again, this definition of tattvanubhdlik cannot bar wrong
apprebension, though tattvam is tuken to mean svar@ipam, in
the case of wrong apprehension such as the apprehension of
silver in nacre coguition of svarfipa cannot be guestioned. The
judgment in wrong apprehension lias three elements or compo-
pent parts, namely, thisness (wdantd), characteristic of silver
(rajatatvam) snd the relation (sabandha) existing between
the two—there 15 spariipam in all these elements, The svar@pam
of * this ' (idam) cannot be denied nor ean the svarfipam in raja-
tatvam, or the seariipam of the relation of inlerence (smmacdya
sabandha) be gainsaud, Therelore even in wrong apprelien-
sion there is svaripanubhiti. To avoid this charge the Nuiyayikas
may argue that an inherent relation should not be taken in the
sense of pure existence or existence g8 such, i.e., asa mere
abstraction {ree from the conerete componentz, But it skould
be taken in the sense of an inherent relution between the
presentation and the representation. So the problem of validity
turns really on the nature of inherence. The presentation
(idam) appearing as silver presenis a case of wrong inherence ;
there is nothing wrong in the presentation (idam) as such, nor
is there anything wrong in the conception of silver as such, the
wrongness is in the relation between the two, there being no
correspondence between the presented idum and the represented
element (silver). [dam pot appearing as nacre which it really
is, the falsity really lies not in-the individual components, but
in their mutosl relation, This relation between the two com-
ponents being false, it cannot be held that we bave here a case
of svaripa of their inherent relation. The advaitins however
contend that the relation of inherence itself is not thus invalidat-
ed though in this substratum it might be false and therefore the
apprehension of its real character (seariipa) is not sn impossibility.
As Srfharsa puots it, when it iz said that Devadatta is
not at home 1t does not mean that Devadatta is non-existent,
The inherent relation though denied in a substrate has a
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sparapam, and searipanubh@ti will include a cuse ol wrong
inherence and therefore of wrong apprebension.’

As regards the definition of right cognition as the direct
apprehension of the real pature of things, Sribarsa argues that
such a definition is faulty, since, il one by accident hits
rightly on certain things concealed under a cover and not
perceived, or makes a right inference from [aulty data or by
fallacious methods, though the awareness may be right, it cannot
be called right cogmtion. Cognition, to be valid, must be pro-
duced through unerring instruments; berve, however, in case of
chance guesses it muy sometimes be right without being produced
by unerring sense instruments.  Carrespondence of the cognition
with its object (yathdrihanublhavat proma) cannot nlso be taken
s o proper definition of right cognition, Such correspondence
might mean either that which represents the reality of the object
itsell or sumilarity to the object. The real nature of an object is
indeterminable, and so correspondence of awareness with the
object may rather be defined as similarity of the former to the
latter. 1I this similarity means that the awareness must have
such a character as is possessed by the object (pianarisayikrtena
rapena cadréyam); then thisis clearly impossible ; for qualities

¥ Buktau hi yo rajatamiti pratyayaly so'pi svaripabuddhirbbavatyeva,
na hi dharmi vi rajatabvad & i seardpamn, mipi tayoh protibhiisaminah
gambandbali ma svarlipamiti  yuktam, samaviyo hi tayol sambandhal
pratibhiti sa ¢a svaripameva, satyoih samaviyal svaripah sa eva tu fukti-
kidau rajatatvasya nistiti ecet maivam, tstra nistitve’pl svaripataya
avyivriteh na hi grhe Devadatto nastiti svaripam ou syit.

Khandsnakbapdi-khidya, pp, 245:44,

This eriticism ol Srikarsa proceeils: mainly on the |mgoistic import
of the terme uzed by the Naiyiyikas nol baving moch philésophical
significanns:  Other objoctions fuming on & more profound philosophical
imporl are diseussed ab a greator length.



112 POST-SAMEARA DIALBUTICS

thot belong to the object eannot belong to the awareness ;- there
may be an awareness of two green pots, bui the nwareness is
neither two, nor green.! Tt may be contended that the corres-
pondence consists in this, that the greenness, etc., belong to the
object as qualities possessed by i, whereas they belong to
awireness as being qualities which it manifests® Dut even this
wonld not bold good in the case of illusory perception of silver in
i conch-shell ; the awareness of ** before me ™ in the perception
of * before me the silver ' has to be admitted ue being a right
eognition. 1f this ie admitted to be a right cognition, then it 1=
meaningless to define right eognition us brie correspondence. If,
however, entire correspondence of awareness and its object be
insisted on, then parlial correspondence like the above can hardly
be brought within the definition. But, if entire correspondence
ig considered indispensable, then the correctness of the partial
correspondence has to be ignored. It is, however, conceded by
the Naiydyika that all 2ognitions are valid, so far as reference to
an object is concerned, and only the nature of eognition may be
doubted as right or wrong, when we are considering the
correspondence between the nature of the object and the mental
modification qualified by the nwareness of the object. Moreover,
the correspondence can refer only to the character, form or
appearance of the thing as distingnished from the thing itself.
Hence our affirmations regarding the objects ns distinct from the
characters and to which the characters are supposed to belong
would be false.

Udayana's definition of right cognition as sumyak paricchitlih
or proper discernment is next taken up and Sribarsa says that
the word samyak (proper) is meaningless ; for il samyak means
* gntire ' then the definition is nseless, since it is impossible to
perceivé all the visible and invisible constituent elements of o
thing, and no one but an omniscient being could perceive a thing

l Vule Nidyasngarion Rhandana, . 3488,
2 Khondons, p. S0k
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with all its characters, properties or qualities.' IT right discern-
ment means the discernment of an object with its special
differentia, this again is untenable, for even in wrong coguoition,
say of conch-shell as silver, the perceiver seems to perceive the
distingnishing marks of silver in the concl-shell, The real
point centres in the difficulty of judging whether the distinguish-
ing marks observed are real or nof, and there is 10 way of
determining this in the definition advanced. II, the distin-
guishing features be deseribed as being those characteristics
without the perception of which there can be no certain know-
ledge and the perception of which ensures right cognition, then
it may well be said that it amounts to begging the question.
Besides it is impossible to discover any feature of any cognition
of which one can be positively sure that it is not wrong. A
dreamer confuses all sorts of charaeters and appearances and
yeb perceives them all as right, It might be argued that in (he
case of right perception the object is perceived with its special
distingunishing features, as in Lhe case of the true perception of
silver, whereas in the casa of the fulse perception of silver in
the conch-shell no such distinguishing features are observed.
But even then the question is how to determine the essential
nature of the distinguishing features ; for if an. kind of distin-
guishing feature would do, then in the case of the false perception
of silver in the conch-shell the distinguishing feature of lying
before the eves is also possessed by the conch-shell, If all the
particular distinguishing features are insisted on, then it is
impracticable ns an object has an almost infinite number of
distinguishing features und 1t would be simply impossible to
make the definition include them all,,

Finally taking the definition of right cognition as *' appre-
hension which is not incorrect or not defective '' (woyabhicars
anubhacab), Sriharsa contends that * not incorrect ' or ° not

1 Fide Khandanakbondakbidyam, p. 413,
2 Vide Ehapdana, pp, 414-20,

15
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defective * cannot imply that pramid or valid cognition exists
only when the olbject exisis, for then inferential cognition,
which often relates to past, distant and future things, would be
false. Tt cannot further mean that the right cognition is
similar to its object in all respects, since cognition is so different
in nature from the object that it is not possible that there should
be any case in which it would be similar in all respects. And,
i it be maintained that awarepess and ils object are ome and
the eame, then this would apply even to those cases where one
object is wrongly perceived as another and hence the word
avyabhicari would not be able to distinguish right knowledge
from wrong cognition. In other words, distinetion between
prama and aprama would be obliterated.’
Now, if we examine the Nyaye svllogism advanced to ex-
plain the genesis of validity; we meet with
mc?t';:u;:‘;:;;::‘ number of difficulties. Fn the first place, it
v n‘;’,ﬁ;“‘;ﬂg"“' might be asked in the given inference * what is
the implication of the major term—** ele-
mentd other than the common constituents of knowledge ?
If knowledge in the major means all cognition, the major
would imply ** generated by causal conditions other than
the cansal conditions of koowledge: In other words, the
absence of elements generating knowledge would give rise
fo knowledge—which is an absurdity.” And the absurdity
again  would extend to the minor (paksa) and the middle.

1 Kh.Kh, pp. 427-29.

* PramA )dAoshetvativiklabetvadhinikiryvatve sati  tadvidesatvada.
pramavat,

Right knowledge dapends on some eaures (r.g., absenee of defects. ot )
other than the pommon coastituents of knowledge und is an sffest just us
false or wrong knowledge is an sffect originnted by ocauvses other thsn the
slements giving rise to cognition,

A (a) Vide T. C., p. 201,

(h) Vide T. C. R., p. 202.
[¢) Vide Varddhaming's Prakasa on the ““?“k'-mlmﬂﬁjull. pp. 2:8,
stavaks 2.
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8o far as the minor is concerned, the major as thus determined
cannot reside in it ; for pramd or validity, the minor term,
having already been identified with knowledge, cannot be
“ generated by causal conditions which are not the cansal
conditions of knowledge.” that is, there would be bddha or
incompatibility between the minor and the major as * condi-
tions of knowledge ** and ** conditions other than the conditions
of knowledge " are incompatible.! Similarly, there would be
contradietion between the middle (hetu) or the major (sddhya);
for the middle beiag defined as ‘* because it is originated know-
ledge ~' (jamya-jiidnaleat), it cannot be related to the major
which is characterised as “° generated by conditions other than
the conditions of knowledge " and the two are obviously contra-
dictory. Moreover, the explanatory example aprama or invali-
dity suffers from the fallacy known as sadhya vikela ; for sadhya
or the major as thus defined, cannot be found in aprama or in
the example as the latter is a partienlar form of knowledge and
is, therefore, bound to be originated by conditions originating’
knowledge though, of course, with additional defects or dogas.
Hence the major is imconsistent with the example.* Again, the
expression jidna or knowledge in the major taken in the sense of
cognition in general, would include God's knowledge which being
eternal, is without any cause. Hence the said major would be
impossible (or aprasiddha) since in the ease of divine knowledge,
which iz without any cause, the question of there being elements
other than those originating knowledge, seems to be absurd.”

| Pramiyi jiiinatvens toddhetorjoinabetutayi tadatirikta janyatvasi-

diinne hiadhat.
Tarkatindava. p. G2

2 [a) Vide Tatbvacintamani, p. 291
(b) Vide Tarkatipdavas, p. 62.
1 (o) T C., p 298.
(b) T. C. R.. p. 268,
(¢) Joanalvasyodvarajiinarrititvenn karagiprayojyatayi taiprayo-
jnknsimagryapragiddhyi sadbyprasiddhib
Raghavendra's Tippags on the Tarkatindavs, p. 6
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1f again, * knowledge ' in the major be taken to mean either
any partieular eognition, such as inference, perception, ete., or the
collection of all particular cognitions (i.e:, if we take knowledge
in its distributive or collective sense), there would arise the
[alloey of siddha sadhanatd or proving the already proved on
either suppesition ; as the major, viz., * conditions other than
those originating knowledge ™" would be found in the minor taken
in either of the above senses. I taken in the former sense, the
minor would include perception which has as its cause or heln,
tlie sense-organ which 15 something other than those elements,
which constitute, say inference, a particular form of knowledge.
1f understood in the Iatter sense, the major * conditions other
than those originating knowledge,”" would be nlready proved in
perception in as mneh as the sense-organ involved in perceptian
wonld be an element or condition which is other than the condi-
tions of all particnlar cognitions taken collectively. For the
eause of one particular cognition is obviously different from the
eauses of all particular cognitions taken together.!

The middle term of the syllogism (kiryatee sati tadoifesatvit
i.0., because of knowledge whieh iy originated) is aldo not free
from defect as it suffers from the defect of redundaney. The
middle has two parts—a part qualifying and a part qualified.
The first part kiryatve safi is the qualifying part and it has been
introduced by the Nwmypiygika to exclude God's knowledge
which being eteral is nob kdrys or originated. But this is un-
pecessary, since it is pot yet established and can be established
only when the syllogism under discussion has been able to estab-
lish the validity of knowledge as originating from gumsts or

1 {a) Yatkisoijjnanahetvapeksuyi snrvatuddbilvspeksayi vi atirikia-
tve indriyadibhily siddhasidhanat —T. C., p. 202,

(k) T, C. Rahasya, p. 202,

{o) Katipnyulirupacakravivaksayafooklarityd  inddyadibhib sildha-
pidbanal,—Turkatindava, p, 05
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certain additional or extra qualities." Besides middle term would
not be sdmitted by both parfies (ubhayavadisiddha) as is re-
quired by logic, since the questioners cannot admit God's efernal
knowledge in the same sepnse in  which the Naiyayikas.
nnderstand it.

Lustly, the basie prineiple on which the Naiya@yika argument
ia founded is, as we have seen, that wherever there iz difference
in the effect, difference in the originating cause has to be postu-
lated ; as for example, the dillerence between the pot and the
eloth can e explained only on the busis of difference in their
origivating couses.  Now the question is, what is the meénning
of this caijitya or difference? Does it mein genéric difference
sueh as in tle case of the pot and the cloth as so obviously ine
tended by the Naiyayikas ? If so, this cannob apply to prama,
validity, and apramd, invalidity ; for invalidity does not differ
from prama as the pot differs from the cloth, as both being forms
of cognition. And this is further proved by the fuct that even in
the invalid cognition of the oyster, s silver, we have an element
of pramd or validity so far as the perception of the Idenia or
thisness 18 concerned.”

Moreover, the eylipti or concomitance is not universal ; for
though as in the case of different pots we can mark the difference

L (a) Vyarthavifesapatvafica, vyhvartyeSvirajhunasyn pursmpratys-
siddhely,
Varddhamina's Prakiida on the Nyivakvsomadjull, p. 2, stavaks 2.

(b) Tadvyivartyasyn iévarajiinssya  idinimasiddheritysrthaly,
pramiyi gupajanystvasiddhiivevs vaidikapramiy i gunstayi bhagavajjiiing-
siddhiriti.—Tattvacintamnnirahasyn, p. 202,

2 (g) Hetan vijatiyatvarh yadi viroddhajityadhikerapatvarh tads pre-
mitvasyajititvenisiddbeh. —Tarkatindavs, p. 64

() Tdaris majatamityidan dhormyishée sattve’pi, dhirmiibée abhi-
vona pramitvasys avyipyavrititvil, jianotvasamaniyaintviiecett bhivabh.—
Raghavendra's Tippana on the Tarlalindava, p. 64.



118 POST-SAMRARA DIALECTICS

(or vaijilya) in forms and tastes resulting from the application of
hent, the cause is the same, and the difference of the causal
elements which explain the difference in the effect in the Nydya
exposition, 18 wanting here.'

The Nuiyayika syllogism is again songht to be counter-
balanced by the advocntes of the self-validity of knowledge by
showing that with the same middle term n contradictory major
may be established in the <same minor, with equal logical cogeney.
The opponents argue that ‘“ nght knowledge is not the result of
any causal condition which is other than defects or dogase and the
common conditions of knowledge since it is knowledge as wrong
knowledge itsell is.”" They thus reason that becanse aprami or
invitlid knowledge is due to the presence of some defects or dosas
il does not necessarily follow that pruma or valid knowledge is
die to the absence of doga (dosabhdva). On the contrarvy,
dagabhidon or absence of defects should logically be regarded as an
obstacle to the presence of aprama and to attribute dosabhidva as
the cause of pramd is to accept an irrelevant antecedent (anya-
thasiddha) in the cavsal conception of prama, since prama
or valid knowledge may very well be explained as due to the
causal conditions of knowledge (jAdnasamagrijanya) without
ihe absence of defect or dogabhiva having anything to do
with 1t

! Paksjeriparasidau kiirupivaijitye’pi kiryavaijitysdarfanices.
Tarkatindavs, p. 64.

2 N caudsysnamanumioads paratastvesidbaloomit] Satbhkanivarh,
pruwsic dogavystiriktajiing hetvatirikta-janyi na bhavaii jfinatvat sprama.
waditi pratisadhanagrahegrastatviit, Ainasimagrimitridera  pramotpstii-
soihbimve badatiriktasys gugosyn  dosibhiivasyn v kirapntvs-kalpanayish
Iiplpanigauravaprasangit, nanu dogasys sprami hetutvens tadsbhivasya
pramish prati hetutvarh durniviemmiti cel na, degablifivusyn aprami prati-
lmmadhakatvenn anvathisiddhabeit,

Servadurdanisaibigralin, 3 288, Abbysokura's Edn,
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Now as regards the Nyaya theory of otier-apprehendedness
- . of validity (poratakjiiapti) some severe crifi-
:l%n l:f::mm.ﬂ? cisms might be offered. Tirst of all, the Ny&yn
' explanation suffers from the charge of mutwal
dependence.  For validity of knowledge is first inferred from its
pragmatic utility but does not the pragmatic endeavour imply o
prior appreliension of validity leading to it ¥ 1f this defect of
mutual dependence be avoided on the ground that knowledge ol
validity is not always a sine qua non of pragmatic effort, it might be
pointed out that in all serions endeavours to achieve success,
the prior cognition of validity is always present as an indispen-
sable condition. Moreover if validity is to be inferred from this
correspondence or agreement with pragmatic uses, 1t will lead to
a twofold regressus ad infinitum—one by way of antecedents
(karanamukhi) and the other by way of consequence (phala-
mukhi), Thus the real reason of the apprehension of validity,
according to the Naiyayika theory, resides in the conditions (such
as minor, major and middle, ete.) of the inference about corres-
pondence ; and in order that the inference might be free from
fullacies, the conditions themselves must be valid. This means
that the validity of these conditions will have to be proved by
another inference based on similar conditions and so on adinfini-
tum. Again the resultant knowledge which certifies the validity
of any particular eognition must depend on another valid
inference based on correspondence to prove its own validity, and
that again on a third and so on leading to another regressus.’

| Pramitve jhate pravyttikBeapstvajifinam, tensive ca pramilva

jfiinamityanyonyismysl.
Tarkstdndava, p. 32

2 (a) Paratistve priminyajiinasyapi  primipyam ssmvididilmga-
jenynumitiripens anyens jhanenn grihyam evarh {atprimanyamapys-
nyencti phalamukhyekia anavestbd, evarh primipyssyinumeyatve linga-
vyaptyadijiins-primagyasyiniscaye asiddhyadiprasaigenn lonpiscsyirtharh
lingidyantararh tajjiina-priminysnicaydsen evikiryah evath tates batrapiti
karkpa-mukhyesnyapityanavasthadvayipatteh,—Tarkatindava, p. 41,
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If to svoid this charge of infinite regress il is argued that
this dependence of validity on correspondence is not always neces-
eary, but required only where there is any suspicion of defect, the
logical implication would be that this dependence on correspond-
ence is only to avoid or get rid of the obstacle to pramd or vali-
dity and not to give rise to it. And this clearly establishes the -
fact of self-validity of knowledge.! Moreover to avoid the re-
gress, the Nuiydyika will have to stop somewherc and say that
this particular knowledge is self-yalid, That being so, it aiands
to reacon o argue that there is mo harm in regarding the frst
pognition as self-valid, TLastly, doubt does not argue against
self-validity ; for doubt or saéaye is always the resnlt of some
defects or other and dogs not spring out of the cansal conditions
of eognition itseli. The supporters of self-validity establish their
own thesis by showing negatively that paratahpraminya theory
is not logically a sound doetrine and positively that the theory of
gelf-validity can overcome ull eriticisms directed against it.

It is necessary, therefore, to more clearly define the meaning

of zelf-validity or svatah pramanye in order to
H:":t‘,':‘,}';‘f&’;f}f”" make it free from sny vagueness ; but as soon
a5 the Mimaihsists and the Vedinling proceed
to define its meaning, the Naiyyikas come forward pointing out,
defects and in this duel of logic the real meaning of sell-validity
emerges ultimately. In refuting the self-constituted character

(b Vide Tattvacingimapi, p. 182.

(¢) Yadisarvameva jifnarh svavigsystvavadhirsne svayamusamar-
thath vijianintorama peksste tatab kirapagupe-sam vadirthekrivajfianiny api
svavigayubhiitaguoidyavadhirane paramnpeksersn, aparnmapl tatheri na
Kuéaidirtho janmasahnsrenipi adhyavnaiyeteti priminysmevi utsidet.

ﬁﬁntradipikﬁ. P 22,
idy Ioul, p.48
L Npeu vikra dosasamkidirapakarksi tatraivi suthviidapekseti nina-
vastheti vioysm, tathitve pratibandhaniri:Arthameva samviadipelksi na tu
primiu!agrnhirtl;nmit:i menmatapravedipatiel.
Turkalindava, p, 41
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of cognition, the Naigayikas ask what does this self-validity
connote ? “*ls it (a) that the self-constituted charncter of
knowledge springs from itsell ? or (b) that it springs [rom the
right knowledge in whieh it resides ? or (¢) that it springs [rom
the cansal conditions which produce the right knowledge in
which it resides ? or (d) that it resides in a particular koow-
ledge produced by the causal conditions which produced right
knowledge ? or (¢) that it resides in & particular knowledge pro-
duced by the causal conditions only which produce the right
knowledge ? "'

The first proposition is untenable because it implies & causal
relation and wherever the relution of cause and effect is found
there must exist a difference between the cause and effect in
their particular essentials ; and they being characteriséd by their
distinetive nature cannot reside in the same subject or in other
words validity cannot cunse itself. The second alternative cannot
be maintained because if cognition be taken as the inherent or
intimate cause (samaviyikdrana) of its own validity, a property to
be produced in knowledge by itself, cognition would no longer
remain & quality, but being the cause of property, it would be
classed with substances which enly can cause properties or
qualities.! Against the third it may be argued that validity secord-
ing to the third explanation cannot be produced ut ull. For validity
as a logical concept must be categorised as * upadhi’ or general
characteristic ot *jili* or a ‘genus." But m either case, the
question of origination seems to be un absurdity. For as
general chiaracteristic or upidhi it way be defined as the absolute
non-existencs of any contradiction to a certain kind of knowledge
which does not possess the natire of recollection. Now validity
characterised by such an absolute negativity cannot be called

! (a) Gupasys ssto jhinasys priminysi prati sumavavikicapatayi
dravyatvipitil.
Sarvadarsanasarhigraha, p, 280, Abhsysiitkura's Fin,

16



122 POST-SAMEARA DIALECTICS

“originated.’ As a genus or “jati' alse, eternality being its
criterion, it escapes origination and the suggested definition
becomes an impossibility.! The same objection may be urged
against the first and second explanation of validity as well. The
fourth interpretation is two wide ss it extends to wrong know-
ledge ; for wrong or invalid knowledge also is a particular kind of
knowledge produced by the same general conditions as lead fo
validity only with this difference that some defects or * dosas '
such as distance, imperfect nature of organs, ete., are added to
it, It is a universally aceepted principle that the instrumental
causes originating the general are included in those producing
the particular, just as the general idea of seed as applied to a
tree is incladed in the particular seed of any special tree. If it
be argued that a limiting epithet matra or ‘only’ should be
added after the common causal conditions of knowledge (jAana-
samanyasamagri) so that the wrong notion might be excluded
from the scope of self-validity, the Nuiydyikes pointedly ask
whether by being produced by the eausal conditions * only ' in
foui- definition of self-validity, you mean to include or exclude
the absence of defects?  If absence of defects be ineluded and not
excluded in the causal condition, validity does no longer remain
self-constituted and self-evident and the definition only explains
the Nyiyn theory of paratak pramanya. Again, if it is
argued that the absence of defect is not included hut excluded in
the cavsal conditions of validity, such an assertion is against
experience.  TFor all cases of valid knowledge are accompanied
by the absence of defects and invalidity is always charactericed
by the presence of defecte. 1f there be dosabhdva, there is

! (8) Primipyasys upidhitve jititve va jenmiyogit, smrtitvanadhi-

karagasys Ainasys bidhatyaniibhival pramianyopadhil, nu cs tasya

utpattisaibhaval) atyantibliavasys nityatvibbyupagamit ate eva na jaterapi

janiryujgate. '
8.D.8,, p. 281

(b) Vide Citaukhi, p. 115, Bombsy Edn,
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prama or true knowledge.,  Absence of doga is, therefore, not an
unimportant factor which can be ignored in o logical definition
of self-validity.! To this long catalogue of defects urged by the
Naiydyikas, the Mimimsists reply as follows ;. The Naiydyika-
objections as to the real definition of self-validity are really
beside the point; for evidently, as already shown the Nuiyayika-
objections are based on their own idea that since aprami or
invalid knowledge is due to the common causal conditions plus
defecta  ete., valid knowledge also must be die to the common
cansal elements plus the absence of defects. But, as has already
been discussed, the latter propesition is not a logical corollary of
the former. Hence origination of validity may well be defined
logically as ** due to the common causal conditions of knowledge
and as not produced by any condition other than these.'' The
syllogism underlying this may be set out as follows : validity is
not produced by any other causal conditions than those of
knowledge, because it is something which cannot be the recep-
tacle of invalidity, e¢.g., the cognition of a jar® It might
also be pointed out here that the syllogismu while it establizhes
the Mimarsaka's position alsa serves to counterbalance the
syllogism advanced by Udayana and Gangesa as already shown
and thereby it tends to weaken the Nydya position.

! (s} Kim dosibhivasshakria-jfitnasimsgri-janyatvameva  jfins-
simagrimitrajanyatvam ki vi doghbbivasahakrta- jiinssimagri janyatvam,
nidyah dogabbivasahakria-jiinasimagri-janystvameva parstab-pramigya-
miti paratah-primipysvidibhirurarikarapit ; nipi dvitiysh dosibbiva ezha-
kriatvena simagryiirh sahakritatvesiddhe ananyathiaziddbinvays-vyatireks-
siddhatayi dosibhivasya kiiranatiyi vajralepiyaminatvit,

B.D.8,, pp. 25182,
(b) Vide Citsukhi, p. 115, Bombay Edn.

? Vimsti prami vijllinssimegrijanystve sati tndntiriktljun]rﬁ. na
bhavati apramitvinadhikaranatviit ghatidipromivat.

B. 8., Jaiminiyndiursannm, p. 283,
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As regurds the ongination of validity, thie 1s the position of
all Mimdrsaka-schools.  But with regard to the cognoseibility
of validity (j@aphi) the schools of Mimémsakas differ among
themeelves since their views as to the real process of appreben-
sion  differ from each other.  They all agree: in taking walidity
(pramanyo) to be known through ithe very elements of know-
ledge itsell. Thus the judgment “ 1 know the pot' while it
reveals the knowledge of the pot to me also-serves to reveal its
validity. A« Gangeda in Lis Tatteacint@mayi puts it, while
erificising the Mimimsakas, the eommon ground among ol
Mimamsi-sehools in the definition of self-validity is that '* sell-
validity is cognisable by all the common esusal conditions of
knowledge which av the same timn are exolusive of the conditions
which produce wrong appreliension.”" ' The three well-known
Mimdisa schools differ among themselves when upplying this
common definition (o their respective views of the process of
upprehension,

Prabhiikara is an advocate of tripuéi samuit, n&ﬂing 1o
which the knower, the known, and the
knowledge are givggn simultaneously in every
aot of cognition. Knowledge feveals itsell along with the
knower and the known. In the judgment ** ['know this ** (aham
idum jandmi), we have three presentationgs ofthe ‘1" or the
subject (ahamuitti) “this” or the object™Mmayaritti) and the
coneeions nwareness  (srasaiteitti), Cogoition according to
Prabhikara is sﬁlf-ﬂ.ﬁd and self-appreliended. Knowledge is of
the nature of light which illumines ite own sell as well as itz
objeots. It is not apprebended as an ohject of any othe® eog-
nition forit then would lead to an infinite regress.® All ex-
perience comes to us as determinate, o ., ‘' 1 know the jar

Prabhiikara's view,

I Tadnprimiyyigribake.yivsj jhinsgrihaknsimsgrigrihyam.
Fattvacintimani, p. 122

* Bavwitbaysiva hi whivit sldbysad no tu sehwedyotayi, %
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charncterised by jarness'' (ghotatvens ghofamaham janami).
Such an experience teveals the jar, the object and itself as the
consciousness of awireness and the subject or trepull.  Triputi
explains the judgment as a combination of cognition and
after-coguition of Nyaye. Hence according to Prabhakam validity
18 eognised glong with the cognition itsell and is self-produced
because the causal conditions of cognition themselves produce it,
knowledge being the locus of validity,® _
The school of Muriri Midra differs from the Prablhdkara
~ . school i holding, -unlike the ldatter, that
e i MRS owledge itselE is not simultaneous | combina-
tion of cognition and after-cognition.  On the
cantrary, Muriri Midrg maintains  that  the  after-cognition
(emupyapasiyu) comes immediately alter the cognition. Thus [ &
there is first the coguition * thisis a jar ’ (ayum ghatah) and then
immediately after arises the introspection that ** T know the jar
as churacterised by jurness (glafatvena ghafamahats janami). -
Now the infrospection has its constituent elements—({a) the per-
ception of the jar, () the perception of jurness, (c) the percep-
tion of the mherent relation between the jur and jarness, (d) the
perception of consciousness as modified by a, b and ¢ and (¢) cog-
nition of the =ell or ‘1’ a8 baving an inhlerent relation with -
, b, cand d. It is thus clear Lhat as soon as the after cognition

' (2} Jhiinasys ghatidiviguyasvasvaripitmaripidhiorapaitet-
tritays-vigayakntvidevs tripulf-pratydksati-pravidal
Nyiynkoza, p. 518,
(b) Mitimitymeyinith jidossyn cka-simagrilmtvat trifufi tat-

pratyaksatd
lkid, p. 518.

¥ (o) Primapye svabustvari niimi  yiveb svidesyaovigayake-jfinn-
(h) Bvasynive svepramioye-vissyokatoyo. svejenskesfimegryevi-
svanisthaprimanys-niteayiks i guravil, ¥

gl e Mithori on T.C., p. 1 I
* Ohatamohon jinemityamirsavasiyasto ghafmn ghatarvgrio

viynDoes visagikorvonnitmen|  prakiribhiteghstnmatmsnn M.M"mm;

. - .
‘- d - : .\
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arises as a result of perception, consclousness of validity at once
arises without depending on anything else exeept the causal con-
dition of perception itsell. Henee validity is self-proved.’ Iy
may be voted that the Naoiyayikas who advoeate puratul-
praményn also refer to anuvyavasdaye or after cognition as reveal-
ing knowledge. But u closer study of the two positions will
reveal the fundamental difference between the Naiyayika school
and that of Murdri Misra. Lo the aftér-cognition or anu-eyacasdyo
of the Nuiyayikas, there is no perception of the inherent relation
(samavaya) between the jar and jarness.* Hence the Naiyayiko
has to establish validity of cognition by an inlerence based on
correspondence leading to practical suceess.  Dut such is not the
position of Murdri misra. His introspection or after-cognition
includes within itsell the perception of an inberent relation
(samabiya) between the presented jar and jarness, thereby unmis-
takably proving the truth of the perception, sinee truth or vali-
dity implies the apprehension of the real characteristic mark of
the thing in the presented object in its proper relation,

Tha Bhatfa school diverges from the Misra school in the
interpretation of validity revealed by the after-
cognition, Muyari Misra holds that the after-
cognition or introspection and its constituent elements are object
of direct perception whereas the Bhafla school maintains that

UKumarils’s view.

bhita-vyuvasayaty visaylkaroli evarit  purovartiprakirasaribandhasyaiva
pramiitva padirthatvens svala eva primipyani grhuatiti,
NyGyakosa, p, 518.

T Byottaravartisvavisayakilasukika pratyalsasya svanisths-priminys
visayakalayd svajanya-reavisayaka-pratyalsa-simagri svanigfhs-praminya-
mideiyiki iti Misril.

Miathurion T, C.; p. 126

*  Npiyiyiks spi anuvysvasiye vifesyatvaprakirstvayorbhinumangi-
kuryootl; purovartinmn ghatatvens Jinam it;;ﬁkﬁraa}'nitnnur}'avasﬁymyn
tuirsngikirit, parantu purovariing ghatiday ghatatvadi dipaprakirseniban-

dhabhimnn madigikurvanti.
| Nyiyokosa, p. 418,
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knowledge being atindriya or beyond sense perception eannot be
perceived and the validity brought Fforth by the so-called
anuvyavasaya 15 not perceived but inferred from jidtatid or cogn-
sedness ' resulting from perception which imparts the revelatory
vividoess (prakafya) to the ubject perceived.* Thus necording to
Kumirila, the judgment “this is a jar’ imparts a sort
of cognisedness to the jar whereby it is made vivid ; and
the revelatory cognition that * T know the jar ™ is inferred
from the cognisedness (jiatatd) in regard to the jar., The
form of inference is *“ I know because of the awareness of the
cognisedness in me."" The validity of knowledge is also
to be inferred from the cognisedness (jAatats) to the
object. Now this cognisedness which reveals the object i
the quality or property of the object cognised ; and if the
cognisedness modifies the object in the precise form of the
jar as it is, the cognition is valid or prama and the syllogism
might be pot thus: The jar is the object of determinate
cognition in which the jar is the object determined and

! Jidtats ca jhats iti pratitieiddhoe jhansjanyo vissys-samavetah
prikatyiparanimatiriktapadirthavidesal.

TattvacintAmanirahssya, p. 126,

? Vyavesiyotpattyavyavshitottaraksanenotpanninuvyeeasiya-yyak-
tereva Bhitiath jiatatilitgakioumititvens Midridivides siksit karatveni-
bhyupagamiit.

Tattvacintimanirnhasya, p. 145,

* (a) Bhattairspi vyavasay-spiirvolpannenn vyavasiya-samakalot-
pannena va amaranidyAtmoks-parimarisns  vysvasivotpaltidvitivaksane
janitayi ahari jAAnavin jndtatsvattvidityanumitysive  primapyagrahi-

bhyupngamit,
Tattvacintimanirnhasys, p 148,

(b) Jtinasyitindrivatayi pratyaksisarnbhavens svejanysjfiatata
lingskinumitisimagri svanisiha primanya-nidciyiki iti Bhitiih,

Tattvacintimanirahasys, p. 125,
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jaroess is the determining woark, since  fhe awareness of
the cognisedness is qualified by the characteristic mark of the
jar.! In other words when we aualyse the judgment I know
the jar * it means that I know the jar s characterised by the
essentin]l marks of the jar since the revelatory vividoess or
prikatyn arises in connection with the object, jar. And
this implies thal the cognition is characterised or modified by
the special form of the object, jar, and this is nothing but the
cognitionthat the perception is valid:

A question may very well be raised here us to how the Bhaflas
could be called advocates of self-validity (svatah-pramanya) seeing
thut they aleo mainmwain that validity 18 revealed throogh in-
ference—n position held by the Naigayikes who support the
theory of paratak-pramanya, The enigms however might be
explained very well in this way. Self-validity really means
that walidity is apprebended by the same causal conditions
through which knowledge is known or revealed to the knower,
and not by something else other than these as held by the
Naiyayikas. As we have already seen the three Mimazisa
schools, though differing from one another in details, accept this
as a common principle. Thus according to the Prabhakara school,
validity is apprebended along with knowledge by the same
elements which generate knowledge (jidnajanaka-samagri), riz,,
the tripufi of koower, known, and knowledge. According to
the Misra school, knowledge itself is knownby the after-cogni-
tion or anuvyavas@ya snd the same anwoyavasdye reveals
validity as well. According to the Bhalfa school validity
is apprehended by the cognisedness or jAatata which also
makes knowledge known. In the case of the Naiyayikas
this does not hold good. For according to them though knowledge

U ghajo ghatatvavadvisesyaka-ghatatve-prakirakajfiinavigayah ghae.
tvaprakirakojbiletvayativit,
Nyilyakoga, p. 517,
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15 apprebended by enuoyavasiya or after-cognition anuvyd-
vasdya does not reveal validity. Validity has to be established
by an inference based on correspondence leading to pragmatic
sncoess, Thus that which reveals knowledge does not reveal
validity. In other words, validity is revealed by something
other than that which reveals knowledge. But according to the
Bhittas that which reveals knowledge reveals validity. Hence
though both the Bhittas and the NaiyAyikas appeal to inference,
the former is rightly regarded as an advocate of svatah pré@manya
while the latter of pavatah pramanya.
Anf elaborate discussion of self-validity from the atmﬂpmnt
of (he Mimfrmsists with regard to iis origina-
..'E;':;Tﬂ?;fﬁ; tion and cognoseibility has been given above ;
and a critical study of the Adyaita position
shows that the Advaitins largely follow the Mimdarsakas in these
respects. Advaitins, bowever, differ from the Mimarmsakas in their
conception of valid cognition. Valid cognition is defined by
Dharmarajadhvarindra in his Veddntaparibhdga as a cognition
which is not previonsly known and is not also contradicted.'
The epithet ‘noi preyiously known’ is designed to exclude
memory or smyti from the scope of pramd or valid cognition as
memory is already known, while the epithet * not contradicied *
is meant to exclude wrong knowledge as it is always contradicted.*

' spadhigatabadhitirtbavisgayaka jinatverh promitvam.
Vediintaparibhiei, p. 15. (C. U. Edn.)

Heo also Bhimati: Abadhitinadhigatisardigd habodbajanakatvarh
hi praminatvar promiginim.

See Adyaitasiddhi, L.12,

% { hes already been pointed oul thst the Nyiya theory of the correspon.
dence of ides and objeet as the criterion of truth is reflected by the corres-
pondence theory of the Western Dealists while the Arthakriyd-kasitve or
condueiveness to practical success which iy regarded as a test of bruth by
the Buddhist sohools is ropresented by the modern pragmatie sohools of
Americs and Europe, The coherent theory of the Hegelian school represents
the view of same Indian Philosopbers who regard sariviids and sadiviida-

17
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It might, bowever, be noted that some Advaita-teachers do not
exclude smrti or memory from the scope of valid cognition. Hence
from their standpoint the epithet ‘mnot previously known' or
anadhigats has no utility. If however smrti is to be excluded
from the scope of valid cognition by this epithet an obvious diffi-
culty ¢rops up, for the epithet, * not previously known * would bar
out a continuous process of cognition, since these perceptions, as
they come after the first, are already previously known. And this
would be a manifest sbsurdity. Dharmarajadhvarindra himself
realises this difficalty and tries to wriggle out of it by saying that

katva. i.e., harmony with exparience, ss the mark of troth. Ths Advaitins
bold & different view according to which the truth and validity of knowledge
gonsists in its non-contradictedness (abidhitatva). This is very much akin
to Hegel’s own view of truth as resolving and reconciling all contradictions
in itsell. The Vedintins proteed to criticiee the different theories showing
their inadequacies snd point out how ultimately all of them might be
raduced to their own theory of non-contradictedness. The correspondence
theory eannot prove itself ; for the quesbion might be urged—how do you
know that knowledge snd reality correspond ? 'The only wsy to prove
such correspondence is to infer it from the faots of the harmony of ex-
perience from consilience of coherence (or sarvida as we hsve seen in
the Nyiyas explanation of valldity of kmowledge) which iz s foreign method.
But even this dogs not help much for all we can infer from the hsrmony
of kmowledge with the rest of experience legitimately is oot that knowledge
is sbsolutely free from error but thet it is not yet contradicted ‘What
is the gusraniee bhat the [elure will not contradiet it ond thus falsify it7?
To meet this objection the Vedantins nrgue that knowledge should be such
g8 to be incapable of being contradicted of all times. The pragmatio
test of causal efficiency is ales  rejected by the Advaitins om the
ground thal sometimes even a lalse cognition may lead to the fulfilment
of a purpose s when mistaking the lustre of 8 distant jewel for the jewel
we approach and get the jewel. Hare it iz elear that the falsity of the
initial cognition which caused our setivn is due to its being contradictedness.
This criticism of the Advaiting agamst the sister schools of Imdian Philo-
sophy runs on similsr lines with Prof. Alexander’s eriticism ugninst the
carrespondence theory of the Western Realists ; in which he shows how it
reduces itself inevitably to the coherence theary.
Vide Alexander's Bpace Time and Deity, Val, I, pp. 252-253,
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time enters as an element inall perceptions and since the success-
ivé moments of a continuous perception remain previously un-
known and unperceived the perception may be said to be anadhigata
or not previously known.' But this is not a very happy answer
to escape from the difficulty; for time ig a common element
entering as a category in all judgment constructions and il the
particular elements (viSesasAmagri) of the judgment become
known in each successive cognition as shown, it is not convine-
ing to argue that they are not previously known, simply because
the common factor, the time element, remains unknown.

Real escape from the difficulty may be effected if we take
the term anadhigats in a technical sense to mean difference
or a line of demarcation from a particular kind of knowledge
whose essential nature is that it cannot be perceived without
being previously known.* Defined in this sense, only memory
knowledge would be excluded from the scope of validity thus
defined and not the successive perception of a continuous cogni-
tion ; for it is only the nature of memory to be always appre-
hended as previously known. In the case of perception proper
the limitation would not apply, for though the second, third and
fourth perception of a continuous cognition of the jar might be
apprebended as previously known, the first perception is not so
apprehended. Thus, the sequence of a perceptual knowledge to
another perceptual knowledge of the same kind is only an
accident and not the rule as in the case of memory.

Clearly following the Mimfrhsakas, the Advaiting also
explain self-validity as that which is originated by the common

! Nirlipasydpi kilasya indriyavedyatvibhyupagamens dhirivihikee
buddherapi pirve pirva jilindvisaya fattal lsanavidessvissyakatvens na
tatravyaptih.

Vedantaparibhisa p. 22, C. U. Edn,

2 Yajjitlya-vitista- jiinatvivacchedens samiinikirake-nifcayottarg
vartitvarh niyamsh tajjitivajiinabhinnatvam mihlgntatnm [],LH
Laksmana Sastrin's interpretation, ]
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conditions of knowledge and not by any additional elements
other than those common conditions." Critics however might
stand against the exposition of the Advaiia teacliers and contend
that this would exclude eternal, infinite consciousness of God
from the scope of self-validity, because it is not originated.
The Advaitins have, therefore, to 50 explain the definition as to
include both eteroal and non-eternal, infinite or finite cognition
in its scope. Hence the frue meaning of the definition from
the monistic standpoint is that prama or valid cognition is that
in which there is an absolute negation of all that is due to the
elements other than those common elements. In other words,
prama or valid knowledge means the absolute negation of aprama
or wrong notion ; and this absolute negation of wrong notion or
aprama might apply both to eternal and non-eternal or finite
consciougness.* The Advaitins further follow the MiImaArmsakas
in drawing this conclusion by similar counter-syllogism refut-
ing the Nyaya-syllogism establishing the theory of parafah
pramdnya. 1t is needless to go into a detailed discussion of the
manistic argument as we already discussed the same in connec-
tion with the Mimfimsaks position. The Advaiting also conclude
that because we have to include defects (dosas) to explain aprama
or wrong notion, il does not necessarily follow that absence of

L Ahurvijiins-simgri-janyatve satyajanyata ladanyatal pramiyistat
bvatostvamititavidaly,
| Gii:ﬂlﬂﬁ, P- lﬂ,

_  (8) Noca sjnnystvidavyipirictversjiine tasys sjanyatve’pi jiana.
samagrijanystve satyati-nktskiranajenyatva-loksansvidisia -dharmavativ g
bhavis.

Citsukhf, p, 122
& (b) Vijiinasimagri-janyatve sati tadstirikie-simsgr jenyatvam
yadapramisu prasiddhariy tadatyanta bhivavattva hi lakgenam etacoedvars

johne astiti navyaptirityarthaly.
' Nuyunsprasidini, p. 122,
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defects must be included in the causal conditions of valid cogni-
tion.

As regards cogniscibility of pramd, the monistic teachers
closely following the Mimarisakas argue that it i apprebended
by the same common elements generating knowledge. At this
the critic might include the false cognition of silver in the
nacre within the category of prama ; for there also the common
elements generating the false cognition are there. To this the
Advaitins reply that this is not the case ; for the consciousness of
any defect in the causal conditions and awareness of contradiction
which give rise to two kinds of invalid knowledge, doubt and
falsity stand as a bar to the notion of validity., The eritic might
then argue that this means that the absence of the awureness
of defect in the causal condition and the negation of the mnotion
of contradiction should then be regarded as canses of prama which
is tantamount to the admission of the Naiyayika-position that
valid knowledge is due fo absence of defects, etc. The Advaiting
point out that this is not so, for the absence of defeots (dosa-
bhava) cannot be regarded ns the cause of prama; for what does
this absence mean ? Does it not mean that as soon as tle
absence is there, notion of validity shines forth of ifself ? Besides
absence being a negative idea cannot be an operative ecause.
The truth is that, defects in the causal conditions or the notion

1 {a) Na ea jiiins jAdpakideva priminys grahage mithyirajata
buddhigu primipys grahana prasadgal, prasaktusyipi-priminya grabanasys
kirans dosivegamabidbabodhi-bhyimspanavit, ns es *Ebh.ﬁmmyn
tayorshhava-jiiinasya primagnysgrabanahelutvipsttay parstab-priminys
pattiriti vicysm, dosabidhas-bodhaysrsnudsys matrens priminya sphuraps-
rasviliaranit,

Citsukli, p, 125,

(b) Novayamasprimigysjiios kirapadoss jiinn bidhaks-jffpayat
priminyivagame tayorsbhivajlina kiragami-érayimahe spitu tajfiining.
dayamiirarh tena na paratab-primigyipatiiciii,

Noyanaprasidini, p, 125,
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of contradiction stand as a bar to valid apprehension and as soon
as they are absent validity shines forth of itsell. Moreover, if
absence of defect (dosAbhava) be regarded as the cause of prami,
it will lead to an infinite regress ; the absence of defect, which
establishes the first validity, must require another absence of
defect as its causal condition and the second absence of defects
another and so on ad infinitum.}

It is now clear that * nbsence of defect ' cannot be regarded
as the cause of the cognoscibility of validity owing to this logical
absurdity. Hence Udayana's syllogism ** validity has to be
cognised by something other (than the common constituents of
knowledge) since there may be doubt with regard to the first
cognition "" ¢ is not logically satisfactory, TFor though doubt
may be admitted in the first cognition and though along with
doubt it may further be conceded that doubt is due to the extra
conditions—organic defects—other than those of normal cogni-
tion, it does not follow that cognoscibility of validity should
necessarily be explained as due fo the absence of defects which
generate doubt. Now when the absence of defects, in this way,
fails to establish the Nyiya-theory of paratah-primanya, the
substitution of merit or gupa—a positive idea—as the cause of
cognoscibility of validity in addition to the common elements
of knowledge, does not fare befter. Tor this introduction of
merit or guna is also not free from difficulties. With regard to
perception, the Naiyiyika defines merit or gusa as contact of the
sense organs with a considerable number of parts of the object
perceived and with regard to inference merit means validity of
the middle, etc. Now both these kinds of merit fail to establish

! (2) Yenn hi dogdbhive jiAnenn fAdyssyn primApyamavhgamyate tut
primanyavagamirthamapi dogi bbiva jfiandntarmth gavesaniys-mevan-
kirnmuparyapityanavastha.

Naysnaprasadini, p. 125,
(6) Vide Citsukhi, p. 125.
. * Pramiparatojfisyate snabhyisadadiyirn siméayikatvat.
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validity. TIn the first place, so far as perception is concerned, we
have valid perception of self and forms (riipa) though they have
no parts ; and in the case of the false perception of conchshell as
yellow, though there is contact of sense-organs with considerable
parts of the body, it is invalid. As to inference, it often happens
that though the middle or hetu is wrong, there is valid inference,
Thus, for example, when man infers fire which is accidentally
present in the mountain, mistaking the mist for smoke, it
cannot be said that the knowledge of the fir¢ is invalid, because
the middle term is false, In other words, though the hetu is
here false, the cognition of the fire is valid.!

Moreover, as already pointed out, the inference of the
Naiyayika as to validity being paratah leads to a twofold regressus,
The Naiyayika inference—Enowledge is valid becanse it leads
to successful pragmatic results—leads to an infinite regress, be-
caunse the validity of this inference will have to depend on
another inference and that on another and so on. In order to
avoid this regressus it might be urged that knowledge or cogni-
tion only is the sine qua non of practical endeavour and not the
consciousness of its validity. But this is not possible as it is
against experience, Experience shows that practical endeavour
is not possible without a prior consciousness of validity of know-
ledge leading to it. A closer analysis of experience reveals that
practical endeavour is the result of the certainty that the cogni-
tion is valid and it cannot be said that practical endeavour may
issue when thereis a non-cognition of either validity or in-
validity, This shows that the regressus is unavoidable in the
Nyaya theory of paratul-pramanya. Hence, in order to get

! Nupi pratysksa pramiyath bhiyo'vayavendriys ssnnikargal, ripi-
dipratynkse, ftma pratyalse ca tadabhfivit, sotyapl tusmin pitah dankha
iti pratyaksasys bhramatelcea. ata eva na sallingapari-mardadikamapi
snumityadi pramiyfr gunal) asallifgn parimardidisthale'pi vigayabadhena
anumityideh pramitent,

Vidanta paribhisa, pp. 268-60. (C. U. Edn.)
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over this difficulty such an acute thinker as Vieaspati Miéra in
his Nyaya-Virtika-tatparyaiikd had to make the admission that
validity of inferential knowledge is self-evident.! The Advaitins,
therefore, contend that if in order to avoid the regressus, infer-
ence is %o be regarded as self-valid, there is no reason why all
forms of knowledge including perception should not be regarded
as self-evident ; since the regressus is involved, as already shown,
in all forms of knowledge. Moreover, as already pointed out
the inclusion of defect or morit in the causal conditions of know-
ledge 1s logieally unnecessary and fallagious, Hence the concla-
gion is inevitable that knowledge is nof only self-luminous but
also self-valid.

L anumannsya svolah praminatayd aovayasyh pi sarhbhavit, tatha
snumanusyutu parito nirastssamastu-vibhramidankasyn svatd eva prima-
nynm anumeyavyibhi-cirilingesnmulthotvit.

Nyidya-Virtika titparyn-tika, IIT,
Bome of the Naiyiyikas, however, admit the self-evident charnoter of

some cognitions. Udayam, for example, maintoins thut the eonsciousness
of conseiousness is self-evident,



APPEARANCE
CHAPTER 1V

A CrrmioAn ExaMINATION OF THE REALISTIC CATEGORIES,

The thesis of Satkara Vedanta that there is only one
absolute knowledge and that all else is false cannot be establish-
ed so long as the realistic categories of the Nyaya-Vaisesika
schools remain unassailed. Samkara-Vedinta therefore begins
by showing the untenability of the Nyaya-Vaifesika concep-
tions of realistic categories. When subjected to examination
they are found to involve self-contradictions. The Neo-Vedantie
teachers critically examined the categories and revealed their
untenable nature by pointing out the inherent antinomies in
themm. The most famous of these teachers are Sriharga, Citsukha
and Madhusiidana. Madhusiidana in his monumental work
Advaitasiddhi mainly refutes the contention of Vydsardja in
Nyayamrta. He therefore does not show as much zeal in refut-
ing Nyiya categories as is shown by Sriharsa and Citsukha.
Sriharsa’s criticisms are however all destructive. He directs
his energy mainly fo the refutation of the categories. He
gshows that these categories are faulty according to the
Naiyayiks’s own canons of logic and that all our experi-
gnces and the categorics which form the buses of our
experiences are undefinable and inexplicable. And he con-
cludes that the phenomenal world, being neither frue nor false,
being in fact indefinable, is unreal. Thus he establishes the
Advaita position of the unreality of the world. Cilsukha is
a commentator of Sriharsa. He had the critical acumen of

18
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his master. But he not only refutes Nydya categories but
interpretes the most important concepts of the Advaita-Vedinta
and establishes the Advaita standpoint. His eriticisms are thus
hoth destructive and constructive. Srikarga spends his zeal
more in exposing the contradictions in verbal fechnicalities and
in exposing the fallacy involved in the problems of Nyiyad than
in establishing the monistic position. His primary concern,
as 1s suggested by the name of his book Khandana khandakhiadya
was to refute the Nyaya-Faidegika categorics. The name of
Citsukha's book Tattvapradipika clearly suggests that he wanted
to throw light on the Vedinta concept of reality. He however
owes much to Sriharsa whose method he adopts in assailing
Nyfiyn.

Sriliarga’s wethod oo cannot be said to be original. He
follows in the footsteps of Buddhist philosophers Nagarjuna,
Candrakirti and others. Nagarjuna was the first to lay down
this method of refuting Nydyn categories. Sriharsa only con-
tinved his method. Sriharga however differs in his ultimate
conclusion from Nag@rjuna.! In the present chapter we shall
follow Sriharga and Oitsukha in their refutation of Nyfiya cate-
gories such as part and whole (aveyavs and avayavi), substance
and attribute (dravya and guma) co-inherence (samavdya) uni-
versal and particular (jili and oyaekti), time and space (kila
and dik), cause and effect (kirya, karana).

The table that we see before us is perceived as a thing

having an infinite nomber of parts, To a
,ﬂﬁ’;ﬂ‘f PR scientist these parts are nothing but atoms,

which are the smallest possible particles of
matter beyond the range of ordinary sense-perception.

Now the question arises whether the thing as a whole is,
or is not, different from its component imperceptible paris, the
atoms. If different, it wonld occupy a position in space separate

-

¥ For a detniled secount of the above o refarsncy may be made to
Dr. 8, N, Das Gupta's History of Indisn Philosophy, Vol. II, Chap, XTI
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from that occupizd by its parts, e.g., a jug and a piece of cloth
are different things because they occupy different positions in
space, But we do not recoguise a thing as different [rom its
parts, nor does it oceupy u different position in space.” More-
over, if the thing were different from its parts, it would
possess & separate set of qualities, relation, functions, ete.,
distinet from those belonging to its parts. DBut the sense-
perception does not corroborate the above view; for 1in
sense-perception we do not meet with a double set of qualities
relations, ete., in the perception of a fable.

Farther, if a thing were different from its parts, both the
thing and its parts would be perceived independent of esch other
just a8 a table and a chair being different from each other are
apprebended independently. But the thing and its parts are
never perceived independent of each other. Aguin, the relation
of thinghood to its constituent individual parts is controversial.
Does each individual part faken distributively contain
the entire thinghood or do all the parts taken collectively
contain it ? In the first alternative the individual parts
would appear as so many things and not as parts of the same
+thing. Each individual part would appear as a thing by itself
so that one individual particle of a thing would occasion the
perception of s thing as a whole. Since complete thinghood
exists in each part, any change of atiribute, such us colour,
motion, ete., in any of these parts would appear as change affect-
ing the whole®

Even incompatible changes taking place in different paris
of o thing will not warrant the conclusion that the different parts
have ench a separate entity, as such changes would give
rise to & notion of contradictory relation.’?

| Yo bi yssmid vyatirikbal sa tadndhisthifa-dedavyntiriktndesndhis-
\ina upalabbyate ghatidiva patel.
Ky. M., p. 549, Benares Edition.
8. B. f.408 (Bombay Editicn),
Pr. P. p. 18
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The second assumption is open to & worse kind of fallacy.
Existence of entire thinghood in all the parts of the thing taken
collectively implies thinghood existing in a state of extension.
Thinghood in itself is either extended, or unextended. If ex-
tended, it has already parts and does not, therelore, require other
parts to exist in. Again bow is the thinghood related to its
primary set of parts? It must exist in those parts taken either
distributively or collectively, and the same difficulty would arise
again. If thinghood were unextended, and therefore without
paris, it could nof exist in so many extended parts all occupying
separate locations in space. Again, in that case there would be no
valid reason why thinghood of this table would be confined to its
own so-called parts and should not be equally related to all objects
in the world indiscriminately. The same thing may be said as
ta the relation of thinghood to its so-called parts, for there would
be no reason why entire thinghood should not confine itsel
to on¢ part only fo the exclusion of the rest.! Moreover, had
thinghood existed in the parts taken collectively, apprehension of
thinghood would be possible only when all the parts without any
exception would come in direct contact with the operative organ
of senses: DBut this is pever the case. For, in every sense-
perception only & very small number of the parts of the object
comes in direct contact with the sense-organ.’

Hence thinghood cannot exist in the parts taken either dis-
tributively or eollectively.

If thinghood were not different from the parts we are bound
to conelude that thinghood as 8 principle of unity does not exist
at all and that it is only the parts that exist.®* And the so-
called thinghood will be nothing more than another name for its

1 PP, p. I8,

® (a) Ny. M., p. 549
() Bhba. {Bombay Edition), p. 468.
(c) 8.B., p. 568,

1P, P, p. 18.
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parts. Nor will the parts asa group constitute any principle
of unity, for the same objections will arise with regard to
the relation of the group as unity to its so-called consti-
tuents. Hence only the individual atoms, and not the prin-
ciple of unity exist.

How then can we account for the origin of a conception of
an object having a principle of unity, or of a whole having parts
as its constituent elements. The subjectivists argue that this
conception of whole is nothing but an idea supplied from mind
and arises when parts or groups of parts so cluster together as to
become an object of apprehension by sn organ of sense ; e.g.,
there is no such thing as 4 forest having objective reality ; the
notion of forest arises only when trees or groups of trees are so
situated together as to produce a simultaneous impression upon
our mind and as to make us lose sight, for the time being, of
the intervening space that exists between one particular tree and
another.!

The only conclusion which can, therefore, be legitimately
drawn as o result of this analysis and examination is that there
isno objective validity of this notion of ‘whole’ ; what appears
to be such is nothing but an objectification of the subjective
experience itself. The above is the conclusion maintained by
the subjectivist school with regard {o the ultimate character
of ‘whole’ or a principle of unity, and to this school belong
Bauddha, Jaina, Mimarsi, and Vedinta Philosophy.

The subjeciivists thus deny the existence of ‘whole’ which
cannot be found to be possessed of any entity when disintegration
takes place among the parts composing the whole ; what appears
as the visible form giving an idea of whole is but a subjectively
valid notion arising only when the particles, so grouped together,
assume and present a parficular shape. Inour entire perceptuoal
process there is nothing to give us any evidence as to the reality

! {a) P, P., pp, 18-10,
(b) Ny, M., p, 549,
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of whole ; what appeals to our senses is nothing but the taste,
colour, éte., of the thing, and not the so-ealled underlying reality
as ‘whole.” This is to be particularly noted in this connection
that the Buddhists not only deny objective reality of the whole,
but hold this idea to be a subjective illusion. In this respeet the
Buddhist philosophers differ from other subjective schools of
philosophy, viz., the Jaina, Mimamss, Vedinta, efe. whish cone
tend that the notion of whole is not an illusion but a subjectively
valid notion. We are bound to nssume n sort of reslity belong-
ing to whole when we mnote the fact that the whole exerts someé
influence while serving a particular fanction in our practical life.
But they do not admit the objective reality of whole, inasmuch
as any analysis of whole will lead to this conclusion that the
whole is nothing but a transformed condition of the particulars
constituting it.!

Pirtha Sarathi Misea, the author of the Sastradipika, con-
cludes a gort of subjective reality belonging to whole, but the
school does not admit that it has a self-existent reality of its
own.*

The above position has been subjected to further analysis
and elaborated by the nuthor of the Siddhantucandrika, which is
a commentary on the Sastradipika. 1In the analysis of fhe per-
ception of an object we are aware of the fact that our eanscious-
ness of the different parts of the object is accompanied by a
simultaneous idea of oneness and the fact of this idea of pneness
leads us fo conelude that the whole has an entity different from
its parts.' The question then arises as to the relation between
the parts and the whole, and as to whether the whole ‘actually
Possesses any reality of its own. A dloser examination of the
thing will reveal to us that the idea of oneness does not tran-
seend our notion of parts buf is co-existent with it, and that the
eomprehension of whole is not possible withons comprehending

! Pr. K. M., p. 162,
* 8.D., p. 108 [Botbdy Edition),
# B.C,, p. 106 (Bombay Edition).
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it in relation to the parts. The relation beiween the two can,
therefore, be best represented as that which subsists between
a cause and an effect, But the effect is nothing but & transform-
ed condition of the cause. Therefore, though the whole appears
lo have its entity of its own, separate from thai of the parts, it is
not =0 distinet as the reality of one thing is distinet from thai of
another thing (¢.g., & book and a table). The relation between
the two can, therefore, in the opinion of the Mimfsisis, be
described as bhinnabhinna,'

I essence the Samkarites also aceept this view. In their
opinion the whole has got po independent reality aparf from the
reality of the parte, being nothing more thay a specific arrange-
ment of the latter. The relation between the whole and the parts
has, therefore, been described by the Sarbkarites as tadatmya.
The reality of one has been regarded by them as being identical
with that of the other.?

Ramanuja and his school also deny the independent existence
of the whole. They look upen parts and whole, upiddana and
upddeya, as being two stages of one substance. Looked at from
one standpoint the substance gives us an impression of oneness,
i.e., of ‘whole’ while looked at from a different point of view, we
receive from it an objectively valid idea of parts. The relation
between the two is thus difference and sameness or bliinndbhinna
s maintained by the Mimarhsists,* The Madhvites also hold
the viewpoint of the MImarisists. They more clearly indicate
the relationship that exists between the whole and the parts
and mmong the parts themselves. This school holds that the
whole is identical with the parts when the lattor are taken

! 8D, p. 108 {(Bombay Edition) ; Ny. M.. p. &49

2 B.B., p. 484 (Bombsy Edition).

% {u) Upidio#atisikiarh kiryadravyarh nistitl sidhysts avasthibhoda-
mitram avikrtamekasysiva dravyssys svasthibhedidupidinopideya-bhiva
iti; T.M. K. p-41

(B) Tantava eva vyatisafoo-videsabhijal pata it nemarGps-kiryankurs-
diksrh bhajate. B. Bh,, 2,11, 186,
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collectively. The Madhvites analyse this thonght further and give
a definite interpretation of the relationship between the whole
and the collection. With any and every collection, the whole
does not stand in identical relationship. But only that form of
collection that is definite and properly ordered cam be said fo
stand in identical relationship to the whole.

For example, any collection of threads canmot be called a
piece of cloth and does not serve any definite purpose, but when
this collection has been properly and definitely arranged, we can
apply the mame fo the form and it serves a definite purpose.
Thus the relationship between the whole and the collection of
the parts is both distinet and identical ; it is distinet if the collee-
tion is indefinite and vague, but it is identical when the collection
18 well-ordered and gives rise to the idea of name and form.

But if one of the parts is taken individually and separately
from the body of the whole and if we examine the relationship
between this part and the whole we find that the relationship
between the two is both distinet and identical. TItis distinet
from one standpoint and identical from another standpoint. It
is distinet in the sense that apart from this part the whole ecan
have the name and form and can serve a definite purpose and
the idea of the whole remains as it was. Thus from the stand-
point of the detached part the relationship is distinet, but from
the standpoint of the whole the relationship is identical.

Again, the relationship that exists among the parts them-
gelves is totally distinet. Tt is true that each part stands in
complete isolation from another part, but when any part is related
not to another part but to the collection of parts, the relation-
ship becomes an identical one,’

y (a) Améinordairabhedoyomurifenntu  bhidabhida

Parasparam futhi &indrh bhedas eva prakictituk,
8. T. R., p. 12 {(Madhvavilisa Book Depat).

(b) Adeghridairvind abhivit arhdino, bhedsh . ...... bhedibhediivanu -
bhavasiddhavitl. Ihid, p. 12.

(e) Ardinaly sarvirméairabhedah eksikimhdona bu bhedibhedau tadving-
ga'pl mbéinah sthiteh. Ibid, p. 12.

g
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To sum up :

It should be noted here that the coneception of whole and
parts as one of identity in difference is completely borrowed
from EKumirila's system of Mimamsa metaphysics. Samkara
here subseribes to Kumirila’s position from empirical standpoint,
as in the case of other empirical eategories. Being an absolute
monist the absolute reality of these categories cannot be admitted
by Sathkara as has been done by Ram#nuja, Madhva, consist-
ently with their realistic philosophy. This fact has been
plainly stated by Citsukha. In course of discoursing on the
unreality of the phenomenal order, Citsukha singles out this case
of whole and part, as illustrative of his thesis (e. g., unreality of
phenomenal world). The whole, he argues, is non-existent in the
parts, becanse it is an effect being made up of parts on the
Naiyayika's own hypothesis, Now the relation of cause and
effect has been proved to be an illusory super-imposition like
that of silver on the shell. The effect cannot be regarded as
abgolutely identical with the cause as in that case the causal
relation would be inconceivable, nor can it be beld to be absolute-
ly distinet since in that case anything could be regarded as
the effect on the ground of its difference. If the pot is regarded
as the effect of the clay on the ground of the difference from
clay the cloth also could be thought of as the eflect of clay by
the same logic. Sathkara also hints as the esgential unreality of
these categories, o. g., whole and parts when be says they are re-
lated in the relation of identity and differencé which is a con-
tradiction in terms, The whole thing ‘can be easily disposed of
by the following dilemma.

I the whole something different or non-different from the
parts? If the latter alternative be accepted then the position
of the realist that the whole is a distinet entity produced from
the parts falls to the ground. If it is different we cannot under-
stand how the two can be related. The relation of co-inherence

19
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(samaviya) is an illogical assumption as we shall see later on
and as such cannot be pressed as an explanation of these
categoriess In short all these realistic categories are found to be
fraught with self-contradiction when logically examined.!

In our sense-perception, the object appears to us, as a
substance having certain attributes. The
attributes can never be perceived independent
of the substance nor can the latter be cognised
divested of the former. They are so related that the knowledge
of the one invariably presupposes that of the other. A careful
examination reveals that what we apprehend as the substance
does not exist at all 48 a reality without its attributes. Now the
point at issue is whether the substance is different from its
atiributes or insenarably related to the latter.

If we admit the first alternative, the substance will be
perceived in itself apart from and independent of the attributes.
If we assume that the substance and the atfributes are quite
distingt in their nature but we have the cognisance of them
together, the question wonld be, how do we come to the know-
ledge of the substance independent of the attributes? We do
not derive the iden of such a substance through any of the five
senses because the five sense-organs can give us only the know-
ledge of the attributes and not of the substance underlying the
attributes. Therefore, we must be endowed with a new sixth
sense-organ to have the perception of such a substance. But
such an organ is not known to exist; hence nosuch idea of
substance is valid.

¢ Bobstance and nibri-
botes.

P Amdineh sviihdaghtyantibbivasyaprotivogioal urhéitviditariisivg
dipendiva  gunidigu.  Vimatali  pataly EL—I.!-I‘-!I-I:IIuniﬁhbﬁr}‘mﬂﬁbhﬁ.vnpmﬁyug‘i
avayavitvit pajintaraval, pvamelad gups-karma-jityidayopi tattattantunig-
thiityantibhive pratiyoginal tettadripatviditara-tattadripavaedityeysmadis
prayogah sarvatraivohanival, 5
PRN—— Cit., pp. 4041,
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. Again we may accept the other alternative, i.¢., the idea of
substance is inseparably connected with that of the attributes.
Then it is evident that the substance is nothing more than an
aggregate of attributes. Now this conclusion breaks up the
ides of umity that is necessarily involved. The attributes can
never be understood if there exists no principle of unity in them.
The substance tends to unify these attributes. The substance
15 not merely the sum-total of aftributes, it is something more.
It is not wholly immanent in the attributes, i.e., the idea of the
substance is not completely exhausted in the attributes. It is
transcendent as well, and in this aspect the substance supplies
the principle of unity that we are clearly conscious of in our
sense-percepiion. Again, the attributes are ever-changing and
have their meaning only in and through permanence. There is
& permanent underlying substance and the changes have their
seat in the former and this supplies the connecting link that
runs through the series of changes. This one that supplies the
connecting link is substance or dravya.

The consideration of these difficulties, that are rightly urged
against the Buddhists, led the later thinkers of Indian Philosophy
to conclude that the substance or the prineiple of unity eannot
be denied. The Jaina school holds that the attributes are not
sell-sufficient and cannot exist in themselves. Further the same
fact becoming the object of perception and touch-sensation proves
that there is an underlying basis that gives rise to these differant
sensations." Kumdrila Bhatta in his Slokavdrtika and Pirthae
sarathi Misra in his' Sistradipika draw the same conclusion.®
The Vedantins also hold the same view.

The Nyaya-Vaisesika systems admit the notion of the sul-
stance or the principle of unity and that of the attributes. Bt
the Naiyayikas and Vaidegikas differ from ihe system of

! Pr. K. M., p: 162,
* B.V., pp. 181-168 ; S.D., pp. 42.48.
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Mimaisa, Samkhya and Vedanta with regard to the determina-
tion of the character of the substance and that of the attributes
and the relation that exists between the two. Nydya-Vaisegika
systems of thought hold that the substance and the attributes are
independent and self-sufficient categories and there arises a third
entity namely, samavaya that connects these two separate cate-
gories in our experience.

A carelul examination reveals that the Nvyiya-VaiSesika
gystems are at war, as it were, with the Advaita-Vedanta as they
accept the independent existemce of thiree categories, namely,
(1) substance, (2) attribules, and (3) samavaya. The definitions,
they set forth to determine the true nature of these three concepts
are strongly criticised by the Samkarites,

First, let us examine the definition of substance #s is given

by the Nyiya-Vaisesika schools. They define
ot kartes’ diskeett  gubstance (dravya) as the seat of properties
delinition of wbstance  (gundéraya). Citsukhachirya and Sribarsa, the
sdvanced by ihe Nyiys HES v
o Vaidesika schiots,  £w0 well-known critics and staunch exponents

of the Samkara-Vedanta, strongly eriticise this
definition. It is vitiated in two ways; it is wider in one sense
and narrower in another sense. Therefore, it is erronecus in
fwo rezpects.’

The definition is wider because gunddraya or the seat of
propertics is the definition of the substance and this definition
can rightly be applied to the attributes themselves for they are
also the seat of properties as they are characterised by number
(sasikchya) and separateness (prthaktva). Thus colour is an
attribute but it may have other attributes, A particular colour
may be light or deep and it may be of many kinds. If may be one
or many.® The teachers of the Nydya-Vaidesika systems were

¥ Avyipterapystivyapterdravyarh naiveguniérayal
Adye ksane gunibhivid gonidsvapiviksanat.
Cit., p. 175.
¥ Gupadigyapi caturvithéatirguod ityadi samhkhyd gupinvaysviksags.
dstivyipteh. Cit.. p. 176.
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clearly conscious of these defects and tried to meet these short-
comings by saying that the attributes are attributeless and
motionless in their nature.! The properties, nomber and
prthakiva really inhere in the substance but are only falsely
applied to the attributes. This conclusion does not appeal to
the Advaita-critics as there iz no ground of such false applica-
tion: and it can be interpreted conversely as well, ie., we can
say that the attributes, number and prihaktva, ete., really belong
to the attributes themselves and are erroneously applied to the
substance.®

Agnin, the definition 18 too parrow. If the substance is
gunagraya or the locus of properties, it implies that the relation
is one of cause and effect. The substance stands for the cause
and the attributes represent the effect. The cause must precede
the effect in point of fime, and there must be a moment when the
cause exists in itself devoid of any effect. Therefore, the substance
must have a condition in which it is divested of ull attributes;
and this definition in its ordinary sense cannot be applied to the
substance in that state. So this definition errs in being narrower
as it excludes that substance which is free from atiributes.

In order to meet this objection the Naiyiyikes explain
gundsrayatva to mean guwavativatyaniabhavimadhikaranatva or
the state of not being the substratum of the absence of having
properties. They say that though at the time of origination there
are, according to their own admission, no qualities in the substance,
still the substance is not the substratum of the absolute negation
of qualities, for in the second moment qualities inbere im it.
But this roundabout explanation of the concept guwdsrayatea
does not belp the Naiyayikas, for then the definition of substance
becomes too wide. Absolute negation of having qualities (guna-
cattvalyantdbhdcad) may be charncterised as not being the sub-
stratum of absolute negation of having qualities which is the

V' Gunadir nitguoekeiyak,
2 Qitsukhi, p. 176.
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characteristic of substance,’ for nothing can be its own
receptacle. Again this characteristic mark of substance will be
found even in gunas themselves. For gunas or qualities also
are, as we have shown above, endowed with some other gunas,
¢.g., number, separateness, ete., and so they cannot be the
substratum of the absolute negation of having qualities,®

Further does the definition of substance imply the absolute
negation of one quality or of all ?

The definition would be too narrow in either case. The
gunas or qualifies are twenty-four in number, and what is the
receptacle of one quality, e.g., colour, may be characterised as
the substratum of the absolute negation of another quality, €.9.,
rasn or taste, and thus an entity—endowed with colour may not
be determined by the definition of substance. Again, since there
is 0o substance endowed with all qualities, therefore, nothing
can be characterised as not being the substratum of the absolute
negation of all qualities.®

As this definition is beset with difficulties, the Nyaya-
Vaisesika thinkers advance another definition of substance. The
definition runs thus : substance is what is organieally related to
thinghood (dravuyatvajati yogilvar dravyalaksanam). Chitsukbi-
ciirya is not satisfied with this definition and strongly criticises
it. Wherefrom do we derive the idea of thinghood that attempts

1 Yo'pi gupavattvityantibhivah so'pi  svasyinadhikaransmeva
svaamin svasybvriteh,
Nayanaprasadini, p. 170,
2 Asminnapi vakralskzane gunidisvapi sarkhydprthakive-gupayoh
peatitel katharh nativyaptih.
Cit,, p. 177,
i fpidinith gunanimanekstvittadeksgunadhikaranasyipi taditors-
gunity antibhividhiksrapstvideve tadatysntibhivanadhikaranatviibhavit,
sarvagunavativityantibhivanadhikarapatvisys sarvasminnasarhbhaviat. sati
h sarvagupidhikaranatve sarvagunityantibhivinadhikaranatia syat, oa
es parvagunadhikuranatvamekaikasyiatiii katharh nivyaptih.
Citsukbi, p. 178,
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to define the substance ? To have the idea of thinghood, we
must have a pre-supposition of something that supplies this idea;
and that something must be of the same natore and character as
those of the substance itself. Therefore, to possess the idea of
thinghood we must previously be conscious of the thing itself.!
The definition of the attributes as given by the Vaisesika
sehoul does not also appear to be convinecing. The VaiSesikas
oy define the attributes thus: The attributes are
.f; ?E:i'ﬁﬁiigaﬁ jnberent in the substance and are fotally
divested of any gquality and motion. They are
not the causes of conjunction and separation.® The author of
the Nyayakandali defines attributes as attributeless (aguna) and
organically related to the universal characteristicc of guna
(samanyavdn). If we analyse this definition and make a ecareful
scrutiny we find that it involves the fallacy of begging the
question. In order to have a clear concepiion of aguna we must
have the pre-conception of guna itself.

It has already been proved in the examination of the defini-
tion of substince that the attributes are not totally divested of
qualities. They are characterised by number and separateness,
ete,

The author of the Kirandeali defines atiributes in a different
form when he says that the attributes possess the characteristic
of universality, i.e., gunatva and lie beyond the range of touch-
sensafion though inbering in the substance and they form a
sepurate category from motion or karma.® This definition
involves four factors. We have already discussed the first epithet

i Dravyatvajitiyogitvamapi no deavyalaksonam
Tajjativyanjakibhivittanminasyanirapayit.
Cit., p. 178,
¥ Dravyddeayl ns gugavin embyogs-vibhigesvakirapar nirapeksal
{gunah).
V. 5., p. 04

? Bamioyavin sparfaraliito dravydsrayaly kermitirilkto gunal,
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and there remain three more factors to be carefully analysed and
critically examined.

We have no objection against Kirmdrali when it declares
that the attributes inhere in the substance and lie beyond tonch-
perception, but we cannot accept the last characteristic without
doing violence to reaspn. When we fully analyse the term
karmatiriktah we see that it involves the following stages:—
(1) distinet knowledge of karma, (2) the conception of gura and
(8) clear understanding of the difference or distinction that lies
between the two. To understand the nature of karma we must
have a pre-conception of guna and that of the relation between
the two. Again, to know guna, we must be familiar with the
nature of karma and its distinctive characteristics. Thus each,
in its turn, leads to the other. There is neither beginning nor
any end. The process is never-ending and it commits the fallacy
that is technically known as arguing in a circle.'

We have seen that in the Nyaya-Vaisesika systems
.. .. substance and attributes are two distinet
Baiblaritea’  eriti- | - a
eiwm of the definition categories. They can mnever be cognised in
of “semardgy.” - .
such o way. So far as our experience is con-
cerned, we know the substance in and through the attributes and
the attributes in and through the former. Now, these systems
are Jogically forced to admit the independent existence of a third
category, viz., samandya to account for the cognition of the
gubstance through the help of the attributes and of the
attributes in and through the substance, Pradastapida
definas samaviys as a category that brings into connection two

! {a) Cil., pp. 181-84 (Dombay Edition).
{b) Eh. Eh., p. 580 {Tienares Fdition),
fo} Yadi gunid bhedens karmejtinaih syit karmatirikiold gugaays
jfinyets naitudasti guninimaye tadvystirekssyipi karmago jostumsdakyat-
viit, atallaksspena guoarh nifcitys tuko’tiriktars kannajfitvi tadatiriktatva
vidsganajhsnarh vifichatascakrolkapotbintl,
N, Pr. P. 181,
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concepts that cannot exist independently though standing in the
relation of the container and the contained.'

Sridhara, in his Nyays-Kandals, asttempts to render &
thorough interpretation of this definition.® All instances of the
relation of the container and the contained do not represent
samapdya relafion. For example, a particular book is placed on
a table and they stand in the relation of the container and the
contained ; but this relation is not one of samavdya but of
samyoga. Samacdye  relationship is  distingnished from
samyoga relationship by the fact that in the former both the
entities that are reluted together cannot stand independent of each
other, while in the latter, they can so stand. In the previous
illustration, the book and the table can both exist independent
of each other, but a piece of cloth cannot exist independent of
the threads that constitute its materials, though the latter can
stand independent of the former. Thus both can never stand
independent of each other and this relation illustrates the distine-
tive nature of samavdya relation.

Citsukhacarya strongly eriticises this definition as being too
wide. When we cognise the negation of a certain object, viz., a
particular pot on a particular place, we see that these two
ideas cannot stand independently and express the relation of the
container and the contained. Though all the requirements of
sumacidya relation are satisfied here, the NasiyAiyikas themselves
hold that this example is not one of samacdys relation. The
relation is one of vifesana-visesya-lakgana, i.e., the thing and
its adjuncts” Now the Nyaya-Vaisesika systems modify this
definition by adding that samardya relation has its validity only

I Avutasiddbinfimidbiry ddbhireblintinidy yaly saibandhs ks pra-
tyayahetul) eq samaviyel, P. Bh,, p. 14

2 Fide Nyiys-Kandali, p. 14.

8 Nasyadayutasiddhidl samaviyasyaluksagnrh visesanavifesyntva-
sathbaodhe vyabhicirataly, ihs bhiibule ghatibhiva it videsana videsysbhiva-
laksane” pi esthbandhe lnksapasyitivyapdih. ..o, asticadhiryadbira:
bhiva ihs pratyayases, Oit., p. 160,
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in the case of two entities that are positive in their nature and
it does not hold good in the instances in which even one is nega-
tive. This modification also i8 not satisfactory and to the
Advaitins, it 15 equally fallacions. For example the sound has
ite existence in etber (Jha akdfe sabdah). Here both the
entities are positive and thereby all conditions are satisfied, still,
the Naiydyikas themselves do not hold this to be a case of
samapdys relation. Therefore, the definition is too wide.
Again, the definition unwarrantably assumes the epithet adharya-
dharabhiita that necessarily follows from ayutasiddha.'

Samavdya is an independent category and relates two
concepts, riz., the substance and the attributes, ete. Now when
it establishes the relation between the two. it itself stands in a
certain relation to the substance. Therefore, in order to have
the cognisance of the substance in and through the atinibutes
and the latter in and through the former, we accept samavdya
relafion, and in connecting the two, samavdya itself is related
to the substance. Now the question arises, how do we become
aware of this relation that exists between the substance and
samapaya? To account for this if we accept another samarcdyg
and so on, we are led to an infinite regress (anavastha).

This fallacy of infinite regress led the Vedintins to reject
this samavidya relation as an eniity standing independent of the
substance and the attributes.®

Sathkara has pointed out in his Bhasys that the Nyaya-
Vaisesika systems cannot fully explain the real nature of the sub-
stance and that of the attributes, and their relation though they
admit semaviys to be a third category. In refuting these
systems Sarmkara pointe out that they are self-contradictory as
they admit the existence of gix independent categories, substance,
attributes, etc.; and bhold, at the same time, that five categories

T O, p. 199,
% (4) 8. L., p. 511
(b)Y 1. Bh. 2.2.18.
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guna, motion, ete., entirely depend on the first, viz., substance.
Thus they affirm and deny the same truth in the same breath.
Categories are st once independent and dependent, an absurd
conclusion.'

It may however be contended that subordination does not
do away with independence. As for example, smoke baving
originated from fire depends on if; though smoke and fire have
both got independent existences. Similarly, attribute, ete.,
though dependent on substance, do not, on that account, lose
their independence, Atiributes and other entities are dependent
in the sense that they cannot be cognised unless they are related
to the substance.

Upon this contention, Sarkarites argne that this example
of smoke and fire does not hold good and it fails to explain the
nature of subordination. It iz a case of false analogy. Bmoke
and fire can be cognised independently and we consider them as
distinct and separute. But the atfributes cannot be cognised
apart from their relation to the substance. Hence, the idea of
distinctiveness and uniqueness is not clear in the case of the
attributes,

Thus, if experience be the last court of appeal, we find that
the ides of the substance cannot be had apart from that of the
attributes and the idea of the attributes equally
depends on that of the former for its cognisance,
So, there is no clear-cut distinction between the two. They are the
two aspects of the same entity.  Substance expresses ifself in
attributes and the latter have their perfection and consummation
in the substance. The two are identical in essence. Aftributes
exist when the substance is there ; they lack existence when the
substance iz wanting. So the substance expresses itsell in
different forms in different stages and assumes different names.
But through these different names and forms runs a principle of
unity that is known as substance.

Adwaitin's decinion.

! 8. B, 2217
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Vicaspati Miéra in bis Bhamati explaining the nature of
the substance and that of the attributes says that the attributes
cannot be defined and conceived of as independent of the
substance to which they belong. Whenever we have the
cognisance of any attribute we conceive in reality the substance
in one of its forms. Therefore, the atiributes are not separate
from and independent of the substance, but the universal charac-
ter of the substance is illustrated in and through some particular
attributes.’

When we perceive an object it appears to us a particular
individual possessing characteristics, some of which are common

to the class while others are specially its own.
ol and Bt o example, a cow which we perceive before

us, has two sets of qualities : (1) those that are
commmon and essential to all cows in the world and (2) others
that are particular to this cow only. The first set implies the
pure essence which are common to all cows. The realistic philo-
sophers are of opinion, that such essence found in different
elasses of things is not merely accidental points of resemblance.
They indicate self-existent, eternal, unchangeable realities, ¢.g.,
universals belonging, as it were, to a separate world of their
own.® Tt is by virtue of their participating in the same universal
that the particular individuals of a class happen to possess the so-
called common and essential attributes,

As regards the existence of the universals and their relation

' Gupidayo ns dravyidyanadhine niriipapih epi tu yadi yada nirg-
pyante tadd tadi tadikirstaysiva prathante, pa tu prathiyimesimasti
svatsnirysth, tasminnitiricysnte drayyit spi tu dravyamevs simanyariparh
tathd tathi prathate.

Bha., p. 517.

2 According to the Nyiya-teachers jifi ls nol a clasa concept, for a
clnss coneept is subjective but jifi has an objective renlity snd it exists
gven though there f& no individual in which to inhere. Jati thus corres-

to Plato’s * Idess ' which are informed in individuals, Jaii, though
independently existent, has its manifeaistion in and through individuals.
Jati corresponds to ‘quiddity’ of Sehoolmen,
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to the particulars, there are other thinkers who hold a different
view. They admit the class concepts or universals but do not
think them as existing apart from particulars.

The realistic philosop hers maintain that these universals are
objective entities and are revealed in perceptual cognition as
much as individual objects, as the idea of universals is given

= in sense-perceptions. The existence of these

Heal iatic  explups- .

tion of uwnivermal snl universale can be demonstrated by a regular
R M syllogistic inference also. Our perceptual
experience is not only of the particular cow, but containg a
reference to another distinet principle, which is not confined to
the individual eoncerned but inhere= in other individuals in the
same manner and the same degree. Had we been cognisant of
the parficular individual alone the cognitions would have been
distinct and separate and there would be no class-concept. But
this is not the case ; there is the sameness of cognition in our
cognitions of different cows, and this identity of reference, lin-
guistic and psychological alike, can be accounted for only on the
assumption of a universal element super-added to particulars?
The existence and non-existence of an objective reality can Dbe
determined by the arbiiration of experience alone and the dietum *
that excess in kmowledge presupposes a corresponding excess in
the objective order should be accepted by all believers in extra-
mental reality. So the particular and universal should be
accepled as equally true and equally real and there js no contra-
diction or logical incompatibility in these two factors coalescing
in one substratum.

1 Tasmidekasys bhinnesu yi sritistannibandhanah
siminys fabdab sstbidivekadhikarapena vi.

8. V. (&krtivida), SL. 12.
2 Vigayatidaysmsntarenipratyayitisayanupapittel.
N’- M—-t p. 314,
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According to the subjectivists, jati is merely a creation of
our own mind without any objective counterpart at all. The
pl-s:rgﬂj;!iﬂ:;imi:i Buddhists urge that the existence of the univer-
und partieulara. sul ean be proved neither by sense-perception
nor by inference. It is impossible that sense-perception should
give us the knowledge of the universal. Sense-perception is
confined to particulars only and has no valid application beyond
them. Nor can inference or testimony, being ultimately bused
on perception, supply us with the knowledge of the universal.’

There are two forms of perception, Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa
and none of these is sufficient to prove conclusively the nniversal
that underlies the particulars. Indeterminate or Nirvikalpa
perception is occasioned as soon as the so-called object comes in
contact with a particular sense-organ just before the subjective
contributions from within have any opportunity to modify the
pure sensuous processes. Determinate or Savikalpa perception,
according to this theory, is due to subjective contributions added
to the stage of pure perception. These subjective contributions
not being in any kind of touch with the object itself, cannot
affect the true nature of the object. Hence, even when we seem
to apprehend them sensuously this knowledge must be taken to
be an illusion without any validity. And the sensuous perception
of the universal depends upon a comprehensive apprehension of
the particulars participating in the same universal. But as sense-
perception is by its nature confined only to the presentative ele-
ments, other elements will have to be represented in consciousness
in order to occasion a comprebensive apprehension of the object.
1t the universals were sensuously perceived, it would he either by
means of presentative elements or by representative elements or
by!means of both in co-operation. The knowledge of the uni-
versal involves a comparative consciousness of the particulars

1 Na thvat simAoyagrahans nipupamokssjam  jfiinamh  bhavity.
mnrbuth. .. oo eneees pacinominath fabdo & sEmAnys evarips vistavatve
r;nvmhﬁpanmimgrthﬁmﬂuuta.

NI- M., p- 207,

Ll
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and this eonsciousness requires the presence of both the presen-
tative and representative elements. But sense-perception sup-
plies us only with presentative elements. Now as the latter ele-
ments aré wanting in sense-perception, it is not the only source
of knowledge of the universal. Representative elements, again,
not being in direct touch with any present object, cannot occa-
sion any sensuous apprehension even if they seem to establish a
kroe relation with the presentative elements. Representative
elements are the creations of the mind and hence illusory. They
cannot therefore in any way prove the objective validity of the
universal.

If it wereargued that the presentative and representative
elements, by their co-operation oceasion the sensuous perception of
the universal, the same reply would begiven. So far as the repre-
sentative elements are concerned, the apprebension of the univer-
gal, resulting from them, cannot be sensuous ; because the re-
presentative elements unlike the presentative ones, are occasioned
by a process of memory revival (smriyanantarabhavi) and not
by any inter-action between the object and the sense organ,
Though ordinary experience apparently shows that we perceive
the universals sensuously, a deeper analysis discloses the fact
that represenfative factors constitute the major portion of sensu-
ous perceplion and that there is not a bit of sensuousness in
representative factors, Hence no sense-perception of the uni-
versal is possible. Inference, again, being based on perception,
equally fails to stand as & source from which we might derive
the knowledge of the universal. The degree of subjective com-
plexity is. much greater in inference thamr in sense perception. So
we conclude that neither perception nor inference can warrant
any knowledge of the universal.

If we admit the existence of the umiversal, the question
arises, what is the relation between the umniversal and the
particular ? TIsit one of difference or of identity | If the
universal is different from the particulars, it would be perceived
independently of the latter. If identical, it would cease to exist
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as a principle of unity, If different and identical at the =ame
time, it it is inconceivable.!

Further, il the universal were different from the particular,
it would exist either everywhere in the world or ouly in the
particulars belonging to the elass. If it existed everywhere, it
would be perceived not only in the objects other than its so-
called particulars but also in a space not occupied by any object ;
the universal * cowhood ' would be perceived in a borse also. It
may be argued that though the universal is ubiquitous, it is
manifested only in that particular elass because only these indi-
viduals have (while other individuals have not) the capacity to
manifest it. The reply would be that since the universal is ubi-
quitous, there is no reason why it should not be perceived
in all the objects in the world indiscriminately. Maoreover, since
the universal is ubiquitous and stands in the same relation to all
objects in space, there is no reason why some objects should and
others should not have the so-called capacity to manifest the
universals,

If it were nssumed that the universal is not ubiquitous but
exists as confined to the particulars only, then in the case of a
new-born individusl, first coming into relation with the univer-
sal, either the universal is born along with the particulurs or
comes to it from another particular already existing, In the
first alternative, the universal would not be exiernal : in the
second, it would not be unchangeable. Moreover, the particalar
which the universal abandons in order to be associated with the
newly-born one would be without any universal. Similarly, if a
particolar were annihilated the unjversal already present in it
would either be annihilated with it or remain unsupported in {he
same locality or go to a second particular to reside in. In the first
alternative, the universal would not be eternal ; the second

! Prihaktve vyakiito jatirdpiyets prihageva ei
Abbede vyakii mitrah syad dvedhiicenmavirodhatah.

8, D., p, 98 (Bombay Bditian),
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one is inconeeivable and in the third alternative, the second parti-
cular would have two universals simultaneously present in it
which is an absurdity.!

The manner of existence of the universal in the particulars
is equally inconceivable. For, the entire universal is present
either in a single particular only (in which case other particu-
lars will be without any universal) or in all particulars taken
distributively (in which case the universal would not be a part-
less unity) or in all particulars taken collectively (in which cuse
it would be perceived only when all the particulars are simul-
taneously perceived).

Hence the universal is merely a subjective fiction without
any objective counterpart.’

Now the question arises that if it be a subjective fiction, how
do we become conscious of oneness, anugata-prafyaya that runs
throngh different individuals of a class ? We find, for example,
two cows and believe that they belong to the snme species. This
cognition of the principle of unity cannot be satisfactorily ex-
plained if we do not admit that, behind these particular cows,
there is a universal cowhood in which all the particular cows
participate. Therefore, the universal has its objective validity
on the ground of the consciousness of the principle of unity,
that runs through the individuals and makes & clasd concept
possible. The Buddhists contend, however, that this feeling of
the general essence is also a subjective fiction and it is not essen-
tial that the universal should have an existence to give rise to
this form of consciousness. The notions of the genus and the
species, substance and attributes, etc., are all fictitious without
corresponding realities; and this kind ol notions has its origin
in the mind when it finds that fwo or more particular indivi-
duals serve the same purpose in our practical life. The capacity

I Niyiti na ca tatrisidssti padoinns clirhdsvat
jahiti porvvmn nidhiramahovvyasanasamtatih. S.D., p. 98,
2 8.D., p. 98; Ny. M., p. 307,

a1
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of the individuals to serve fhe same purpose gives rise to this
notion of the principle of umity,' and the realists erroneously
hold that corresponding to this notion of .the principle of unity
there lies o universal or jati in the real facts of nature.

Following the mode of arguments advanced by the subjecti-
Citsakba's criticisn. ViStS' school  discussed above Citsukha says
agaimt Nydys. that neither by perception nor by inference
jati as a separate class-concept can be established. What is
exactly meant by class concept ? Does it mean the apprehen-
sion of a'cow in oneanimal just as we have it in another animal ?
Or does it mean the apprebension of the nature of a cow inber-
ing in all cows ? Or does it mean the apprehension of a ¢harac-
teristic common to them all ? In none of these senses the
class-concept be established. In the first case sven without the
elass-concept we can apprehend each of the animals as a cow by
seeing some peculiarities common to them just as we can appre-
hend the moon in ifs several reflexions in many vessels of
water.” In the second case the nature of the cows is not defer-
mined, or if determined the elass-coneept becomes useless. Inm
the third case it can be said that just as we have the perceplion
of & man as holding the stick (dandi, dundavan) =0 we have not
the perception of a cow as having the characteristic of cows
(gotei, gotvacdn). 1t is only from the perception of cows that
we can gather the characteristic of cows, viz., the possession of
dewlap, etc. In this case we can have the apprehension by
means of the differentia and there iz no need of a cliass concept.

! Yadeva vihadohidi kiryamekens junyste
gopindena tadevhnyairit tﬂqwnnui"ﬂﬂlihil;l.
Ny M, p. 801
¢ Tathmekavysktivadvyakiynntare gaoritysvabhiasal, uts  vyaktk
nimekagosvabhiivivabhisaly, ekadharmuvattaydvabhiso vi. nidyal), eka-
vyaktergosvabhivavadvyaktysnturesvupl  gosvabhiivabvid antarepipi simi-
nyumanekodnkabbijunesvayni eandeo’yam candra itivadavabhisopapatteh.

Cit., p. 308
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Again what indicates the jafi and where does it reside ? T it
be said that the indicator resides where j@li resides then there
arises fallacy of mutual dependence ; for without the kmow-
ledge of the indicator we cannot have the idea of jafi and again
without the knowledge of jati we cannot have any idea of the
_indicator which co-exists with jati.!

Admitting jafi the question arises: how is jati related to
individuals.? The relation between jali and individoals ecan
neither be one of contact (samkjoga) nor of coherence (samavdiua)
nor of identity ({adalmys). The relation cannot be one of
smmyoga ; for in that case the jaiis being eternal and all-per-
vading it will be possible for them tobe in contact with all
substances, so we might perceive cowhood in things other than
cows as well as in them. The samaovdye category has been
already refuted. If the relation is said to he one of identity
then cowhood being identical with existing cows, it eannot apply
to & newly-born cow as it is distinct from existing cows
with which jati 1s identified and as it bas no motion and no
parts it cannot adhere to the new cow.?

For all these difficulties the Adwaiting reject jpdli and hold

Advaiting el that there is one principle of unity which is a
A purely subjective contribution without any
objeetive reality necessitated by the demands of understanding.

The ideas of Time and Space are inherent in the very cog-
nition of finite beings. To have a clear under-
. standing of any object, we study it as standing
in three relations ; it must be in Time, it will occupy Space,
and be bound to other objects by the tie of Causality. The very

Tims and Spees.

Y Jalith svikuryati tadvyatjakar kifiold vicyam, tadepi, kutra vartate:
iti paryanuyoge yaten jatistatra vartats ityukiivanyonyidmmyati.
Cit., p. 804,

? Nipi pipdasarvagsta  jatih, - pratysgrajiysmise-khagdamugdiadi-
pindesu pindiotarasthitays jatel) sathbandhabhivaprasatgit.
' Cit,, p. 806,
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fact of sequence involves the notions of Time, Space and
Cangality. These three factors constitute the common cause of
the being and comprehension of any finite object.  All schools of
Indian thought, in one sense or other, have accepted the truth
of these notions.

The past, present and future have no meaning if we do not

T Nyigs epstom AccePt the coneept of * Time.' Time is the
on Time and Bpace.  papee that gives rise to  the distinetion of
the two as older and younger. Days, months, years, ete., -are
nothing but the limitations of Time.! All these considera-
tions led the Naiyiyikas to admit Time as an eternal entity that
conditions itself in finite times, Let us see however whether
these considerations can be explained in another way, and then
there would be no necessity of assuming the existence of an
eternal Time.

It is also objected that the idea of Time is not essential fo
explain the notion of day, month, year, young and old, ete. These
ideas of young and old do not originate from the belief in eternal
Time ; they are simply the modes of the finite experience.® The
notion of day, month, year, eic., depends on the various move-
ments and evolutions of the planets and does not require a
pre-supposition of Time as o separate category. This notion,
therefore, being a mode of motion, belongs to * karma * category.'

In reply to the first objection, it is argued that time is a
fact of independent perception in any cognition and cannot
therefore be demied. Inm any cognition the idea of delay or

! Bh. P, and 8, M. on 8l 44.

Dinakari, p. 198 (Benares Edition).
© Notivad grhysts kilsh pratyaksens ghatadivat
cirakgipridibedbe hi kiiryamatriivalambanak.

. Ny. M. P., 186.
¥ Nponiga grabanaksatmparspandsavabhivakakh
Kilah knlpayituri yuktal kriyile niparo hysaau.
Ny. M. P., 136,
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swiftness or the ides of sequence, ete., appear like the adjuncts
or qualities that specialise that form of cognition. These special
qualities must have a basis to stand upon ; and this fundsmental
basis is Time which is thos perceived in cognition. Similarly,
space also is perceived when we see a thing as located ina
particular space. Tt may be contended, however, that perception
is possible only when the object comes in direct contact with the
sense-organ. Space and time though standing as qualitative
adjuncts, being devoid of smell, colour, ete., do not come in
contact with the sense-organs and lie beyond perception. This
contention, however, is not satisfactory. It is not necessary that
the objeet of perception must appeal to sense-organe through their
respective  objects such as smell, touch, tfaste, colour, ete.
Whatever is clearly manifested in cognition is taken to be a fact
of perception. Time and space qualifying the objects of
eognition are clearly manifested to us, though smell, taste, ete,,
are wanting. For example, the notion of specific gravity is an
instance of perception, though it fails to appeal to the different
sense-organs but still it is perceived. Time and Space are alzo
perceived in the same way. Again, if we concede validity to
these objections and hold that time and space are inferential, i
does not invalidate their being.

In reply to the second objection it may be argued that the
succession of day and night, year, ete., cannot be finally explained
by the revolution of the earth round its axis or by the movements
of the planetz. The movemenis of the planets also depend for
{heir explanation on the idea of time. The sun rises and sets.
The understanding of this proposition presupposes time.
Therefore, time is the fundamental ides that expresses itsell in
the movements of the planets and in the succession of day and
pight. Movements of planets have their being in planets only
and have no relation to finite evenis. Therefore, the succession
of day and night, month and year, etc., cannot be explained by
these movements as there is no point of similarity between them.
Thus we are forced to believe time as an entify that underlies
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sequence. This time is efernal, all-pervading and partless just
as ether is.!

Similarly, Space is another aspect of sequence and is eternal,
all-pervading and partless like Time. So Time and Space are in
their nature eternal and all-peevading ; but from the phenomenal
standpoint, they are perceived no longer as eternal and all-
pervading but limited when they stand in relation to finite
objects. Just s ong eternal ether breaks down, as it were, and
manifests itself in particular pots ; so eternal Time and Space
lose as it were their cteenity snd manifest themselves in
particular events and finite objeets as limited. Thus, in
themselves, Time and Space are eternal, but they are looked
upen as limited in relation to finite events and objects.

In our previous discussion we have examined the Naiyiyika-
position and have found that one, eternal Space
To sum up, and Time cannot explain the facts of perception.
The Nuiyayikes hold that the idea of day,
month, year, ete., is due to the relations of the movemente of
the gun to the finite objects. According to the variation of this
movement, variation or change in Time order is produced. It
may be asked here, the movements exist in the sun and how
can they be related to the objects of physical nature ?  According
to the Naiyiyikas the factor that establishes this relation is to
be known ns time. Time is thus the source or couse of giving
rise to this idea in ps.’

! Saciyamakidavat sarvatraikah kilak.. sarvatratadvyavaharad vibhuh
aveysvifrayinupalubhiinnirsvayaval), anisriteleinidritatvideva drovyam
avayavavibhighdinifakimninupspatternitya iti.

Ny. M., p. 189,

% Idanivh ghets fiyddipratith strysparispandidikarh  yadl  visayi-
karoti tadi sOryaparispandading ghatidel samhbandho vieyah kils eva tat-
sathbsndboghatakaly kalpyate,

8. M., p. 105,
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Citsukha here observes that the idea of Time has its origin
in the movements of the sun ; but we are
Citsukha's eritivie=  conscions of time when the movements of the
TR the  NE¥% cun are related to finite objects. The Naiyii-
yikas lay exclusive stress on the principle that
establishes this relation and take this principle to be time.
Citsukha points out that the relation is not a potent factor in the
consciousness of time. That the true konowledge of time lies
in the movements of the sun and the relation between these
movements and the finite objeets can be explained by any other
eternal factor nnd does not necessitate time, There is one,
eternal and all-pervading sell, which, as substrate, establishes
unity in diversity and harmonises all the objects that seem to be
detached from one another, can explain the relation hetween the
movements of the sun and the finite objests." TFurther, the idea
of day, month, vear, etc., depends purely on the movements of
the sun. Therefore, the motion of the sun is the final solution
of the secret of Time. Hvery experience involves Time and Space
as inherent in it. But this does not go to prove the separate
and independent entity of Time and Space.

Finite objects are explained by the idea of finite time: but
the current of fime is infinite, because origination and destruetion
cannot be explained if we do not hold belief in infinite time. I
we affirm that there was a period when time was not, and there
will be a period when fime will cease fo exist, it will presuppose
time as we bave nlready explained. Thus Time is proved to be
infinite. Citsukha observes that infinite time is inconceivable,
We are conscious of time when the movements of the sun are
related to the finite objects, i.e., we know the meaning of
“ before ' and * after’ through relation. But when there is no
relation between the movements of the sun and the finite objects,

! Divikara.parispanda-pipdasatgati-saribhavit
vyipinndectanadeva kathath kilal prasidhyati. Cit., p. 820,
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time exists in the motion itself as & form of emergy. Thus
there is no necessity of assuming onc infinite time.!

Bimilarly, Citsukha proves that space is not infinite, The
idea of space dawns on us when the sun touches the various parts
af its orbit in its different movements. The first point of con-
tact is known as the eastern gate and in relerence to this point
we come to know the ten quarters. When the sun's path or line
of movement is related o finite objects we nre conscious of
space, and this does not necessitate the concept of an infinite
space. Here also_the relationship is established by the  absolute
Belf #

Citsukha refutes also the Nydya category of cause and
offect. Phrvakalabharifva or antecedence in time cannot be the
criterion of & cavse. For, in that case the
washerman's ass, which stands just belore the
fire is lighted, will be the cause of fire. If, howaver, the expression
niyata or invariable is prefixed to pircakalabhdvilog or antece-
dence, then also the ass becomes the cause ns only when the ass
12 present the fire is kindled. If again the expression ananyatha-
siddha be added, that is the cause be regarded as the invarinble
antecedent sine quu nom, then also the ass being that without
which the wnsherman who is the cause of fire, cannot do, will be
the couse, Space withont which fire cannot be kindled will
aleo be the cause of fire. T'he objection that space being common
nnd all pervasive cannot be the cause of fire cannot be raised by

Cnoss nod afect.

T (g} Ubbsysvidisaripratipannitmanuiva vastinimupidhisamhbandhs-
nddhmtlnkta-dmr}nhlpmarﬁm h]mﬁ-snurﬂ“prmﬁgﬁt, Ciik:. p. Ao,
(b} 1bid, p. 828.
(e) N. Pr., p. 328,
{d) Kb, Kh., pp. S07-772.

2 la) Suradikhari-sikhars-paribhrumsomiriapds-monduls-prathams-sad-
yogadyupadhyupadbiine  tenaive  plreidi-pratysyinimanysthasiddbatyit,
O, p. 824,

(b) 1bid, B24-927.
(o) Ehe Kh., pp. 508507,



EXAMINATION OF REALISTIC OATEGORIES L69

the Naiyayikas, for the same objection will hold true of the sonl
which they regard as the cause of the production of pleasure and
pain. The eause cannot be defined as that which being present
the effect follows, for the seed cannot produce sprouts without
accessories and  therefore according to this  definition
the seed will not be the cause. If the acoessories
are introduweed as the cause then there arises the
fallacy of atmasrayatea, for if the canse be explained by a refer-
ence fo the secondary causes, then cause is sought to be
explained by casses. Again the dictum that cause is
that which being present the offect follows and which being
absent the effect does not follow invalidates plurality of causes -
for since fire can be produced by many different agencies, some
will be present in one and others in another case, Fire will be
kindled even in the absence of some factors and the defimition of
cause will thus be invalidated for these absent factors may also
produce fire, on other occasions. It is absard to define canse as
collocation of causal factors, for then cause will to be dater-
mined by causes.!

The Nyaya interpretation of canse thus being proved to bo
untenable the conception of effect which depends on the concep-
tion of cause cannot be logically determined,

Now we turn to prove the untenability of Nydya explanation
of effect and to discuss in this connection the doctrine of causation
as held by different schools of Indian thought.

Causality is the central category of experience. In every
experience we find that each phenomenon is connected with ano-

ther phenomenon by the law of causation. No

ke [ docwise o gvent in the universe is totally detatched from

' the rest. Experience becomes possible only
when we presuppose causation,

Three lines of thonght run through the history of Indian
Philosophy in explaining the law of Causation, Arambhavida

1 QCitsukhi, pp, 814317,
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aor Asatkdaryavade, Parinamavade or Satkaryavada and Sad-
vivartavada or Sal-karanavada,

Arombhavida admits of two forms, Asatkiranacida of the
Buddhists and Sat-kdramavdda of the Naiyiyikas. The two

. schools of thought agree so far as the nature
on yi3ayika conel- ¢ 4o effect is concerned, i.e., it is asat, non-
Miomvids o = existent.  Asat-karyavada or Arambhacada of

the Naiyayikas is a commonsense theory and
we generally assume the truth of this theory in our every day
experience. It adopts the empirical standpoint and holds that
the effect is non-existent before its creation. The activity of the
-agent creates a kind of new effect from the canse, which did nof
exist before the operation of the agent, For instance a jar,
although made of clay, is non-existent gud jar before the potter
moulds the clay into this form. The pottér creates a new effect
from the ¢lay. Hence prior to its production, the effect as such
is non-existent, Though the effects have no permanent reality,
they have a temporary existence. They suddenly come into being
and soon vanish away. The Naiyiyikas try to explain everything
by means of the atoms. By the conglomeration of atoms, every-
thing comes into existence that had no prior existence. This
theory runs counter to the Samkhya theory which holds that the
effect iz implicitly and potentially present in the cause. The cause
and the effect are identical. But the Naiyiyikas hold that the
cause and effect stand in the relation of sequence and can never
be identical.  Cause and effect appear in our conscionsness as
separate. 'We never identify a piece of cloth with the thread of
which it iz made. The cloth was * asat ' but the threads were
existent, sal. When so made, we do not look npun it as threads
arranged in a certain order but as cloth. 8o too, 4 jar is not
identical with its cause clay,

This theory suffers from many difficulties. At the very
outset, it appears fo us to be inconsistent when we think that
bodily substances can have their origin in a
bodiless substance. Non-existence can never

Oritieinn.
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be transformed into existence, If the eflect were absolutely non-
existent before its production, it could by no means be brought
into being. We can, for example, extract oil from mustard-
seeds, but never from sand. Every effect exists potentially in
its materinl cause, and is only manifested as such through the
activity of the agent. The jar in question exists in clay even
prior to its being moulded as such. The potter’s activity is only
4 suitable occasion for its manifestation as a jar.

Further, if we accept the hypothesis of Arambhavada, we
are forced to admit the principle of the plurality of causes. If
the effect suddenly comes into being spontaneocusly and does not
exist potentially in the cause prior to its being manifested, we
are forced to believe that anything can come out of anything
else; and there is no certainty that the same cause will produce
the same effect. We know that the causal conneclion. iz a
necessary relation and we get oil from mustard-seed only because
o1l is inherent in the seed ; but we cannot derive oil from sand
and the reason is to be found in the fact that there is no ne-
cessary. relation between oil and sand, or in other words, oil does
not unplicitly inhere in the sand.

Thus if we hold that the same canse will give rise to the same
effect, we are called upon to admit at the same time that the
effect remains implicit in the cause before its manifestation,

Thus we see that the effect is not “asal’ or non-existent prior
to its production. Itisto be found inhering in the cause, and
by the activity of the agent what was implicitly contained in the
cause is explicitly expressed in the effect. The effect is hidden
from our view before its production and it is presented to us
under favourable conditions. Limits to knowledge are not the
same thing as limits to existence. We cannot, therefore, argue
that because we do not see the effect before its production it does
not exist. But it does exist though only implicitly. No fore-
knowledge is possible if the effect is non-existeni. The effect-
form is, therefore, potentially existent in the cause. It is not
purely *asaf * before it is produced.
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Naiyayika theory, though it gives a better interpretation of
the Law of Causation and removes the shortcomings of Buddhism,
1s not fully satisfactory; because in refuting the Buddhists, it
adopis some view that are logically false. The Naiyayika-diffi-
culties did strike the Samkhyists who render s better explana-
tion of Causation. These three schools represent the different
stages of development of the same thought in so far as Causation
is concerned,

This school holds that the effect is real or saf. Whatever
comes into being cannot be non-existent. The effect, before its

production, is implicitly present in the cause
Constion” ""¥ " and under suitable conditions the cause mani

fests itself in the effect. The caunse and the
effect are not two different realities. The canse appears in the
effect ; the two are different aspects of the same phenomenon.
Before transformation it is known as cause and after
transformation it is known as effect. The author of
Siddhintalesa defines causation as a process of becoming in which
the cause gradually changes and reappears in the effect. The
effect can be deseribed as the immanent finality, the formntive
principle realizing itself through successive transflormations (till
it reaches the final growth and development, It is the generally
accepted theory of causation in metaphysics.

The monistic doetrine of causation is known as Vivartavada.

advaitin’s o The effect is not the transformation of the
wﬂﬁm“ﬂ cause, as the Samkhyists hold, but it is the

' manifestation of the cause ; in this manifesta-
tion the cause is not affected in any way, According to Samkhya,
the cause and the effect are identical, because it is the poten-
tinlity that comes info actunlity. But Advaitism denies this
truth and hold that the relation is inexplicable, anirvacaniya.
So far a8 our experience is concerned, we can say this much
that the effect cannot be understood independent of its material
cause, i.¢., o pot cannot exist independent of clay. Thus it
stands in opposition to the Nyaya-Vaisesika systems that hold that
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the effect is a separate and independent entity. The relation is
not identical; because the activity of the agent fails in this
affirmation and the expression ‘ the sgent makes a thing " is
emptied of all meaning. Neither can it be considered as
bhedabheda as these are two contradictory terms which cannot
inhere in the same object at the same time. Hence the pature
of the effect is unspeakable or anircacaniya.  This is the view of
the Sarmkarites.

Advaita Vedinta explains the relation between the cause
and the effect as ananya. The term does not mean
abheda or non-difference as used in Samkhya. It means, on the
other hand, that the effect has no being or reality apart from that
of the cause,'

Vacaspati Midra in explaining the ferm ananyo says thal
it is neither bheda or diflerent nor ableda or identical. In intro-
ducing this term Advaitism differs from the Nyiya-Vaidesika
systems on the one hand, and Samkhya and Patadijale on the
other, If the canze and the effect are different, we fail to trace
out any causal link between two separate, independent and differ-
ent entities.

The activity of the agent becomes useless if the cause and
the effect are identical. This objection can be met by the
Sarikhyists by saying that the activity of the agent is necessary
to bring potentiality into actuality as we have seen in the ex-
amples of the Samakhyisis. This contention being’granted, the
theory cannot be considered as beyond dispute. What do we
mean by the transformation of the cause into the effect? I
transformation implies a complete change of cause, knowledge
would be impossible, for it mukes every state of existence different

! (a) Kirspai prthak ssttiéinyatvah kiryssys sidhyate naikys.
mityarthal.
R.P., 21168

(b} Na khalvenanyatvamityabhedaris brimah kintu bbedarn wyi-
sedhimal; tatadcs nibhedidrayadogsprasangah.

Bh., 2. 1. 14,
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from the previous state. If it means, on the other hand, that
transformation is not of the whole but of the parts enly, the
question arises whether these parts are different from or identi-
cal with the entire cause. If we affirm the first alternative, we
have to admit the synthesis between the two and this is
logically absurd. The other alternative is meaningless, becanse
il the parts are identical with the entire cause and get themselves
transformed, what is the ground of objection to the whole being
changed?

Again, the application of the law of transformation on uni
versal sequence leads to further difficulties. What is
the nature of the entire cause that is trangformed into
diversificd forms ? Is it partless or is it endowed with
parts ? Tf it be partless, it goes to prove that complete change is
produced in the primordial cause in every form of transformation
and the effect must be eternal. If we accept the second alterna-
tive, the primordial cause becomes no longer eternal but perish-
able.’

All these defects and ehorteomings of the Samkhyists lead the
Advaitins to accept the theory of vivarts, evolution, or self-
alienation, i.e., the process of reflection in which the effect does
not possess the same amount of being as the cause.® This is
aléo transformation, but a new form of transformation, i. ¢,
manifestation, The effect is n mere appearance and iz valid only
empirically from the phenomenal standpoint. Causality holds
good as long as we are confined to the empirical world, but when
we transcend the phenomenal world and judge the effect from
the metaphysical standpoint, it is non-existent or false.
Experience must presuppose the chain of causation, but beyond
experience it has no validity.

! (i) Bhamati, 1, 1. 4.
(i) Kalpataru, p. 117, LL4.

* g, L.,p. 108,
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The Buddhist logicians, who advocate asatkdryavida or
- Panddha view of Production of a previously non-existeni effect
e e o as held by the Naiyayikas, also ultimately come
of the Advaitina: to the monistic conclusion that the effect is
non-existent and false. The Bautrintika, on being questioned
why the same seed should produce oil and not any other substance,
though it is all equally non-existent in the causal entity, only
says in reply that there can be no questioning with regard to the
ultimate laws of nature, which are unthinkable and beyond the
scope of Philosophy. They are to be accepied as facts without
question,! There is no means of divining the inner powers of
things by intuition; they can be known only when particular
effecls are seen to be produced. There is an unknown law which
regulates the powers of things and the determinate effects that are
seen to issue from particular canses are determioed by this un:
known Inw. Buf it has been urged that determination connotes
the idea of delimitation, and when the other limit, viz., the effect,
1s absent, how can you speak of determination? It is under-
standalile if the effects are existent in some form or other,
otherwise, it is only a word without meaning® The Buddhist
allows the justice of the objection that the word * determination®
18 inapplicable in the absence of the other limil, viz., the effect.
But the position he seeks to establish simply amounts to this :
that the causal entity, the unique fact which is seen to be in-
variably attended by another entity styled the elfect, is undeniable
as o real, substantive fact, though the particular expressions
usually employed to characterise it may fail to convey a correet
idea of its real pature. Words are but convenient symbols,
employed according to the taste and purpose of the speaker and

! Niynthcintya-faktini vastini"ha pratiksapam
bhavanti nimuyojyini dahane dahsdalktivat.
T. 8., Bl 488,
* Avadhinim anigpstterniyatistena dakinyah
sattve bu niyamis taeirh yukiil sivadhiko nanu.
T. 8., 8I, 20,
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ore by no manner of means to be regarded as integral parts of
things-in-themselves. So the objection with regard to an expres-
sion does not touch the essential nature of things, However
objectionable and defective the language one may use to interpret
the causal relation may be the existence of the two entities, one
following closely on the heels of another, is unguestionable. All
existents Dbeing momentary can have neither a past nor a future
history and their momentary existence is interpreted as origiva-
tion by a necessary fiction of the understanding. '

The question of their previous existence or non-existence
eAnnot, therefore, arise, s a momentary entity is ex hypothesi
destitute of all continuity. Ttis, howevir, by a fiction of the
nnderstanding, supposed to be non-existent in the past, as it is
only seen to emerge closely on the heels of another entity. But
in reality neither existence nor non-existence can be predicated of
it; as a non-existent can never be existent or vice versa. The idea
of ane thing being the cause and another being effect is also an
intellectual fiction—a mere form of understanding called into
being by the necessity of interpreting the relation of two events;
which, however, has nothing to do with the objective order of
reals. What happens in reality is that one entity follows clogely
another.! And this is endorsed by an ipse dixit of the Lord
Buddha, ** O thou Mahfimate (take it) that all these phenomena
have nio origination, as neither existent nor non-existent can be

produced."” *

' Vastiinfich pOrviparakoliSinyanam keanamitrivasthisl svabhiva
evol pidd iEyusyate.
T. 5, p. 83,
% (a) Utpado vastubhivastu so’sata na eatd tathi,
ssthbadhyste kalpiksyi kevalarh tvasatd dhiyi.
(b} Yadidaii vastuno ripam ekinantarsmiksyate
Prigiieinneti tadvijamh prigbhiite tvidamunsti na.
T. 8., Bls, 82.58,
1 Anuipannhi mshiamate ssrvadharmily sadusatoranutpannsivit,
- T. 8., p. 82.



EXAMINATION OF REALISTIC CATEGORIES 177

This account of the Sautrantika throws overboard the theory
of causation in fofo. It reduces causation to a mere mechanical
sequence and confesses its inability to explain the character of
necessity, which distinguishes causal relation from cases of
accidental sequence. The Saulrantika plays into the hands of
the Sanyaoadin, who declares that ocausation is in appearance
and not reality. The Sanya-rdda and the theory of Mayi have,
~ however, the virtue of logical consistency to their credit, as they
make no scruple to declare that the phenomenal order of things
15 unintelligible and inexplicable, that the entire cosmos isa
mysterious appearance.

Nigirjuna and Sarikara, with their keen logical acumen,
have shown in unmistakable language that causation is the hidden
rock, on which the ship of realism must suffer shipwreck.



CHAPTER V
NATURE OF PHENOMESAL APPEARANCE

Tle theory of phenomenality of this order of existence has
a long history behind it ; it was lnter on developed by the Neo-
Vedantic teachers of the Adeaita-Vedanta school. Gandapada, the
first systematic exponent of the Adcaita-Vedanta wrote a chapter
on the phenomenal character of this worldly existence. His
philosophy was perhaps greatly influenced by the Vijiianavida
and the Madhyamika schools of Buddhism. To him the worldly
existence is a pure subjective illusion and the sense-perception
of our waking conscionsness is just akin to the dream impres-
sions.! Gandapadas has applied the very same argumenis as
advanced by the Buddhistic teachers.

Next comes Sarikara who has repudiated the doctrine of
unreality of external objects as propounded by the Vijidnavdda
school. DBut he maintains the phenomenality of the creative
order and explains this appearance to be a seeming expression
of A-logica) reality. According to the Vijiianavada the creative
order iz a mere subjective illusion. The waking consciousness.
is similar to the dream consciousness. But according to
Sammkara, the world of existence is not a subjective creation or a
mere illusion, The waking consciousness is different from dream
consciousness, inasmuch as the former has got a pragmatic
validity while the latter has got none.

! Synpnajagarite sthine hyskamihurmanisinah
Bhedinih b samatvens prasiddhensiva betuni
Adavants ¢4 yannistl vartamine'pl tattathi
Vitatthally sadréih santuly avibithi iva Jaksitil)
Saprayojanata tesdth svapne vipratipadyate
Tasmidadysntavattvens mithyaivs khalu te smytil.

MX.G., 5 6,7, Ch. 11,
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The world neither is, nor is not, and so it nature is indes-
eribable. While it ie different from being and non-being it
shares in the character of both. All finite things, ns Plato says,
are made up of being and non-being. Plienomenal appearance
ig, in the words of Bosanquet, *“the great ultimate contradiction
of the finite infinite nature.'” Heaven and Earth shall pass
away, our body decays, our sensez change and our empirical
egoes are buiit up before our eyes. None of these iz unltimately
real, The whole chain of phenomenal existence is a manifesta-
tion or an expression of reality and is itself false as an indepen-
dent existence.

Now the problem which faces us here, is what is the true
nature of falsity attribuied fo the phenomenal appearance by
the teachers of the Advaita-Vedinta. The Madhvites, who
hold the worldly appearance as real, seriously question the
standpoint of the Sawkarites, Vyisardja, the author of the
Nyayamyta, puts forward and critically examines all plausible
interpretations of falsity and comes to the conclusion that none
of them is logically cogent to give a rational explanation of
falsity of the phenomenal world. Thus contending against the
position of the Neo-Vedintic teachers, Vyasarija asks the
Advaiting what is the real nature of falsity predicated of the
phenomenal appearances? The Advaita-teachers advance five-
fold logical explanations of the conecept." Madhustidana
Sarasvatl in his Advaila-Siddhi, the monumental work of the
Neo-Vedantic school, has given a brilliant exposition of the
concept against & good number of objections of Vyfisardja and

! (1) Badasattinadhikarapatvam, @) DPratipsonopidhay treikiliks-
nigedha-pratiyogitvam, (3) Jifinanivarlyatvam, (4) Sviidroyenisibityanta-
bhivapratiyogitvam, (5) Ssdviviktatvarh mithyitvam. .

The first definition has been suggested by Padmaphda in his Paiica.
padikd, second snd third by Prakasitmen m his Vicarapa, fourth by
Citsukha in his Taitvapradipiké and Bfth by Apandabodbs in his Nydya-
dipdvali.
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his scbool ; and be bas thus pointed out the real essence of the
five-fold explanations of falsity put forward by the masters of
the Advaita school. In replying to the question of Vyasardja,
Madhusiidana, on the basis of the exposition of the Paficapadikd
of Padmapida, defines falsehood or mithyitve as something
inexplicable and inconceivable in the sense that it is uneither the
receptacle (adhikarana) of existence and nor of non-existence.*
Against this explanation of Padmapada, Vyisarfija contends
that sadasadanadhikarapates, which according
v,a-;p. ';fﬂ to the view-point of Padmapida, is the crite-
niion of Paduapsds.  ion of falsehood, is a concept which stands
against all logic and renson and connotes nothing logically valid.
Padmapada’s expression admits of three possible interpretations
but none of them is [ree from fallacy of one kind or another.
The three probable interpretations brought forward by Vy#sarija
are :—(a) The absolute negation of non-existence characterised
by existence. (b) The dual character of the absolute negation of
existence and that of non-existence. (¢) The absolute negation
ol non-existence as determined by that of existence?
In pointing out inadequacies in the given interpreiations
Vydearfja contends that the firsi exposition
mtorprtiiton miat 18 untenable because phenomenal appearances
ﬁm“"“"“w are real and can in no way be characterised
hy non-existence determined by existence (satfoa-vifislasativa).
The Madhyites admit absolute exisience of the phenomenal
appearance and totally deny npon-existence advocated by
the monistie teachers. And non-existence or asatlva being

! Sadesadaoadbikarapatyamanirvioyatvarn mithyfivamiti, P, P., p. 8.
¥ Tet kith sattva-visigtdsattvibhival, sattvityantibhavissttvityanti-
bhivariparh dharmadvayam, sattvatyantabhivatve sati asattvityantibhfiva-
riipath vidistam.
N. Mr,, p. 22
In explaining Padmuapida's expression Vyissrijs takes his stapd only
on the gramemstical and syntactical furmation of Mbe expression.
Vide Siddhivyikhya, p. 48.
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negated therein, the worldly appearance cannot be characterised
by any parficular form of non-existence (sattva-vidistd-sattpa)
for a substantive aspect (vifesydmsa) of a concept being denied
all special features which determine the nature of the substantive
(videsya) must also be necessarily negated,
Further such an exposition commits the fallacy of
e sadhyaprasiddhi or attempting to prove some-
prasiddhi. " thing which is nowhere known to exist,
sadhya or the major or what is to be predicated
of the minor must be a known fact. Non-existence characterised
by existence, which is the suggested eriterion of falsity, is a
concept which is totally devoid of any factuality according to the
Madhvites. Hence there arises the fullacy of sadhyd-prasiddhi
or reasoning from something which is nowhere known fo
exist’
The second inferpretation is unsatisfactory because it involves
_ contradiction or vydghdta. Of the two charac-
oot by Vsbeei s teristics which are quite contradictory in their
N o Pt pature, if one is negated in o phenomenon, the
other is posited by the negation of the first
one, but the two cannot reside simultaneously. Now if the
absolute negation of existence is denied in the phenomenal
appearance, its confradictory, the negation of non-existence, is
posited therein ; and again if the absolute negation of non-
existence is negaled, the negation of exisience is posited in the
worldly existence.

V' Sadhydprasiddhi is a fallacy of rensoning based on the improbability
of sidhys or major. When in a syllogism, the major which is affirmed
or denied of the subject or the minor, becomes an unknown fsotor. the
syllogistic argument commite the fallacy of unknown predication. For ex-
ample, in the syllogism ** & mountain has golden fira, becanse it hus smaoks,”
the golden fire or the major of the syllogiam is not known to us and hence
such a factor cannot be predicated of the mountsin end the syllogism
becomes fallacious,
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For the test of the two concepts “sattva and asattva,” exis-
i tence and non-existence, is coniradiction
ghita, and non-contradiction. Worldly existences are
sal because they are not contradicted; and
the oyster-silver, rope-serpent, ete., are asal because they are
contradicted. I saftva or abddhyatea be negated in a pheno-
menon it logically follows that the phenomenon is asal or badhyu.
The exposition under considerafion positing two contradictory
characteristics, viz., the absolute negation of existence and of
non-existence in the worldly appearance commits an unavoidable
‘contradiction or vyaghdata.!
Secondly, the interpretation is Faulty as it might be turned
against the Advaitin’s position in twofold
m'ﬂ?.;fwﬂ’mﬁ' manner. In the first place, it may be argued
that Braliman being devoid of all determinate
qualities can be said to be marked by the negation of existence
and that of non-existence. Hence if this dual charocterisation,
piz., negation of existence and non-existence be the ereterion of
falsity, Brahman itself becomes false. Then again if Brahman
thus characterised be taken as absolutely real, the warldly
appearance should also be regarded as real as it iz, on the
Advaitin's own admission, marked by these two dual negative
characters. This is what is called one of the *occasions of
rebuke’ (nigrahasthanam) known as Arthantaram, i.c., the
argument leads to a position which is not intended.”
! (a) Vide Nyayiamria, p. 22.

(b) Nisedhasys nnyataravidhinintariyakatvil sattviibyantibhive
sidbye vyihatih, evamesattvityantibhive sidhye satbvasyniva priptya
punsh tadatysntibhivasidhane yyahotirityarthah, N. Mre., p. 22,

(¢) Sattviabhivasidhane npsativasys praptyd punarassttvibhiva-
sidbaoe vyihatirityarthaly, N. Mr. T., p. 10.

* (a) Nirdharmaka-Brahmavst sattvarihitye'pi sadripatvenimithyi-
tvopapattyd arthantarafics. N, Mr.. p. 24,

(b) Rajatarh vinipi dultyAdsu rajata-prafiti-vyavahiradidardanit
eabpadiicthath  vindipi  sutpratityiderapapatiivatilighavamiti Brahmipi
sadriipath on sidbiyet, pramitatvit Brahma sadelpamiti jagatyapi tolysm.

N. M. T., p. 1L
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The position is again untenable, because the major or sadhya
cannot be proved from the given explanatory
example as the explanatory instance is in-
adequate. In ihe syllogism under discussion
* negation of existence and of non-existence ' is the major
or sadhya and the oyster-silver rope-serpent, etc., are the
given explanatory instances. Now the Madhvites contend
that the absotute negation of existence may exist in the
nonest oyster-silyer, etc., but the negation of non-existence
can in no way be admitted in them because they are
unreal or asat in their character. Thus only a part of the
major is proved by the explanatory instance. Hence the instance
is sadhya-vikala,'

The charge of S3dRys-
raikalya.

It may be argued in reply that if the major of the syllogism
under discussion being partly negated in the oyster-silver and
such other explanatory examples, makes the inference a faulty
one, the well-known syllogism * the earth differs from other ecate-
gories for its smell " * also becomes fallacious, For in this
syllogism, water, ether, ete., form the explanatory examples, and
‘the difference of all other categories’ forms the major (sadhya),
Now in a particular example, say in water, difference of all
other categories except its own =elf can be beld, but the difference
of water in water can in no way be acknowledged ; and in this
way all explanatory instances fail to prove the mutual negation of

' Badhya-vikala Is cne of the four fallacies of the positive expla-
natory instance, for example, il in the syllogism, sound is eternal becauss
it is without a causs, and what is without & causs is eternnl the antecedent
non-existencs or prigabhdve be brought forward as an explanstory instance,
the instance heing negated st the origination of its counterpart or prafijogi
carnot be characterised ns eternal and the major of the syllogism thus does
not exiet in the explansiory example and the example is styled sadhya-oikala,

*  Prihivi itarcbhiyo bhidyate gandbavattvis,



184 POST-SAMEARA DIALRCTICOS

all categories of the major of the given syllogism. And the
examples being partially invalid in their nature invalidate the
syllogism. *
But the argunment is not convineing, for, the given syllogism
being purely negative (kevala-vyatireki) in its character does not
r require & positive instance to prove its major
cga?:;mﬁém’& and the question of s@dhya-vaikalya being one
:'.'j,;du n i P of the defects of the example homogeneous with
the proven, cannot be urged in the case of
purely negative form of inference. Buch an inference is based on
the negative form of vydpli or concomitance between the nega-
tion ol the major and that of the middle. Even then, a question
may naturally be asked that such a major cannot be establish-
ed because the instance of such a concomitance cannot be
found snywhere else. It iz found only in the earth where
it is doubted and has to be proved by the
el el 8 syllogistic argument. Hence the charge of
i s cadhyaprasiddhi or the improbability of the
major invalidates the whole chain of reasoning.
To refute the charge it may be argued that the major—the
difference of all categories—is not to be understood individually or
separnptely but collectively by a particular determinate cognition
(visigfa-buddhi) in which the aggregate itsell is presented as its
object (samihdlambanajigna). Thus in a particular instance,
£.g., in water, the difference of water iteelf may appear as an
The «barge o absurdity, but the negation of totality or
sidbyspeandlly ot somiiha in any particular case is logically
Byiramllogiumunder  pgtablished. And in this way the given major

b ofa) N.Mr.,p. 24

(b} Prthivitarabhinmetyateipi trayodadabhedinin sidhyalvit jalidau
tejubhprabhrtidvidedabbedinih  sattvepl jalabhedssya abhivib sidhys-
vaikalysm. N. Mr, P,, p. 34

o} N. Mr. { P 18:
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may be proved in all heterogeneous instances aud the charge of
sadhydprasiddhi is & futile ope.!
By the application of the same logic which establishes the
difference of all categories in earth on sccount of its smell, the
Advaitin's  refuie.  A0Vaiting _avof:l the opponent’s charge of
e e gp’mﬂﬁ- sadhyaprasiddhi or of improbable prﬂdicatit.?n.
Of the two noted characteristics of the major
the negation of existence may be found in the oyster-silver
and that of non-existence in the phenomenal appearance ; but the
two can nowhere be found in 4 single substratum. For this
reason the charge of improbability major has been urged in
the Advaita-interpretation of falsity.* In repudiating the
Madbvites® charge of sidhydprasiddhi, the Advaitins contend
that the two characteristios, piz., negation of existence and of
non-existence, are jointly and collectively apprehended as the
counterpart  (pratiyogi) of one absolute negation ; and the
oyster silver, rope-serpent, ete., which, though incapable of
being characterised by the uegation of non-existence, can be
logically determined by the negation of both the characteristics
taken jointly. For the negation of both in the substrate . of one
18 8 well-admitted fact in the science of reasoning.

1 {u] N. Ml‘.. Pl 241-
(B) Jaladitrsyodasinyony sbhivani tejabprabhrtisu pratyekarm pratyve.
karh jfifininantararh trayodadinyonyibhiva jiti sam ahilambanaripuiks-

joioAradbanin prasiddii-surhbhavens vyatirekanirdipanadi sadibhayati:
N.Mr. P, p. U

(¢) Ekaikinyonyabhivasya pa sﬁd&ynmvnmhu:hkﬁvwhimtm.
sidbyatdvacchedukasya nnmﬁhﬁlubmﬂa-jﬂjmpirﬁdjguluaﬁ vyisajya-

vrtterdharmasya pralyekibhivesvaparyipteh,
N.Mr. P, p. 12,

*  Ekadhikarnpyivacchedens sidhyasiddhernddedyatvena atrs skidhj.

karapyivaochodens sidhysprasiddberabhbavit aprusiddbavidesanati syidava,
N Mr. P, P 24.

24
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Now the Madhvites contend that such a position may refute
| Sadhypraciddhi be- the charge of sadhyaprasiddhi but one of
.'?ﬂm;hm u};’““ﬁ parts of the major being already admitted
3"“1:“:‘!:#:;: lwer in the explanalory example, e. ¢., oyster-silver,
sadhanatd. the Advaita position can in no way avoid the

charge of anéatal-siddhn-sadhanata or proving
what is partly proved.'

The third interpretation of falsity in which the two in-
dependent negations of existence and non-existence, as they
Vymesriia's  ergs A€ understood in the second interpretation,
clem of the third in- gre combined in a single notion of two com-
terpretation. : R 3

ponent parts, one being the qualifying epithet,
and the other a noun qualified. The absolute negation of ex-
istence and of non-existence related as noun and adjective would
not give the Advaitins any relief for all the shortcomings,
mainly based on the two negative marks, viz., (1) oudghdta or
contradiction, (2) arthantaram or shifting of topic and (3) sadhya-
vaikalya or inadequacy of instance pointed out in the second inter-
pretation, may be shown to have erept in the third one as well.
Of the two other fallacies, viz., (1) sadhyaprasiddhi or impro-
bability of the major and (2) ahatah-siddha-sadhanata or
proving what has been partly proved, the charge of siddha-
sadhanata does nof lie in this inferpretation; for a major thus
characterised has nowhere been partially known. The question
of amsatah-siddha-sadhanatd occurs in cases in which the distine-
tive marks of the major (sadhyatacacchedakadharma) are not one
but many ; and of the many marks of the major, some already
exist where they are fo be proved. In thesecond explanation of
falsity, the major was characierised by its two constituent parts
and one of them, viz., the negation of existence was already

I Pribivitorabhingd pribivitvAdityatra {rayodaginyonyabliivinimiva
siripl sattsisattvityentabhivayoh pratyekarh prasiddhatvena kathodicids-
prasiddbavidegapatvibhive'pi esattvityontibbavithse siddhasidhanaces.

N. M, p. 24,
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preadmitted in the oyster-silver, thus the charge of amisatah-
siddha sadhanald has been urged in the second exposition. In
the third one, the combined notion (visigla-buddhi) bas been
taken as the major and (he distinctive featire of the major
(sadhyatdvacchedakadharma) is a unique one comprising the
two constituenis in a single determinate notion. Tt isa third
notion distinet from the two and relating the two as a
limiting adjunct and the noun qualified, in other words,
the distinctive mark of the major is not identical with
the characteristics of the determinate factor and that of
the noun (videganatavaccheduka and risesyatdvacchedaka).
Visista-buddhi or determinate notion is one distinctive judgment
which unites the two or more independent notions in one single
whole and originates as a fthird apprehension springing out of
" individual notions which are united in one whole. And this
wholeness being the distinctive featare of the major  the
msjor in its entirety is nowhere established and thus the
charge of anmfalah-siddha-sadhanatd cannot ba urged in the third
exposition.'

When this wholeness forms the characteristic of the major,

A new defect creeps into the exposition. The combined concept,
which is the distinctive feature of the major

ﬂuﬁh;:ﬂcl:l‘um:n;:;lnﬁ:: has, as we have already noticed, the two cﬂiu-
IR M Jeds. ponent parts relaied as noun and its determin-
ing adjuncts. Now to establish falsity of the phenomenal
appearances, if the Advaita-teachers prove the absolute negation
of existence (sattvatyanidbhdva) in the worldly existences agninst
the Madhvites who advocate their reality, the Advaita proposition

' (a) Sadbystavacchedaknikyinnirmée siddhasadbanatvam.
N, Mr,, p. 26,
(b) Prakrte vidistasya elasya  sidhyatvens eadhyativaccheda.
kaikyens tadsvacchinnssidbyasyn wsiddhstvannirhse siddbasidhans-
vakddal,
N. Mr., p. 25
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can be affirmed and the portion which forms the hmiting
adjunct (vifegandsaga) of the entire judgment forming the major
is quite enough to establish tlie Advaita tenet of [alsity and the
portion representing the main component (vidégyamsa) appears
to be redundant, for, the absolute negation of non-existence in
the phenomenal existences is an admitted fact in the thesis of the
Madhvites. Thus the charge of vyartha-visesyata or superfluity
of the subjective aspect of the major renders the  interprefation
faulty,

Agninst this the Advaitins might argue that the charge of
oyariha-visesyala or redundancy of the substantive aspect of the
major cannot be brought against the monistic thesis. For to
establish the falsity of the phenomenal world which has been
characterised by the Advaifins ag neither being nor non-being,
such a superfluity of the major is rather helpful and intentional.
The Advaita teachers, establishing such a redundant major in the
minor, ©iz., in the phenomenal appearance, characterise it as false
in the sense of being indescribable in its nature. The worldly
appearance is neither existence nor mnon-existence. It partakes
of thé character of both being and non-being, I is neither
pltimately real as it has got no permanent substratum of its own
nor does it share in the nature of sky-flower, hare's horn, eto.,
as they are absolute nought. The world appearance takes a
middle course between the two extremes. We do not and
cannot know its nature. It is inconceivable and inexplicable.
To attribute falsity in this peculiar sense, the Advaitins deem
such a superfluity as an absolutely necessary part of the major
and the charge of redundancy in the monistic proposition is
beside the point.

Even granting for the sake of argument that the charge of
superfluity of the substantive portion of the major (oyartha-
vifegyatd) can be met in the above way, the Madhvites return

to the charge and contend that the charge of
m%‘hsﬁf “  sadhyaprasiddhi cannot be got over and seems
to be a formidable wvbjection to the Advaita
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syllogism. It might be contended that though such a defer-
minate major can no where be established, the different parks
of it might be proved separately. Thus the existent proves
the negation of non-existent and the non-existent proves the
negation of existent. But such proof by parts cannot establish
the totality (samuddyasiddhi) which is the essence of the
given major. Moreover any such attempt to prove the total
major by part would banish the fallacy of sadhyaprasiddhi from
the science of reasoning. In the universally accepted instance
of sadhyaprasiddhi, viz., the ‘earth is scratched by the hare's
horn because itis earth,'" ! the hare's horn being an impossibility,
the syllogism suffers from the fallacy of ‘unknown predication,’
The real absurdity of the proposition lies in the fact that there is
no inherent relation between the hare and the horn. And it is
no suswer to the fallacy to say that the two terms * hare ' and
“bhorn * can be taken separately as real entities. Since such
separation of elements of the complex major is against the real
essence of the argument, the two parts are to be taken as
& collective notion and the charge of sadhyaprasiddhi will apply
whenever there is any such disjunction of parts,

To refute the charge put forward by Vylsarajs against the
expression of PadmapAda, Madhusidana Sarasvati contends that
the objections are not to the point. The charge of contradiction
or vydghdfa as pointed out by Vyisarija in the second interpreta-

tion, MadhusGidans observes, cannot stand,

The  charge o :

nyighaca easot  The real essence of Vyasarija's charge of
' contradiction lies in the fact that of two
absolute negations of diverse character, viz., the absolute negation
of existence and of non-existence when one is negated, the other
is invariably posited and vice versa; but the two cannot reside in
4 single substrate. Against this, Madhusidana argues that
Vyasarija's charge is mainly based on what the two terms sattpa
and asattva, existence and non-existence, connote here, Are they

! Bhib éada-vighpollikhita bhatvat.
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to be taken in the sense that (1) one is the absolute nega tion of
the other (paraspara-viraharapatayd), or that (2) one invariably
and universally pervades the absolute negation of the other
(paraspara-virahavyapakatayd), or that (3) the absolute negation
of one is to be pervaded by the other (paraspara-viraha-oyapyataya).
These are the three possible interpretations which might
bring sbout the charge of econtradiction in the Advaita-
position. To explain the position further : if existence be taken
in the sense of the absolute negation of non-existence and non-
existence as that of existence, they cannot reside in the same
subgtrate ; if again they are located in the same substratum, they
are not of the said natare. If the negation of existence (asattva)
be characterised to be located in the substrate of the absolute nega-
tion of existence, asaftra cannot be defined as the absolute nega-
tion of existence. In other words, if the negation of non-exist-
ence exists in the substrate of that of existence, the two concepts
sattva and asittos cannot be characterised as mutual absolute
vegation. For example, the negation of existence (sattva-bhara)
exists in the substrate of the negation of existence, thus existence
cannot be characterised as the negation of existence. Similarly,
if the negation of existence exists in the substrate of that of non-
existence, non-existence and existence cannot be defined as
mutual absolute negation.’

Again, if asafloa, negation of existence, is to be located in
_Esglanatin of he the substrate of that of existence, asativa

shermslive.  sannot invariably snd universally pervade the
negation of existence., Asforexample, saffva or exislence, which
can be negated in the substrate of the negation of existence,
cannot pervade the negation of existence, so is non-existence.
On the other hand, if sattva or existence is to be located in the

! Asattvarh yodi sstévibhivs-ssmanadhikarana-svabhivakarh syat, tadi
sattvAbhvaripath nasyil; vat yadabbivasmminidhikaraon-svabhifvakar tol
na tadabhivaripamiti. evarn sattvarh yadi asattvibhivasaminddhikarana-
svabhivakar syit, tadd asattvibhivarliparh na syat.

Viftha, the gloes on the G. B., pp. 50-51,
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same location with the negation of non-existence, sativa cannot
pervade the negation of non-existence.

If asattva resides in the substrate of the negation of existence,
Explanution of the  th€ Degation of existence is not to be pervaded
i .. by asattva and vice persa® All these contra-

reasonings definitely prove that sattva and asetfra cannot reside
in the same substrate and this invalidates the Advaita-proposition
which characterises the worldly existence with the dual negation
of both existence and non-existence. Here lies the real logic of
contradiction (pyaghdta) pointed out by Vyasarsja.

In repudiating Vyasarija's charge of coniradiction Madhu-
siidana contends that none of three interpretations of the concepts
sattva and asattva is free from defects, That saffva and asativa
are to be taken as mutual absolute negation (paraspara-viraha-
Tipa) is a position advocated by the Madhvites but thoroughly
disearded by the Samkarites. The Advaiting explain the eriterion
of sattva as free from contradiction of all times (frikala-

Monistie explass-  D@GMYatvam) and asatfva as what does never
Hemotsstasd®sst.  form the object of cognition as reality in
any substrate The sky-flower, hare’s horn, ete., which have
no objectivity at all, are never cognised as real in any substratum ;
they are therefore styled as “asat' or unreal. Phenonmenal
Appearances, which satiefy the demand of our pragmatio life,
have objectivity of their own and ure apprehended as real. They,
therefore, cannot be classed with the nonest sky-flower, bare's
born, ete. The pot, carrying water, occupying a particular space-
position, is cognised as real and cannot be charged with unreality
as explained by the monistic teachers. All phenomenal objects
which serve the pragmatic affairs of life, cannot be defined as
absolute nought ; nor can they be explained as real in the ahso-
lute sense of the term. They, therefore, do not come under
the category of either * is "' or “* is not '* and their nature is

Ibid, p. 51. 2 Ibid, p. 51.
¥ Kvacidepyupidhsu sattvenn pratiyaminstvinsdhikarapatvam,
Ad. 'Bi' P- ﬂ.
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different from both, The world-appearance has got an empirical
existence of its own. Asit is not existence in the pure and
absolute sense of the term, it is also not false in the sense of
non-existence which is the characteristic of sky-flower, hare's
horn, ete. ‘I'he world appearance is thus styled sadasadanadhi-
karawa by Padmapada, and the MAdhva charge of contradiction
(eydghdta) is beside the point.
It is now seen from the previous discussion that the
Costeadiction cane  MAdhvites' charge of contradiction cannat stand
wot stand lu the seme  in {he sense that saltva and ssattva are the two
Lhat ons pervades e - ;
:;um! segation of contradictory terms and one is the absolute
' pegation of the other (parasparavirahariipa).
Now if the two concepts, existence and non-existence, be explained
in the sense that one invariably pervades the absolute negation
of the other (paraspars-virahavydpaka), the opponents’ charge
seams to be an shsurdity.”” Of the two phenomena so connected,
one is called the vyapya or gamaka (the sign, mark or indicator)
and the other oydpaka or gamya (the thing signified, marked
or indicated). In the relation of fire and smoke, for example,
smoke is the vyapya or gamaks (sign or wark) ; and fire, the
pyapaka or gomya (the thing signified or marked). Now the
relation of oyapti between A and B may be either unequal or
equipollent (visgamovyapti or samavyapl). When A is the
sign of B, but B isnot the sign of A, the vydpti is one-sided
or unequal and here a oydpti is said fto exist between A
and B and not between B and A. For example, smoke is
the sign of fire but fire is not universally & sign of smoke,
When, therefore, the relation of vydpti is an unequsl one, as
between smoke and fire, it is expressed in the proposition
whenever the oy@pya (sign or mark, e.g , smoke) exists, the
pyipaka (the thing signified or marked, e.g., fire) also exists,
From this it follows by necessary implication (a sort of arthi-
patti) that whenever the vyapaka (e.g., fire) is sbsent, the vydpya
(e. g., smoke) is also absent (vyapekabhdve vyapyabharah).'

) The Positive Bciences of the Ancient Hindus, pp. 2747-75.
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This being the essence of vy@pya-oydpaka-bhiara or the relation
of the sign and the thing signified, the two concepts asativn
and sattes which are thus related through their mnegation
wonld be explained as wherever the vyapya, i.e., the negation of
existence—sattoabhdra, the mark, the sign—exists, the tydpaka,
t. £. esatlea also exists. In other words, wherever the vyapaka,
€.9., usattva iz absent, the vyapys or the negation of existence is
also absent. And again wherever the vyapyas, i.e., the negation
of non-existence (asattvdblvavo) exists, sattva, the vyapaka. also
exists ; and wherever the oyapaka, i.e., sativa does ot exist, the
negation of non-existence, the cliapya also does nof exist. This
is the position which hos been advocated by the Madhvites, but
tharoughly discarded by the Advaitins, 1f the opapya, i.e.,
the negation  of existence or that of non-existence
85 the case may be exists in the ahsence of the
eyapaka, wviz. (asativa or saitva) the unbroken uniformity
(avyabhicaritea) which is the eriterion of the vpipya  falls
through and the ascertainment of a mutual relation between the
two phenomena of the invariable, unconditional concomitance
(eyapti-nir@pakatea) which is the frue characteristic of the
eyapaka or the ubiquitous also falls to the ground. The judg-
ment where there ig u fire, there is smoke (dhamavin oahned)
is fallacious because the sajd relation of the vyapya and oyd-
paka or the mark or sign und the thing signified, does not exist
between fire and smoke, for as is evident in the overbeated jron-
ball, fire, the cydpya or the so-called sign does exist without
smoke or the vydpaka. Thus the unbroken uniformity which
is the oriterion of the sign or vydpya, falls and the capability of
ascertainment of eydpli or unconditional, invarable relation
(rydpti-niripakatea) or the real essence of the viydpaka nleo
falls through,

The same logic might be applied by Madhusiidens in the
case of salton and asallva characterised as paraspara-virahaeyipa-
ka by the Madhvites. The Madhva explanation of 2attea und
asattea implies that wherever sattvabhiva is, neattva is ; and

25
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again where asattvabhdva exists, satton exists. Madbusiidana,
standing against the so-called relation of invariable concomii-
tance between saf{vdbhdva and asafiva, contends that such a
relation is faulty. Because in the case of oyster-silver super-
imposition, sattcabhd@va exists in its absolule sense or in the
sense in which satfva has been defined by the Advaitins, asattva
also does not exist in its extreme sense or in the sense in which
it is read in the sky-flower and such other absolutely pon-exist-
ents. For asaltva has been defined by the Advaitins as what
does never form the object of cognition as reality in any sub-
strate. And in this sens¢ ii cannot be urged in the oyster-
silver superimposition which by its false appearance, oceupies
the middle position between reality and non-reality in their
exireme sense. Again asativabhdca exists in the oyster-silver,
but sattva does not exist. Madhusidana’s definition of sattva
und asattva, a8 we have studied before, clearly implies that
sattpabhava can exist even in the abzence of nsallva and asalled-
bhava in the absence of sattva. Now the said relation of niyata-
siahacarya or unbroken uniformity which depends on the ascer-
tainment of an invariable, and unconditional concomitance
between satfpdbhapa and esafiva and agein asattedbhdve and
sattva totally falls to the ground. And the charge of contradie-
tion on the basis of & relation of the sign (eydpya) and the thing
signified (vydpaka), stands only on the Madhvites' utter ignor-
ance of the Advaita-position.

The charge of contradiction cannot at all arise in the third
i alternative in which suftna and asativa have
oot stand in the third  been explaived as the sydpya or the sign or
e mark of their mutual absolute negation. In
this case; sattedbhdva and asattvdbhiva are taken as vyapaka or
gamys and sattea and asatfon as oyapya or gamaka. And the
proposition means wherever saftpa and asafiva or wydpya
or gamaoka exist, asattedbhdva and sattvabhava also exist, and
again wherever the vyapake-sattvabhava and asattvabhava do not
exist, the vydpyoa-asattva and sabtpa also do not exist. From
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this syllogistic argument, it does not logically follow that the
olfapaka-satteabliva and asattvabhara cannot exist without the
vyapya-asattva and sattva.  Such a syllogism only proves that
wherever esatfea is, sattvabhaca is. Sattvabhava and asattpi-
bhiva being oyapaka or more extensive than their vyapya-asatioa
and sattva respectively, can exist in a third entity where the
vljapya-asattva and sattea do not exist. An example will make
it clear : in the proposition ‘wherever cowhood exists, the nega-
tion of horselood exists (asatlvabhacavin gotvat); and again
horsehood jmplies the negation of cowhood (golvabhavavan
afvatvat). In other words, wherever the negation of horsehood
is absent, cowhood is also absent: and again when the negation
of cowhood is absent, horsehood is also shsent. Thus, cowhood
and horsehood are  styled (parasparavirahavyapyas). But nega-
tion of cowhiood and horsehood (gotrabhdva and aseatedabhava)
which are vyapeka, ubiquitous or more extensive than their
vydpya or gamaka, i.e., horsehood and cowhood respectively,
may be found in a camel’ And such an apprehension of the
negation of cowhood and horsehood in a eamel does
not stand against the unbroken uniformity (niyatasaha-
carya) or the relation of the sign and the thing signified
(vydpyavyipakabhava) between the cowhood (i.e., vyapya) and
the negation of horsehood (vydpaka) and horsehood and negation
of cowhood. Now, though sattva and asattva are characterised
as paraspara-virahavyapya or in other words, wherever sattva and
asativa exist, asattvabhdva and sattoabhdca exist, the dual nega-
tion of sattva and asattva ean be apprehended in & third pheno-
menon, ¢..; oyster-silver. The oyster-silver 1e neither sat nor
asal and thus the absolute negation of both sattra and asatfpa in
the extreme sense of-the terms as explained by the monistic
teachers, can be found in the silver of the oyster-silver super-
imposition.

' Gotvibvatvayoh parasparavirahavyipyatve'pi tadabhivayorustrida.
vekatrs sahopalathbhat. Ad. S, p. 5.
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In the interpretation under consideration, the charge of con-
tradiction sdvanced by the Madhvites appears to be a logical
absurdity because the dunl negations of the two entities which
are styled ns purasparevirahacydpye can be logically established
in a third entity and thus there arises no room. for contradiction.
The real implication of the Madhvites' charge of contradiction
lies in the fact that if the negation of the two phenomena
can be found in a third phenomenon, the twe phenomena
cannot be characterised as pargsporavirahavyipya. 1tis not
substantially proved that the oyipaka phenomenon being
more extepsive in its character does exist even in the
absence of the cyapys phenomenon aud the presence of the
pylipaka in the absence of the vyapya does not stand against the
principle of logic and reason. What is needed in the invariable
co-existence of the rydpye and the cyipaka is that in the presence
of the cyapya, the existence of the rydpaka is an sbsolute neces-
sity but not vice versa. The said invariable co-existence or con-
comitance of asatica (the nydpys) and the absolute negation of
sattoa (the oyapaka) can be found in sky-fower, hare’s horn, ete.,
and again in the bighest reality, the co-presence of sattva (the
vy@pya) and the negation of asafteu (the vyapaka) can be appre-
hended; and thus the demanded relation of nydpys and vydpaka
or the sign and the thing signified might be proved. And again
the dunl pegation of sattea and asabtva which were the oydpake
phenomena in the said vyapti can be, the Advaitins argue, ob-
served in the phenomenal appearance.! Now the proposition or
general maxim, which urges that the two pbenomena, the abso-
lute negation of which exists in the same location, e.g. a third
phenomenon, cannot be characterised as parasparaviraharyiapys

V' Aspiteidan sattvidyabbivesaminidhiksrana-svabhivakatva-ripips-
dakopagame'pl  vyhpskusys adhikadedavrttitay®  vyipya-tvibhafjukatays
tucchidyantarbhivena sattvidyabhivavyipya-tvops-pattisarhbhavens miils-
snithilyaditi.

Viftha, p. 35,
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or indicative mark of their mutual negation ! becomes absolutely
fallacious. More clearly the Madhva doctrine thai if the nega-
tion of non-existence (asattpabhava) co-exists with the negation
of existence in a partioular location (e.g., oyster-silver, ete.), non-
existence (asattva) would not be vyipya or the invariable, uncon-
ditional mark or the sign of the negation of sativa (sativabhara),

altogether fails being contrary to all logic and reason.
The charge of sadhya-paikelya or inadequacy of the given
explanatory example, which has been urged by the Madhvites on
the ground that of the dual character of the

Tha charges o! «d- i -
dhya-caikalya cannet. absolute negation of existence and that of nons
' existence, the negation of non-existence cannot
be admitted in the oyster-silver and other explanatory instances
as in these cases non-existence iz always present, and thus the
part of the mnjor being negated in the explanatory example, the
example itsell suffers from the fallacy. of sadhya-caikalya. Against
this Madbusidana contends that the charge stands on the Madh-
vites' misapprehension of the Advaita position as regards the
connotation of satfos and asatlea. The Advaitins explain the
two concepts sativa and asattva, as we have already seen, not in
the sense of contradiction and won-contradiction us defined by
the Madhvites ; they explain salfva as absolute truth not to be
contradicted in all fimes and asattra as ‘what does never form
the object of cognition as reality in any substrate, The oyster-
silver, the given explanatory example appears as something
existent and at the same time is negated at the dawn of know-
ledge of oyster itself. Hence the oyster-silver can be character-
ised neither as reul nor as non-real in the absolute sense of the
terms, but oceupying a middle position, it can be marked out
by the dual negation, viz., the negation of existence und that of
non-existence. And ihe charge of sadhya-vaikalya cannot be levelled
against the monisiic position.

! Yo yadabhive-samanidhikeraps-svabhivakah sa na tadabbivavyipya
iti. Ihid. p. 58;
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Ag regards the opponent’s charge of arthantaram or ahiftihg

af topic which bad been turned against the Advaita positionin
a two-fold manner, namely Brahman which

fibtion ol e heem i devoid of all attributes can be marked out
':;uu::ﬁ,f;',':;}'f % Dy the absenee of existence and non-existence—
the criterion of falsity—and thus Brahman itself

—becomes false. Then again if Brahman thus characterised be
taken as absolutely real, the ereative order which, on the Advaitin's
own admission, is defermined by the absence of both of position
and negation of existence should also be taken as real in the abso-
lute sense of the term. In other words the definition by denying
to the world order both position and negation so much
widensits bound as to obliterate the line of demarcation between
Braliman and the phenomenal appearances and in defining the
world order the Advailins have defined the absolute. To meet
the charge the Advaitine argue that Brahman which is pure
Being-Bliss-Consciousness in the Advaita-Veddnta is plirsa in
itself. Tt is as the Sruti says, an a-logical Being neither cause
nor effect, neither substance nor attribute, neither subject nor
Brahuss cannot he  ODJCCt. Tt lies ab the back of this cosmic
regariled as fale existence. It is the substrate of all substrates
wider and larger than the totality of defined and determined
systems that express themselves in this universe. Had there
been no underlying substratum of this cosmic order, the whole
arder of phenomena would have appeared as so many puzzling
sansations bewildering our sense organs without satisfying the
logical demand of intellest or falling in harmony with our prag-
matic life. This permanent substratum is according to the
Advaita-Vedanta, unmarked, festureless pure being. Though
featureless, it seems to manifest itself through an infinity of
chisnges which is the creation of Avidya, the cousi-materia of all
operations in this universe. 'To attribute falsity to this A-logical
Being is an absurdity in the domain of the Advaita-Vedinta,
And thé questions now turn fto the other point namely,
world-appearance may be regarded as absolutely real just like
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the Brahman itself. Against this Madhustidana argues that the
The phensimenst Creative order has got ‘an existence which is
e ey Only empirically valid, Bralmun which is
FRa absolute existence expresses itself 1n and throogh
the concrete manifolds, which, therefore, purtially ghare in the
quality of existence. The "isness’ reflected in the world order is
to be referred to Brahman which forms its ultimate substratum.
It is due to the apparent identity with the permanent substratum
Brahman that the worldly appearances are cogmsed as true. It
is rather unvecessary and superfluous to introduce a plurality of
existences as the whole order of universe may be explained by
being referred to one transcendental reality which runs through
all diversity.' This is the real position of the Advaita-
Vedanta. The realistic schools of Vedinta which advocate
the world order as true, standing ageinst the standpoint
of the Advaitins, may argue that the judgment constructions
“ the pot is real,” ete., on the basis of perceptual proof, demand
reality of the phenomenal sppearances. The Advaiting, who
hold the worldly existences as only empirically valid, contend
that the so-called reality implied in the given judgment may be
explained as due to its apparent identity with the Absolute Being
a8 @ result of superimposition. The perception of reality in the
pragmatic appearnnces is nof a valid perception. It is a mal-
observation 1o be negated by the inference under discussion
which establishes the falsity of the world order. Again the
reality of existences which may be established on the basis of
perception cannot be absolute as Lhe perception itsell is only
empirically vulid. Brabman is the only absolute reality as
demanded by the druli texis and it is that Absolute Being whick
runs throngh the diversitied world and has been identified wiih
this world order as its subsirate and appears as a liwiting

1 Ekenniva-sarvinugatens sarvatrs -saiprtityupapatten Brobmavat
prapaiicasyn pratyekamn satsvabhivati-kalpane minibhiviat. A8 p, 45,
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adjunct (eifegana). To admit plurality of existences, in rendering
a rational explanation of the so-called reality reflected in the parti-
cular experiences 15 unphilosophical or unscientific because such
an admission, the Advaiting argue, cannot give any consistent
(emugata) exposition of reality. For on such s supposition
the nature of reality and its cognition must vary according
to the varied nature of existences and one has to admit a
plurality of existences:and their different forms of apprebension
which would render the process of apprebending truth
rather cumbrous.' The bone of contention lies in the fact that
the Madhvites and other theistic Vedantists following the path
of the Naiyayikas advoeate the absolute reality of the cosmic
ordér which has been denied by the Advaita teachers. But no
philosopber ean deny the experience of the ‘pot" which satisfies

the demand of praetical life, as real. The reality of the pot’

carrying water is experienced in  every-day life. Now the ques-
tion is how to explain the reality of the worldly appearsnces ? Is
it empiric or absolute ? The Advaitios hold the former view
while the realistic schools advocate the absolute reality of the
world order. Madbusadana in repudiating the opponents’ charge
of arthantaram or shifting of topic fully explains his own posi-
tion and observes thai the position held by the Madhvites is not
free from defect.
The Madhva contention that the worldly appearances are as
real ag Bralman itsell,* is unsatisfactory. The
By ﬂi."ﬁ“,ﬂﬂ?, inert world which is subject to the antecedent
gusences W slo¥e ond consequent non-existence or every-day
change and decay cannot be characlerized as
real as Braliman which is Pure Being-Bliss-Consciousness and
ever was, ever is and ever shall be. Existence of Brohman can
be explained by 1fs own nature, sell-lominous, one, umque

t'{a) Vide Siddbivyakhys, pp. 55-50.
(b) Fide Gauda:Brahminandi, p. 56.
¥ Yadrdarh Brahmapah sabtvarh tidriath syit jagatyapi.
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conscionsness which is directly contradictory to inertness, the
essential nature of the ever-changing world. Thus the Madhva-
proposition which makes the world order as real as Brahman seems
to be an absurdity, And to admit such an absolute reality which
is dismetrically opposed to inertness (judalva) is only to attribute
falsity to the world order as is evident in the cognition of silver
in the oyster. In the oyster-silver cognition, silver is fulse
because being or reality of oyster is totally contradictory fo that
of silver- and the notion of silver is false as it has been charac-
terised by the existence not of its ewn but of its locus-oyster.}
Oyster and silver are endowed with different grades of realities
and it is due fo the obliteration of distinction between the empiric
and imaginary existences that silver iy wrongly apprehended.
Now the Madhvites advoeating the absolute reality of the world
order in the sense of Brahman ignore the obvious distinetion of
the absolute and pragmatic realities and such an attribution of
absolute reality. to the empirical appearance rather leads to its
falsity. Reality or existence is thus to be construed in the sense
that * What does never form the counterpart of negation of all
times and space.’ In this sense reality is aseribable to Brahman
and not fo the concrete manifold.

The phenomenal appesrances should not be regarded as
endowed with independent reality like Brahman ; they appear as
real because they are kindled with the Highest Reality, They
are the geeming expression of reality and not real existence.
Surefvaracarya thus rightly observes that ** the world has come
out of Sal, loses itself in Sat, so the entire world is real, but
viewed aparf from Sat is false.”” To advocate absolute realify of
the worldly existences is to admit plurality of existences which
would render the process of apprehending truth a cumbrous one.

_ 1 S’i.rnp'ruii_i_i.ﬂﬂriﬂg tanya-ripsmevs Brahmansh sattvarh tadeva cej-
jadasydpi jsgatab tada rajatatva-virodhifuktiesttaya rajatusyeva jadatva-
rlt;ié!hi:npnkﬁﬁmmunﬁ jagatal svariipsto mithyitvopapattel, Ad. S,
p. 834 -
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Thus the Madhva charge of shifting of topic or arthantaram
does not stand.
The Advaita-syllogism which predicates the dual character of
. absolute negation of existence and non-existence
-m% ﬂﬁm@ of the world order cannot escape the charge of
e [t s amgatahsiddhasadhanata ; for the Madhvites,
advocating the absolute reality of the phenomenal
appearance admit the negation of non-existence—u part of the
major—in the world order. Against this the Advaitins argue that
the charge of fiddhasadhanata can only be brought against the
gyllogism in which the major with all its characteristics (sadhya-
tavacchedakadharma) is proved of the minor with all the special
characteristics or distinctive features of its own (paksatavacche-
dakadharma) and pot in the given minor alone. The real essence
of the argument lies in the fact that in order to establish
the major in the minor which is the resuli of an inferential
reasoning the major with all its distinguishing marks should
be proved of the minor, determined by all its own particalar
inherent characteristics and not merely by the special
gign or mark which serves the lunction of the middle in the
gyllogism. For otherwise all valid syllogisms would suffer from
the fallacy of Siddhasadhanatd or establishing what has already
been established, When we infer fire in a hill from the propo-
gition ‘the hill is fiery’ because it is smoky, vyapti or invariable,
unconditional concomitance, between fire and smoke, helps us fo
the conclusion that the Lill is on fire, because the agreement
in absence (vyatireka) between fire and smoke with the non-
observation of the contrary (pyabhicaridardana) is the foundation
of our knowledge of vydpti between fire and gmoke. Now [rom
such an observation, fire is inferred in the hill because the hill
was found to be smoky. The presence of the middle (smoke)
in the minor (hill) is also 8 necessary factor of the inference.
The moment we perceive smoke in it we infer that it has fire
also, But the question arizes, is the fire inferred in the hill as
hill with all its hill aspects or as the repository of smoke
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the middle or helw or means of proof ? If we accept the latter
view this syllogism also suffers from the fallacy of siddhasadhanata
because, as i3 evident from the universal concomitance between
fire and smoke, fire the major is an universally admitted fact in
the smoky things and in this respect it is already proved in the
smoky hill. The real significance of the syllogism 1s {0 prove
fire in the hill as hill and not as something smoky. Paksa or
the minor has been definéd ns the subject in which the major
is doubted. The hill which is perceived to be smoky, with its
hill aspects serves the function of the minor or Paksa where fire,
the major is doubted, And the syllogistic reasoning proves fire
in all smoky hills with their hill aspeets in which the ascertain-
ment of fire cannot be made with the help of perception or
observation. Any hill is not minor, hills endowed with smoke
are styled minor or pakge of the gyllogism. Smoke iz the sign or
the ground of inference and it iz with this gronnd that fire is
proved in the yonder hill as well as in all other hills characterised
by their distinetive features, hillness (parvatetea). The umversal
conclusion of the syllogistic reasoning which might be drawn
from the proof of fire in the hill as hill could not be deduced
from the inference of fire in the yonder hill as something
smoky (with all its distinetive marks being hidden). Such
an inference could no doubt prove the major in the minor marked
out only by the presence of the middle and not by its own dis-
tinctive features. Again the proof of the major also means
presence of the major with all its distinetive marks. Thus the
charge of siddhasddhanald occurs only in cases in which the
major with all its distinctive features is pre-established in the
minor endowed with all its characleristic marks. In such cases
inference or syllogistic reasoning proves only what is already
proved. This fact has been implied by Madhus@dana by saying
that the fallacy of amsatah-siddha-sadhanatd occurs in the syllo-
gisms in which the characteristics of the major and those of the
minor are many in number and someé of them are previously
established in some particular parts of the minor,
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In order to repudiate the charge of the Madhvites Madhu-
siidana argues that to establish what has already been established
is, no doubt, & serious type of error in the domain of logic and
reason and it stands against all syllogistio arguments and invali-
dates the inferences, The previous proof, as a logical error, stands
only in these cases in which the syllogisms do not give any new
idea and prove the major in the same light in which it has been
proved. But when inferences add novel features in the major in
which it has not been proved, the charge of siddasadhanatd totally
falls to the ground. In the Advaita syllogism under discussion, the
major, the dual negation of existence and non-existence forms one
unique determinate cognition (visistabuddhi) combining two in
one single notion, Dualify itself constitutes the determining mark
of the major and not the two singularities forming the duality.
And the Advaita inference proves this duslity of negation which
constitutes one unity in the given minor. Such is the essence or
intention of the monistic proposition which cannot be served by
the previous proof of a particular part (e.g., the negation of the
non-existence) or parts constituting the duality and such a partial
proof cannot stand against the intended inference of the Advaita
Vedints. The two parts of the dual major form one indivisible
determinate term giving rise to a unique conception, distinet from
the component notions and the presence of one of the parts of this
unique major in the minor cannot be said to involve the fallacy

N.B.—To strengthen his own position Madhusidana quotes the
Mimarhsa syllogism because the position which has besn udvocsted by the
Mimishsists on the bosis of the syllogism, has been sccepted by tha
Madhvites, the stannch opponents of the Advaitine. Jayutirtha, one of the
greak founders of the Madhes school of Vedanta in his Pramipa-paddhati,
in refuting the relation of inhesion (semaerdya) between the property, et ;
and their seats, explaing the relation in the light of the Mimarhsists. And
the charges launched ngeinst the Advaitine by the Midhvites might be
brought forward even against the Mimirisd syllogism as it i very akin to
that of the Advaitins and the Madhvites in eriticiaing $he Advaita postion
criticiss their own position.
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of #iddhasadhanata. Tt is sheer folly to bring forth the charge of
siddhasadhanatd when the syllogism unfolds new truth or estab-
lishes the major in the sense in which it has not been previously
seen. fnorder to strengthen his own position Madhusiidana points
out the well-known Mimarhsi syllogism in which to explain away
the charge of siddhasadhanatd, the same truth has been advocated
by the Mimarsists against the Naiyyikas, the masters of logic:

The Mimirsd syllogism ! implies that bhedabheda or differ-
ence and sameness is the relation between the property (guna),
action or motion (kriy@) and generality, etc., and their respective

seats. To establish the theory of bhedablieda
mfﬂﬂ?fﬁ?.fm,m' Mimimsists advance samanadhikriatva s

the middle or hetu of their syllogism. But
as the expression samdnddhikriatvo admits of different inter-
pretations the question arises, what is its proper connotation
here? It cannot mean the notion deduced from the words or
terms bearing the same case endings (ekawibhaktyanta-pada-
vdcyatram). For in that case the middle becomes ton wide
because the two terms pot and pitcher (ghafah and kalasad)
with the first case-ending may be characterised by the middle
but the said major, €.g., difference and sameness is wanting.

It also does not mean the capability of usage as noun and
its qualifying epithet (vifesya-videsanabhiavena vyavahriyama-
nateam); for here again the middle becomes too wide as is
evident from the judgment °the pot is on the earth' in which
the earth and the pot are related as noun and its limiting adjunct
but the major is inapplicable. The real essence of the middle,
according to the view-point of the Mimfrsakas, is the capacity
of being apprelended as noun of o determinate cognition in
which the subject and the predicate are related in an identioal
or appositional relation (abhedasarhsargaka-dhivisesyatva-yogya-
toam), ‘D1’ or the determinate cognition introduced in the
conception of the middle must be & valid one, for otherwise fhe

! Gugidikah gupyiding bhinnibbinnarh ssmanadhikrtatvas,
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middle becomes too wide in the case of oyster-silver super-
imposition in which the oyster, the subject of the false notion,
satisfies all the marks of the ground or means of proof. The
middle thus explained, the MimArmsakas argue, does not suffer
from the fallacy of one kind or other. As regards vyipli or
the invariable unconditional concomitance between the said
middle (saminadhikriativa) and the major bhedabheda, or differ-
ence and sameness it might be argued that if the said middle
does not invariably and unconditionally exist in the said major it,
may exist either in {he case of extreme identity (atyant@ bhinna),
€.9., the pot and the pitcher (ghatak and kalasah) or in the case
of absolute difference, e.g., the pot and cloth (ghatak and pafah).
But an examination shows that the said middle exists in neither
but only in the case in which both bhedibheda difference and
sameness, is found in apposition. Thus the appositeness of the
middle is wanting in either case of extreme identity or of differ-
ence; and is to be found only in the ease in which both difference
snd sameness can be simultaneously apprehended. The given
argument leads the Mimdrhsists to infer the duality of difference
and sameness (bhedabhedobhayatva) in the minor, e.g., the
property, etc., with their respective seats. Similarly the Advaita-
gyllogiam also proves the dual negation of existence and non-
existence as one determinate cognition. If the phenomenal be
real or sat, it cannot be called perceptible (dréya) for perceptibil-
ity or dréyalva does not invariably co-exist with reality, e.g., in
the case of Brahman. Again if the phenomenal appearance be
styled unreal or ‘asal,’ it cannot be characterized by the middle
* pereaplibility ' as the nonest hare’s horn, ete., are not perceptible.
In other words if percepiibility exists even in the absence of
the mutoal or absolute negation of existence it might exist in
Brahman where it isnot ; and if it be found in the absence of
the negation of non-existence it might be found in the hare’s
horn, ete. Now if the phenomenal appearance is to be determined
by perceptibility, the phenomenal appearance must be character-
ised by the dual negation of existence and nou-existence. And
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duality iteelf forms the characteristic mark of the major
(sadhyatavacchedaka dharma) as one determinate cognition.

The real purpose of the whole syllogistic argument is not to
prove or establish the major as two distinct and separate parts
forming an aggregate of independent judgments linked together i
by copulative conjunctions but ss an aggregate in which the
fwo component judgments form one unique duality as the
characteristic mark which was not known before. So the oppo-
nents’ charge of siddhasddhanala falls to the ground. The world
order is proved as neither being nor non-being ; it is inexplicable
or false.!

1 At the outset, we saw that Madhusidana began by taking three
possible interpretations of falsity on the basis of exposition of the Pafica-
pddiki ¢ Firstly, whether it Is the negation of non-existence characteried
by existence; secondly, whether it is the dusl negation of existence anid
non-existence; and thirdly, whether it ianepution of non-existence character-
ised by the ncgation of existence. Bo far we have been discussing the
problem from the point of view cof the first nnd secand alternative inter-
pretations and we have seen how Madhusfidana successfully meets the
charges levelled against him by the opponents, the Madbviles and tho
Naiyayikas., With regerd to the third altérnative it may be pointed dut
that it is not necessary to discuss it in detail as Madbusiidanas has dealt
with the second alternative as a special complex npotion almost identical
with the third and all the arguments brought furward to establish the
second alternative would apply mutatis mufandis to the third. The eom-
mentators have however tried to distinguish between the seeond and the
third slternatives on certain grammaticdl reasons, but such distinclion does
not affect the real philosophical posilion underlying them. Thus the third
alternative requires no separate interpretation.



. CHAPTER VI
Is FAusiTY oF THE PEENOMENAL APPEARANCE Farsg ?

In the previous chapter falsity of the phenomenal appear-
ance bas been logically defined and proved by the Advaitine.
Now Vyasardja contends that if, for argument’s sake, the falsity
of the world order as advocated by the Advaitins be admitted, the
Advaita position cannot escape logical errors. In order to point
out the fallacious charaoter of the Advaitins’ standpoint, Vys-
sariija asks, is the falsity itself, which has been attributed to the
phenomenal world, true or false ? If the Advaitins aceept the
former view, in other words if falsity itself be taken as true, the
monistic proposition totally fails, for there comes the question
of duality or of two absolute realities, viz.,, Brahman itself and
the falsity of the phenomenal appearances. 8o the position that
Brahman alone is real and everything else is false, becomes un-
tensble. To explain away the charge of duality it might be
argued that the falsity of the phenomenal world as true or uncon-
tradictable (abadliya) does not mean that it is an independent
absolute reality apart from its substratum. Tt is Brahman
the permanent substratum which negatively appears in the
phenomenal appearances and speaks for the truth or absolute-
ness of falsity. To explain further, that is false which is negat-
ed uoiversally in all times in its substratum. While mistaking
an oyster for silver we get a false perception of silver superim-
posed on the oyster. Here the substratum is oyster and really
the silver is negated in the oyster by all men in all times and
under all circumstances, So in the case of the world its sub-
stratum iz Brahman as it sustains and supports all concrete
manifold and the worldly existence is negated in Brahman in all
times in all circumstances and hence false.
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The Madhvites question the position of the Sarbkarites by
arguing that if the universal negation of this worldly existence
in Brahman be true the non-duality of the Advaita-Veddnta is
denied ; for the universal negation comes in as existing negative-
Iy while Brahman remaing a pure existence. Along with the
existence of the latter there lies the existence of the former and
the monistie premise that Brahman alone is real and all else is
false, falls to the ground.

In repudiating the charge of the Madhivites the Samkarites
argue that megation has no independent existence apart from its
locus, for example the earth itself i5 the negation of the pot.
Hence the universal negation of the world order i Brahman,
the locus consciousness itself. So the question of duality, i.e.,
the existence of Brahman along with the existence of the univer-
snl negation eannot arise at all,

The Madhvites again contend that the given exposition of
thie Advaitu-position which identifies [alsity with Bralman it-
sell is unsatisfactory because the two, falsity and Bruhman,
widely differ in their character. Question of identity occurs in
cases where there is no difference at all. Mithyatva or falsity, as
its definition implies, has been datermined by time, space and
other causal categories and thus caennot be identified with
A-logical Brakman which lies beyond all conditions and limita-
tions. Falsity of the silver in the oyster-silver cognition is not
cognised so long as the man is under delusion. He runs after
yonder substrate only because he is unconscious of his own mis-
take. But the fact is to be noted here that the substrate of a
false notion, though its special features are hidden for the time
being, is redl and not to be doubted even at the time of mistake
and eannot remain unknown and nnnoticed as Joous, forin that
case no false notion would arise. Thas the locus of a false cog-
nition and the object superimposed do not belong to the same
category and are not of the same nature. Brahman in the
Advaita-Vedanta is the substrate of all snbstrates. It is due
to super-imposition on the permaneént substratum, Brahman,

27
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that the worldly appearances are apprehended as true. This
permanent substratum being an ever certain factor, can in no way
be identified with falsity having uncertainty for its eriierion,

Secondly, in the case of identification, perceptibility, the
middle term of the Advsita-syllogism," suffers from a fallacy
in regard to the falsity itself. The question under discussion is
whether the falsity of the phenomenal appearance is false or true ?
If falsity be taken as identical with Brahman, the Madhvites
contend, that ‘perceptibility,’ the middle term of the Advaitins,
eannot exist in the major. In other words the middle failing
to prove the major becomes inconclusive or anaikantika.*

The defects ennmerated above will not allow falsity to be

styled as true or uncontradictable (abddhya). Tt
sy ot ¥ glso cannot be taken as contradictable or false
(badhya) for the following defecis, If the

Advaiting' inference, the Madhvites argue, proves, #s monistic
principle demands, the falsity of the phenomenal world as false
or contradictable, the syllogism suffers from the fallacy of siddhg-
sadhanata. That falsity of the phenomenal world is false is a posi-
tion which is advocated by the Madhvites. The Madhva-teachers
hold that ihe phenomenal appearances are absolutely true. It is
only dne to ignorance that falsity has been sitributed to them.
And the falsely attributed falsity of the world order, is subjectto
contradiction and thus cannot negate realities of the phenomenal
appearances ; they are thus styled as real. The Advaitins,
holding the falsity of the world order as false, establish what
has already been established in the Madhva doctrine,

Again such a position would infer realities of the phenomenal
appearances against absoluié monism. **The world is real as it
is endowed with falsity which itself is false, as for example the
gelf.’”™ Theself is a self-revenled and self-valid reality and falsity

| Vimstath (jagat) mithvi dpdyatvit.
T N.Mr.T,p 25
3 Jagat sstyath mithyibhiite-mithydtvakstvid dtmavsb.
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of the self is an erroneous notion. And when this erroneous
notion is apprehended the real nature of self is revealed. The
real essence of the argument lies in the fact that when falsity
18- perceived in a particular substance, such perception veils the
inherent truth of the substance and when the falsity itself is
cognised as erroneous the veil of nescience which hides the
underlying truth 1s lifted up and the substance is apprehended
as real. Thus in all cases in which the falsely attributed falsity
itself is cognised as erroneous the notion of truth invariably
becomes manifested. And the Advaiting, advocating the falsity
of the world order as false, are bound to accept the reality of the
phenomenal existences.

But the validity of the Madhva-inference might be challeng-
ed by the Advaitins as the relation between the said major
(satyam) and the middle (mithyabhata-mithyatmakatoedt) is not an
unconditional one. The concomitance or vyapti of the given
syllogiem has been rendered fsulty by the wpadhi or condition.
Take for example the upddhi or limitation of #imatva or selfhood.
The determining condition, selfhood or @tmatva invarisbly
accompanies the major as seen in regard to self but being absent
in the minor—the phenomenal appearance, does not always accom-
pany the middle or hefu which must be present in the minor.
Upadhi or determining condition is ** that which always accom-
panies the major (sadhys) hut does not always accompany
the middle or hetu.' “‘*The upddhi is the *condition'
which must be supplied to restrict a general middle term. If the
middle term as thus resfricted is still found in the minor term,
the argument is valid, if not it fails. Tt does in the examples
“The mountain is smoky because it has fire' (for it rests on the
false premise that all fire is accompanied by smoke). Now if we
add * wet fuel ' as the condition of *fire," the proposition is

! Sadhyasys vyspako ysstu betoravyBpukestathd sa upidhirbhavet,
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valid ; for if the monntain has wet fuel ‘as well as fire, of course
it will have smoke,"

“ Tt would be correct to say that a vyipti exists between green-
wood fire and smoke as well as between smoke and green-wood
fire. The question, therefore, is ; what is the relation between
fire and smoke ? The relation between fire and smoke is a condi-
tional relation, 1.e., on condition that fire is green-wood firg, it
would be a sign of smoke. But a sydpti implies an unconditional
invariable concomitance, and the relstion between fire and smoke
is not therefore a vyapti (natural unconditional concomitance),
for fire requires a °condition,” upddhi, viz., green wood, to be
followed by smoke. Smoke on the other hand, requires no
‘ condition ' to indicate fire. For the purposes of inference,
therefore, relation between phenomena may be considered as of
two kinds : (1) coutingent or conditional relation holding good on
the fulfilment of a certain condition or upddhi and (2) pyapli or
unconditional invariable relation between a mark and that which
it marks, a relation without any upadhi or determining condition
(upadhividhurah sarnbondhah)., It is the latter kind of relation
that serves as the ground of inference."’ As unconditionality of
the concomitance is essential to a vyapti ** We haye therefore to
examine the case carefully to see if there is any determining
condition (upadhi, i.¢., some hidden or undetected but really
operative or indispensable accompaniment) which conditions the
relation between the supposed sign or mark (gamalka) and the
supposed signate (thing signified gamya)."" Upddhi or condition,
as we have already seen, is a circumstance whieh always accom-
panies and is always accompanied by the supposed signate (lhe
thing signified, gamya), but does not invariably accompany the
gupposed sign or mark (gamaka). 1, therefore, in the set of
pogitive ingtances where both the sign and the signate are present,
nuthing else iz comstantly present, there can be no ‘upddhi."
Or again, if in the sef of negative instances where both the
sign and the signate are absent, no other material circumstances
is constanily absent there is no ‘wpddhi." This follows from
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the very definition of an upadhi. It is impracticable to fulfil
those requirements rigorously, till every one of the accompany-
ing eircumstances (of course, of likely ones) may be taken sue-
cessively and it may be shown that the eoncomitance continne
even when the suspected upadhi (famkitopadhs) is absent, and
therefore it cannot be the wp@dhi. And this is to be fortified by
the observation of uniform uninterrupted agreement in absence
(vyatireka) between the two concomitant phenomena. In this
way, when we have disproved all suspected upddhis we conclude
by establishing the pydpti. ** This is the real essence of upadhi
in the science of Indian Logic. Upadhi or condition points out the
fullacy of the middle term and thus undermines the very ground
of inference.” It isin order to prove the fault of generality
in a middle term that the *condition has to be employed.” ““All
true conditions reside in the same subjects with their major terms
and their subjects being thus common, the (erring) middle term
will be equally too general in regard to the condition snd the
major term.  *‘ The meaning of this is that it is in consequence of
the middle term being found too general in regard to the condi-
tion, that we infer that it is too general in regard to the major
term ; and hence the use of having a condition at all. Thus,
where the condition invariably accompanies an unlimited major
term, we infer that the middle term is too general (Vyabhicari)
in regard to the major term, from the very fact that it is toq
general in regard to thee ondition, as for example, in the in-
stance ** The mountain has smoke because it bas fire,’ where we
infer that the ‘fire * is too general in regard to * smoke,' since it
i5 too general in regard to ‘wet fuel ;' for there is a rule that
what is too general for that which invariably accompanies must
also be too general for that which is invariably sccompanied.
But where we take some [act or mark fo defermine definitely the
major term which the condition is invariably to accompany—
there it is from the middle term's being found too general in re-
gard to the condition in cases possessing this fact or mark that
we infer that the middle term is equally too general in regard
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to the major term, Thus in the argument *“ B is dark because
he is Mitrd's son "’ the middle term, *‘ the fact of being Mitrd's
son,”’ is too general in regard to the sadhya ‘‘dark colour*'
because it is too general in regard to the upddhi, ** Feeding on
vegetables " as seen in the case of Mitri's second son.”’ Having
followed this logic the Advaiting on the basis of the condition or
upddhi shown in the Madhva-syllogism,* infer the variability or
too general character of the middle term and thos destroy the
very ground of the syllogistic reasoning. The Advaita inference
! : runs as follows : Falsehood which itsell is
Advaitin’s spabhicir. % 3
gmamina agalost tho fulse is too general iu regard to truth because
it is too general in regard to selfhood or dtma-
toe, the shown condition, which is equipollent with truth, as for
example, the oyster-silver.*

Against this the Madhvites contend that the erroneous

or too general character of the middle of

mm Midvite's  the Madhva-syllogism, as urged by the given
inference is not to the point. In the Madhva

inference falsity which itsell is [alse (mithyabhata-mithyatmaka-
toa) forms the middie and truth or satyatva as the major. The
said middle and the major are related as invariable concomitance
and hence it cannot be said that the middle exists even in the
absence of the major. Now to prove the middle as too general
on the strength of condition or upddhi the disputant is to estab-
lish the fact that the middle term or hetu does not always
accompany the condition and hence must not also necessarily
accompany the major or s3dhya as the major and the condition

! Barve sidhys-ssminidhikarauily syuropidhayah
HetorekRlraye yegith svasidbys-vyabhicirita,
Vynbhicirasyinumanamupidhestu prayojsnam.
Bb. . dis. 87, 85 and 8. M. on &ls, : 87, 88,
Jagat eatyarh mithyibbita-mithyitmaketvit Gtmavat.
*  Mithyabhits-mithyatmakatvarh satyubva-vyabhichri dtmatva-vye-
bhicirit yatha duktimjatam,
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are equipollent and thus related as the mutual sign and the
signate (vyapya and cyapaka). For what is absent in the vyépaka
must as & rule be absent in the vydpya (the major). But if it
is proved that the middle invariably co-exists with the condition
or upadhi it must co-exist with the major or sddhya which is the
sign or mark of the said condition. And the charge of too
generality of the middle totally falls to the ground. In the syl-
logism under discussion,' the Madhvites argue, truth or satyatea
is the major and selfbood or étmafva which pervades the major
is the given condition. Examination shows that mithyabhata-
mithyatmalkatoa the middle of the syllogism invariably exists in the
selfhood or @tmatva or the shown condition. The selfhood or
Atmatva is endowed with the middle and it is for this reason that
atma or self forms the explanatory example of the Madhva syl-
logism. From the given arguments it is definitely proved that
mithyabhata-mithyatmakatve, the said minor of the Advaitin's
counter-inference cannot be marked off or characterised by the
given middle dtmavyabhiciritva, Or, in other words, the
presence of the middle in the minor (hefok paksadharmata), one
of the most important conditions of the valid middle failing, the
middle suffers [rom the fallacy of svar@ipasiddha or the unreal in
itself.® And on the strength of this fallacious reasoning or
of the given condition, the Advaitins attempt to prove the too
general character of the middle mithyabhita-mithyatmakatva in
regard to truth, the major of the Madhva inference, is an
absurdity.

Now the reason, not existent in the subject, might lead
the Advaitins to bring forward a counterbalanced inference

! Jagst satyam mithyibhiita-mithyatmaketvit dtmavat,

? Bvarapasiddba, the unreslin itsell fs that resson which does not
exist in the subject snd therefore cannot afford the basis of any ressoning,
8s in the propositions 'the lake is & substance because it has emoke.

—Bh- P« E‘-Hu ‘L E’Tn
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satpratipaksinumina ' nand thus by advancing an  argument

The Advaitin's Sa. OF @n equal weight render the middle of the
pratipeptaenina, Madhva-inference inconclusive. * The world is
characterised by the negation of truth because it is determined by
the negation of self, e.g., the oyster-silver or the self, which is
not endowed with the negation of truth, is not endowed with the
negation of selfhood."

Such a counter-balanced inference which takes its stand on
the shown condition or upldhi gives rise to doubt in the main
inferenee and weakens the very foundation of the syllogistic
reasoning. In the case of connter-balanced arguments involyving
two inferences of equal weight [resh arguments in favour should
be sought for to establish the main proposition. [f there are
arguments in favour which are wanting in the reason proving
the conitrary, salpratipaksa or the counteér-balanced reazon does
not stand. In the Madhva proposition, there are arguments in
favour (anukala tarks) helping the formation of vyaphi or in-
variable concomitance buf no reason can be advanced fo lead to

Anshile tarke o  the counter-reason of the Advaitins. In the
m'ﬂ:ﬂﬂ":;ﬁ:_' Midhva-inference the truth or uucontradicta-
Bhai bility of the phenomenal appearance forms the
major and mithyabhata-mithyétmakatva as the middle. Mithya-
‘bhiita-mithyalmakatra connotes truth. Now the charge which
challenges the appositeness of the middle that the middle
exists and the major does not exist, commiis a flat contradiction.
And such a contradiction (eydghdata) helps the formation of pydpts
between the said middle and the major in the Madhva-syllogism.

But there are no such arguments which might prevent the
too general character or inappositeness of the Advaitin’s middle
and help the formation of eydpti., In the counter-balanced

' The edunter-balanced reason (safpratipaksal iz one for which there
exists sonother resson which proves contrary of {he conssquence. In it the
reason [s simply rendered inconcliusive by the esistesce of an argument
opposed to it of equal weight.

-
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inlerence, the negation of the truth of the world has been inferred

on the ground of the negation of selfhood
s aedelion? (atmatodbhava). As thera might be. things
Hia s nok sta0d  other than the self which might be true, the
negation of selfhood does not always accompany the major, the
negation of truth ; in other words the given middle cannot be
the cyapya or gumaka the sign, mark or indication of the said
major, the oydpaka gamya or the thing signified. Thus selfhood
or dtmatea cannot be the condition in the Madhva-inference which
urges the truth or absolute reality of the phenomenal world. For
it is evident from the given counter-inference that the negative
concomitance between truth or the major of the Miadhva-syllogism
and the shown condition or atmatea, does not stand to reason
and the truth or selfhood thus cannot be called equipollent (sama-
oyapta), i.c., what constitutes the true criterion of upadhi or
condition. [padhi is, as we have already noticed, a circumstance
which always accompanies and is accompanied by the supposed
signate or the thing sigoified. From this it follows that
(a) where the major is, the condition is ; (b) where the condition
exists the major exists; (¢) when there 13 no condition, there is no
major ; (d) where there is no major, there is no condition. Now
if truth or satyatva exists in the absence of selfhood or the
negation of the said condition the relation of mutual sign and the
signate (rydpya and eydpaka) as expressed in the given proposition
fails and dtmatea cannot be the true condition of the Madhva-
syllogizm.

No such discovery of contradiction disproves the inapposite-
ness of middle of the Madhva inference and helps the formation
of a wvalid concomitance in- favour of the Advaitin's counter-
balanced reason. For mithyabhdla-mithylGimakalva (the middle
of the Madhva proposition) and asatyatra, negation of truth or
the major are two contradictory terms, when one is affirmed the
other is denied and viee rersa and the two cannot residein a
substrate, Butsuch a charge of contradiction cannot be brought
forward between andtmatva, the negation of selfhood (the middle

28
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terms of the counter-balanced reason of the Advaiting) and truth

or satyatva (the negation of the major) as there may be realities

otber than the self. Negation of selfbood does not therefore
mean negation of truth. And the two are nof quite contradictory
int their nature and there arises no possibility of contradiction.
From the above discussion it has been proved
mﬁ‘iﬂi“ﬁuﬁ: that the charge of condition or upddhi pointed
io the Midhws Tafer o4 by the Advaitins falls to the ground, Now
the Advaitins launch a new attack agninst the
Midhva proposition by arguing that the middle term of the
Madhva inference is too general, because the false oyster-silver,
where even the notion of falsity is erroneous, might be charac-
terised by the eaid middle but not by the said major and thus the
middle becomes too general or sddharawa in its character.’
To repudiate the Advaita charge of the extreme generality of
_ the middie, the Madhvites argue that of the two
,ﬁfﬁhﬂ’ﬁdﬂﬁ contradictory concepts, if one is affirmed in a
B2t narticular substrate, tbe other iz denied and
vicé versa. DBut it ghould be noted here that
the question of co-presence of the two contradictory notions in
a particular substrate, namely mithyabhata-mithyatmakalva or
trath and the negation of truth in the oyster-silver, creates a
doubt as to the real nature of the substrate oyster-silver and leads
ue to the following deduction. The oyster-silver cannot be the
substrate ol falsehood, which is itself false, because it cannot be
the receptacle of fruth which contradicts falsity. What does not
form the receptacle of notion directly contradictory ta its truthful
existence cannot also form the receptacle of the falsity of the
same notion contradicting ils negation. As for example, the
cow cannot form the receptable of cowhood directly contradictory

! The too genernl resson or Sddhdrana is foumd not anly in the similar
instances, but alsg in the opposite imstances ; the possession of horne does
not make an animal an ox, nor hes the mountain firs because it can be
kmown,

—Bh, P, 8, M,, 4. 52 ; T. 8. p. 12,
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to the valid notion of cowhood ; "it also thus cannot form the
receptacle of falsity of the notion of cowhood directly contra-
dictory to the mbsolute negation of cowhood.' This syllogism
definitely proves the fact that what does not form the receptacle
(adhikarana) of truth which 1= directly contrary to faleehood
(satyabhata, mithydtvaviruddha-satyatva) canmot be the substra-
tum (adhikarana) of the falsity of falseliood (mithyabhute-
mithyatpa); for truth and falsity are of the nature of mutnal con-
tradiction. The notion of truth of the oyster-silver is not correct
but erroneous and hence the oyster-silver cannot be called true
which is contradictory to falsehood, it therefore cannot
be marked by mithyabhata-mithyatmakatva—the given major of
the said deduction, For wherever the oydpya, the sign or the
mark is absent the vyapaka or the signate muast necessarily be
absent. Mithyabhata-mithyatmakatoa being thus wanting in the
oyster-silver, the oyster-silver cannot be characterised by truth
or what is quite contradictory to its own falsehood. And the
charge of the too generality of the middle orged in the main
syllogism of the Madhyites [alls to the ground.?

It might be contended aguinst the Madhvites that as the
oyster-silver cannot be characterised by satyabhiita-satyatva or
mithyiatvaviruddhasatyatva, it cannot also be endowed with
satyabhiifamithyitoa, (nlsehood which is held as true, as the
oyster-silver—the dharmin, receptacle of all the marks is
itself false. And the falsity of what itself i& false must

! Rapysta mithyibhits-mithystvidhiksragarh na bhavati satyebhita-
(tadviruddha)-satyatvinadhikarspstvat  vab  satyabhiita-fadviroddhadhi:
karagarih na bhaveti tanmithyabhits-tadadbikaranarh na bhavati, yatha
satyabhiita-gotve-viruddha-gotvibhAvinadhikaraparh  gaub  gofvibhiva-
viruddhs-mithyabbits-gotvidhikaragar na bhavati.

Nydyamrtatarsngind, p. 24.
¢ Tathia ca ripyamithyitvesya satystvens ripye hetorevigamaninns

vyabhioira iti bhifvaly.
Nyiylmrtalaradgiol, p, 24,
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necessarily be falee and not true (salyabhita). © To prove this
the Advaitins advance the following syllogistic reasoning in their
favour. Both zalyatoa and mithyatea, truth and falsehood, which
might be nftributed to the oyster-silver are false because they
are the characteristics (dharmas) of a substance which itself is
[alse like the being and non-being (sstitra and nadstilea) of an
elephant seen in 4 dream® This inference establishes the [alsity
(inithyatva) of the falsehood residing in the nonest silver. The
too general character of the middle in regard to the oyster-silver
as trged by the Advaitins against the Madhvites remaing still &
{formidable objection.*
Against this the MAdhvites contend that the given
Advaita-syllogism (which establishes falsity of
hars ot wmatee  the falsehood of the noncst silver) is counter-
wﬁt advasins  balanced (satpratipaksita) by the given Madliva-
syllogistn which negates mithyabhiitamithyatva
of the oyster-silver, The Madhva-syllogism is based on an all-
admitted universal law, namely of the two contradictory notions
when one is affirmed in a substrate, ihe other is denied and
vice versa. The inference being based on sound logic would
invalidate the Advaita-proposition and the Advaitins, charge of
the extreme generality of the middle in regard to the oyster-silver
totally falls through,

1'(s) Nydyamrta, p. 45.
(b) Rapyagatarh mithyltvarh mithyd svidysmins-dbhsrmikatvadi tys-
numinamukiar bhavati.
—Nyayimpta.Prakiss, p. 48,
* Ripyegstatvens ucyamane sstyatvamithyitve mithyi-mithyitvopets-
dharmikatviit svnpnapratita-gajaripavaditi.
—Nyiyhmrtataranigini, p. 24

3 Jagucea satyar syddityuktinumiinasys riipye vyabhicirsh tadavastha
ii. Ibid, p, 24

*  Suktirajatarh mithyabhits-mithyitvidhikerapam na bhavati satys-
bhiitn. fmithyatvsviraddho)-satyatvinadhikaragstvat,
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Against the charge of the counter-balanced reason the
Advaiting #rgue that the disputaut’s objection
is not o the point. The underlying principle
apon which (he opponents’ argument has been based should be
applied in cases where both the churacteristic and the substance
thus characterised are marked by the same grade of reality
(samanasattaka). Here the silver itself is nonest or false
and how can its {alsity or mithyatra be styled valid ? BSo the
oppenents’ inference proving the falsity of the nonest silver 4s
true stands sgainst all logic and reason. For in that case the
dharma or characteristic becomes more real than the substance
characterised which is an absurdity.

Again the given counterbalanced inference sufferse from
condifion or upadhi, amithyitea (negation of falsity) which exists
in the cow, the explanatory instance of the counter-balanced
reason; invariably accompaniez the major and as it does not
exist in the minor, e.g., the false oyster-silver, it doés not always
accompany the middle or the vydpya or the sign or the mark
which must be present in the minor. The said condition would
deduce the too general character of the given middle in the sense
that as the middle does not invariably accompany the given con-
dition, 1t must not accompany the major, for the major and the
condition are equipollent in their character. The middle thus
not existing in the subject or the major, suffers from the falacy
of the unreal in itself and, therefore, cannot afford the basis of
any valid reasoning. The counter-balanced reason advanced
by the Midbvites is thus invalidated by the said condition and
cannot stand against fhe Advaita-syllogism which establighes
falsity of the wrong notion or mithyabhate-mithyatmakatoa of
silver superimposed on the oyster and the Advaiting’ charge of
the extreme generality of the middle in the Madhva proposition in
regard to the oyster-silver stands good.'

' Tatrs amithyabvamupidbil stab tesya hinabelstvil tena na asyn sab-
pratipaksitatvam, ato rapye hetujiiins-sarhbhavit vyabhicirah tadavastha i,

—Nyiyimrtataranginf, p, 94

1
The Advaitina’ veply.
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Again the oyapti or the iovariable concomitance on which
the counter-balanced reason of the Madhvites has been, based, viz.,
of the two contradictory notions when one is affirmed in a parti-
cular substrate, the other is denied and vice versa, is not valid.
And to prove the invalidity of the said ogdapti the Advaitins
contend that the barren women's son cannot called fair because
the black colour has been negated in him. In other words when
blackness or $yamatoa is negated in a barren woman's son,
whiteness or gauratva is not affirmed by that negation on the
ground that the said two marks blackhood and whiteness are
styled contradictory because they mnever co-exist (sahdnavasthd-
nalakgana-pirodhaf). In a barren woman's son both Syamatva
and gauratva or blackness and whiteness are called false because
the barren woman's son itsell is falzse.!

It might here be argued in support of the said vydpti or
universal concomitance that the mutual contradiction or paras-
paravirodha introduced in the oydpti does not mean the mere
absence of co-presence (snhanapvasihina) but it means, a8
evident from the explanatory instance, cowhood and the negation
of cowhood (gotva and gotvabliaos), that the two concepts are
so related that the one involves the absolute negation of the
other or parasparavirahs-vyipaks. Virodhe or contradiction
explained in this sense cannot be applied to blackness and white-
ness (fy@matva and gauratva) as these two marks are not conira-
dictory and thus has to be taken as parasparaviralia-vydpya and
not as paraspara-viraha-vydpaka * or one is absolute negation of

v {(a) Vide Nyiyimria, p. 45.

(b) Na hi sotysbbiifasyn gouratvaviruddhs-éyimatvasys anadhi-
karipe bandhyisute tnd viruddbars gauratvash mithyibhiber nasti kinto
satyn-bhiitam gauratvamestiti yujyate kintu gauratvarh tadviroddbarh §5ama-
tvaficetyubhaysmapi bandhyfsote mithyaiva dharmipn eva mithyatvit,

—Nyiyamrtataratgiol, p. 24.
* YWa have already explained the rydpye-oydpaka relation in connexion
with the definition of truth and falsity or ¢attva and asattva in the previous
chapter,
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the other. Thus the charge of varinbility against the said vyapti
is mot to the point, Such an answer also cannot establish the
validity of the said vyapti. Both being and non-being, reality and
unreality of the elephant seen in a dream, though they can be
styled as paraspara-viraha-vydpaka or directly contradictory to each
other, are false and hence the pydpti fails in the case of the
nonest dream-elephant. Similarly it might not also be applied
in the false oyster-silver and the so-called truth and falsity of
the silver, though apparently contradictory is characterised as
false.!

The Madhva vydpti thus failing in the monest things
should be restricted fo cases in which the substance or the seat
of the contradictory characteristic is not false but pragmatically
valid. This view questions, in regard to the oyster-silver and
the dream-elephant, etc., the universal co-presence of mithyabhita-
mithyatmakatva—the middle and the major of the Madhva thesis
as demanded by the said ryapti and the Madhva logic, establishing
the reality of the phenomenal world on the ground of its falsity
being false, totally falls through.

To explain away the charge (the too general character of
the middle mithyabhata-mithyatmakatoa in regard to truth) the

The Madbvies' MBdlivites contend that the Advaita inference *
vy LI 'lf;:_jﬁ_ ¢ which has been based on the argument that
wiﬁ of the the characteristics of the nonest things must

necesarily be nonest, is not convineing, for
the nature of the characteristics does not always depend upon

' (a) Vids Nyliyimris, p. 48.

(b) Ropyagste mithyatvs-catyatve mithyl svidysmaos-dharmikatvi.
dityanumfnena ubhayorapi mithyatvivagamenn mithyibhiita-mithyatma-
katvasys jagatsatystvasidhakesys riipye vyabhicarah sustha iti hydayam,

Nyayimrta-Prakids, p, 44.

() Vide Nyiyimrtatarangini, pp. 24.25.

* Ripysgatarh mithyftvarh mithyd avidyaminadhsrmikatvit, ripya-
gatatvena ucyamiine satyatva-mithyitve mithya mithyiatvopeta-dbarmikat-
vab evapnapratitagajavaditi.

Ihid, p- 35,
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the nature of the things characterised, We can independently
understand the dharmas without understanding the dharmns.
For example, we may refer to the Advaiting' concept of falsity.
Falsity or mithyatva, according to the Advaiting’ own admission,
has been defined as what forms the connterpart of the absolute
negation of all times in any accepied substratum'; and it is
mainly based on the dharmas independent of the dharmans.
Falsity, when it arises, removes the so-called notion of truth or
being residing so long in the false thing, it stands as direetly con-
tradictory to the preconceived notion of being or reality abiding
in the so-called real things. For otherwise the Advaita-proposi-
tion. which proves the falsity of the phenomenal world suffers
from the fallacy of siddhasadhanati or establishing what has
already been established.* From this it can be said that being
orexistence of the sign or mark (dharmasaitd) does not always
depend upon being of the thing signified (dharmisatia). And
such independent dharmas can be independently understood as
true or real when their respective seats are apprehended as {alse.
The fact might be proved from the false notion of the barren
woman's son. The barren woman's son, though nonest, is
characterised as the counterpart of an absolute negation and such
a characteristic mark in the nonest barren woman’s son is not
nonest but a logieally valid concept. Henoe the proposition
that the characteristic marks of nonest things are nonest, falls to
the ground and the Advaita syllogism, nrging the falsity of the
silver as erroneous on the ground of upreality or non-existence
of silver itself * becomes invalid. In other words, the appositeness
(prayojakatra) of the middle (apidyamanadharmikaival) in the

1 Peatipsnnophdhsu traikilikaniged hapratiyogitvarh mithyftvam.

*  Mithyatvantu dharmibhiita-prapafica-satyatvasys virsharipsm  atab
dbarmisatyam napeksate pmiru'u dharmibhiita-prapafios-satyatvorh  prati-
ksipatityarthall, Nydyhmpiaprakids, p. 4.

' ‘Ripysgstariy mithyitvsiis mithyl avidysminn.dhaemiksevit,
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said proposition has been challenged in regard to the Advaitins'
concept of falsity as we have noticed before.

Against this it might be argued that the shown inapposite-
ness of the middle goes against the universally admitted maxim
that the dharmas cannot exist in the non-existence of their
dharmins, How can the dharmas stand without their respective
seats (dharmyasattoe dharmasattvam) ? The disputant however
may contend that the maxim is not universal. It is confined only
to those cases in which the dharmas or the characteristics are
dependent on and not independent of the dharmins, e.g., the eolour,
taste, ete. The sign falsity which has been defined as the
counterpart of the absolute negation (atyantdbhdva pratiyogi)
does not depend upon the being or existence of its counterpart,
For the nonest things, e.g., the barren womun's son, sky-flower,
ete,, may form the counterpart of the valid absolute negation.
But the validity of concepts of colour, taste;, smell, ete., of thea fha
or nonest things is an absurdity. Thus the dharmas are classified

“into two groups ' :—dependent upon their dharming and? indepen-
dent of their dharmins. The notion of taste, colour, ete., belongs
to the former class while the notion of falsity to the latter. And
the maxim (dharmyasative dharmasatisam) is applicable to the
former case and not to the latter. Because falsity or mithydtea
is, as its definition implies, nothing but the negation or denial
of truth or salyatva of the dharmin, which {orms the counterpart
of the negation. It thus in no way depends upon the being or
existence (satta) of its counterpart, rather it destroys the so-called
validity of the counterpart. TIfis the inherent nature of the
absolute negation that it ariges as a contradiction of the so-called
being or existence of ita counferpart.’ Hence the appositeness
(prayojakata) of the middle (avidyamanadharmikatvat) is
questioned. And the falsity of the notion of silver as false is

| Loke styantibhivapratiyogitvacips-dharmasya dhﬂ!‘l:mmthl.«puﬁ.
kilatvasysive darfanat. Nyayhmrteprakids, p. 44,
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not proved. On the contrary, falsity of the silver is proved as valid.
As a result the Advaitins' counter-inference (pyabhicaranumana)
falsehood which itself is false is too general in regard to truth?
totally fails and the Midhva-thesis demanding the truth of the
phenomenal appearance might be established.
Further the falsity of the notion of nonest silver cannot be
false. For the silver is false because, it is denied in its substrate
The  Wadkiias' J‘md a8 a res:ulh' of im.deninl. the negative
i LR it judgment * this is not silver ' (nedam rajatam)
falsity of the false arises and the judgment belps us to come to
- the conclusion that silver that so long appeared
before us is false. Now the silver is negated in its substrate
and its falsity is posited by the negation. Thus the silver
salisfies the criterion of falsity which itself, however, stands
independent of the criterion. 8o falsity is empirically true even
of the silver which is a mere appearance. There is no logic in the
argument that falsity must be called false because it has a relation
with the nonest silver. The Advaitins take their stand on a so-
called universally accepted principle that the things that are
related to one another must have the same grade of reulity. Such
a principle is suicidal. 1If that law be accepted all the dharmas or
characteristics which are negated in the pure Being-Bliss-Con-
sciousness must be taken as absolutely real because they have been
negatively related with Absolute reality. Again the substrate
of the nonest silver, mother-of-pearl, which is an empirically
valid reality, might be called false or nonest for it is in apposi-
tion with the nonest silver. And the concrete manifolds which
are located in Brahman must be absolutely true because they
have the supreme Being as their substratum.® This law is thus

! Mithyabhita-mithyitmuakatvarh satystvavyabhiciri atmatve-vye-
bhicarit yaths Sukfirajatam,

* Pratipaonopiidhau snigiddharh pratyuta bidbaksjfiinens vibitamapi
ripyamithyatvmn  yadi pritibhasike-ripyssambandhamitesns  pritibha:
sikath tarhi satl Brahmaoi nigiddbhd api dharmah santah svuh ripyadhis-
hinaduktirapi pratibhisild syat. Nyayamria, p. 44.

-
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untenable. And the interpretation of the said middle (avidya-
manadharmikatvaf) of the Advaita-syllogism as offered in the
light of the shown vydpti (things that are related to one another
must have the same grade of reality, falsity of the silver is false
because it is the characteristic (dharma) of s false (dharmin)
suffers from a number of defects shown before.

Again if the middle term of the Advaita proposition be
interpreted in the given light, the same middle might be applied
in establishing the falsity of the Advaita major—rajata-mithyatea.
The falsity of the false notion of silver is itself false because the
said falsity is iteelfl the characteristic mark of the falsity of the
nonest silver,' and so on ad infinitum. Thus the Advaita middle
becomes totally invalid in proving the said major. Secondly, if
both silver and its falsity be taken as false, the line of demarca-
tion between an illusory percept and the negation of illusion
vecomes totally obliterated. The judgment, 'this is silver’ is
called a false percept as its object is false and the negative judg-
ment which arises as contradictory to the illusory percept—"this
is not silver but oyster " is not called illusory but an empirically
valid cognition because the negative judgment has as its object
the falsity of silver which is an empirically valid reality. Now
if both silver and its falsity be faken as false as firged by the
Advaitins in the syllogism under consideration the illusory per-
cept and its negation which contradicts the false judgment, stand
on the same footing which is suicidal to the epistemology of
illusion. Again the explanatory instances—harren woman's son,
or being and non-being of the dream-elephant, ete., cannot prove
the Advaita proposition against the Madhiva thesis (of the two
contradictory concepts when one is affirmed, the other is denied

1 (a) Ropye-mithyatva-mithyitvam mithyd mithyibhata-ripyamith-
yitva-dharmikatvit. Nyiayimrta-prakiéa, p. 45.
(6) Tyaduktens dbarmino mithydivena hetund sidhyasya mithyatva.
mithyatvasyapi pritibbasikatviipattyd hatoh stynotipriminyadcs syit.

Nyayamrta, p, 44.
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and tice verss). Phenomenal appearances which can satisfy
onr pragmatic needs are not nonest but empirically valid reali-
ties. Even silver which has an appearance in yonder oyster,
totally differs according to the Advaitins' own admission, from
the barren woman's son, sky-flower, ete., which have no objecti-
vity at all. Thus the barren woman's son cannot form an
explanatory instance to infer falsity of the silver as false. As
regards the second instance (e.g., the being and non-being of the
dream-elepbant), it might be argued that the dream-elephant and
its consequent non-existence (svupnagajo-pratiyogika-dhvarsa)
might be called false but its absolute negation (atyantabhara) is
not false but true?® for the negation is not contradicted though its
counterpart—the elephant—is contradicted at the time we are
awakened.

And the instance thus establishes the Madhva proposition
and not that of the Advaiting. From the given dialecties it is
definitely proved that the Advaita syllogism which bas been
advanced to prove the falsity of the silver as false (rajata mith-
yatoa-mithyhtca) suffers from o number of fallacies and is thus
untenable.  And the Midhva syllogism stands true to logic and
reason.

This is, in short, the essence of the Midhva criticism.

Against this Madhusidana Sarasvati argues that
m'ﬂu:ﬂ;ﬂ;;;g'_l' of the two horns of the Miadhva dialectics,

namely, is the falsity of the phenomenal
world (a) true or (b) false, the first position has been thoroughly
discarded by the Advaitins and hence the shortcomings pointed
out in the former case are not to the point, and require no ecriti-
gism at the hands of the Advaita teachers. As regards the second
alternative, e.g., is falsity itself falge, there are two salient points
of attack brought forward by the Madhvites, viz., (a) the charge
of siddhasidhanata, and (b) the absolute reality of the world order,
This last signal for attack is the mainstay upon which the

I Nasvapne'pi dnpfh mithys tatraikam sstyamevs hi.
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logical amd epistemological dialectics of the Madhvites takes its
stand. Madhusiidana, in order to refute the Madhva charge,
takes it se the mnin bone of contention and thus repudiates the
disputants’ criticism. The vyapti or the invariable concomitance
upon which the Madbva syllogism ' establishing the absolute
reality of the phenomenal world is based (e.g., of the two con-
cepts which are piruddha in their nature, when one is aflirmed,
the other is denied and wvice versa), is not valid. For in an
elephant in which both cowhood and horsehood (gotva and
agvatea) which can nowhere co-exist, might be negated ; but when
cowhood is negated, horsehood is not aflirmed and ngain when
horsehood is denied, cowhood is not posited. Thus the said
pyapti fails. But the examination shows that the said vydpti is
valid only in cases in which the characteristic marks of falsity
do not and cannot reside in the two concepts which are styled
contradictory.* For example, of the two contradictory concepts,
silverhood and its absolute negalion or mutual execlusion, when
gilver is posited or affirmed in the mother-of-pearl, its negation
or difference is denied and vice versa. Because the basis
or the characteristic marks of the things negated (nigedhyala-
sacchednkadharma) difier here. For when silver is negated,
silverhood (rajatatve) forms ihe characteristic mark of the
counterpart of negation and in the case of its negafion, the
negation or difference of silver (rajatatvabhdvatea or rajata-
bkinnatva) forms the marks of the counterpart. In other
words, silverhood and its negation are contradietory and cover
the entire universe. Hence the denial of the one1s the affirma-
tion of the other and vice versa. The Madhva sydpti is valid
only in this sense. But in the case of the elephant in which
both eowhood and horsehood are negated, they (cowhood and

I Jegat satynrh mithyabbiita-mithyatmakatval.
2 Tatra hi viroddbayordharmayorekamithyatve aparasatyatvarih ya'en
miithyatvivecchedskamubbaysvrtii na bhavet.

Advaitasiddhi, pp. 211-13.



230 POST-SAMEARA DIALECTICS

horsehood) though they cannot co-exist, can be marked out by one
common mark, namely the absolute negation of elephanthood
(gujatpiatyantibhacatva). The vydpti thus does not apply here.
Now the truth and falsity of the phenomenal world, though
contradictory, both share in the common characteristic mark of
objectivity (dréyatva); they, therefore, are not twe contradictory
entities bearing two separate marks of negation. The truth and
falsity of the worldly existence share in the common determining
mark as possessing the character of objectivity ; and it ig for this
mark that both of them are styled false. And the falgity of the
phenomenal world being itself false cannot deduce the truth or
validity of the phenomenal world. The real logic of Madhusiidana's
observation lies in the fact that when two contradictory concepts
are of the nature of absolute negation (parasparavirahariipa) or
one pervades the absolute negation of the other (parasparaviraha-
vyapaka) ae iz evident in the case of silver and its absolute
negation or mutual exclusion in the mother-of-pear], the said
rydpti of the Madhvites is valid. But when the two concepts are
not so characterised, they are called contrary in the sense that
they can nowhere co-exist, but their absolute negation can exist
in a third particular substrate or, in other words, the concepts are
charscterised as ‘ parasparavirahavydpya ;' in such a case, the
said oyapti or invariable concomitance totally fails. Such con-
trary teris being negated in a particular locus, share in the
common characteristic, namely the negation in that particular
locus as their common determining mark of denial (ekanigedhyata-
vacchedakadharma), For example, cowhood and horsehood are
contrary because where cowhood is, horsehood is not and where
horsehood is, cowhood is ot ; and again when the negation of
horsehood is absent, cowhood is also absent, and when the negation
of cowhood is absent, horsehood ig also absent. Thuscowhood and
horsehood 4re styled parospsravirahavydpye. Bui the pegation
of cowhood and horsehiood which is vyapaka or more extensive
than its rudpya, ¢.g., horsehood and cowhood, can be apprehended
in an elephant. Hence the absolute negation of cowhood and
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horsehood in the elephant (gajefvatyantdbhivatva) forms the
commaon determining feature which marks off both cowhood and
horsehood and the negation of cowhood or that of horsehood in
the elephant cannot, on the strength of the Madbvites' pyapti,
establish wvalidity or truth of horsehood or cowhood. To put
simply, the negation of cowhood and horsehood can co-exist ‘and
so the negation of the one does not mean the affirmation of the
other, Similarly the dual negation of truth and falsity can be
cognised in the nonest sky-flower, ete.; thus truth and falsity can-
not be styled contradictory, parasparavirahariipa or paraspara-
virahaoyapaks.! They are simply contrary because they cannot
co-exist in a subsirate, bui both being negated in the nonest
sky-flower they share in the common mark of objeetivity or
dréyatoa und on the basis of this common mark, Madhus@idana
argaes that the notion of falsity being itself false cannot prove
the truth or validity of phenomenal world. In other words, truth
and falsity are contrary but not contradictory concepts. Thus
they do not exhaust the entire order of universe as suggested by
the Madhvites. The worldly existence is neither true nor false.
It is quite different from such things as sky-flower, hare’s liorn,
ete., which have got no objective validity and are non-existent.
It is also different from the ultimate Reality which is pure
existence. But it has got an empiric existence of its own. As
it is not existent in the pure and absolute sense of the term, it
is something folse, though it is not false in the sense of pon-
existence which is the characteristic of sky-flower, hare's
born, ete.

! Vide Vitthalefopadhyayi, the gloss on the Gauds Brahmanand,
p- 218,

Mithyatvasatystvayormithyltvasys svasamiin adhikarapibhive-pratiyogi
tvarlipateiit satyatvasys kilstrayibadhyatvaripatvit anayodes na PRrAEpATH-
bhivariipatvam, na va parsspara-virahs-vyipakatvam; tucchs uktamithya-
tvoktasatystvayordvayorapi virahat, kintu mitho viruddhatvemitram:
fuktirsjatides mithyibbate satyatvibbivst Brahmani sstye mithyatva-
bhivaditi.
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Against this it might be contended that Madhusiidana's
logic suffers from self-contradiction. If the notions of truth and
falsity be taken as contrary but not contradictory as held by the
critics, the question is how the two contrary concepts, truth and
falsity, can co-exist in the phenomenal world ? For the co-
presence of cowhood and horsehood in & particular substrate is a
logical absurdity.

Madhusiidana, in support of his position, argues that truth
and [alsity attributed to the phenomenal appearance do not
possess the same form of being or esistence ; they must differ in
their respective value. For it is an universally accepted principle
in logic that the two contradictory marks attributed to the same
location or dharmin must not possess the same degree of being
or reality. This ryapli or universal law definitely proves that
the notion of validity or reality concerning the empirically false
existences must not be empiric or pragmatie. It may either be
absolute or imaginary. Now it cannot be absolute for the nega-
tion of pragmatic or empirie truth necessitates the negation of
the absolute reality as well. Pragmatic validity means the
notion of being or reality not contradicted at the time of usage
(eyavaharakalabadhyate) in the practical affairs of life, Now
when such & notion of uncontradictability is denied, its contra-
dictory, the notion of falsity or contradictability «t the time of
pragmatic usages is posited or affirmed. And what is contradict-
able in the pragmatic life is absolutely uncontradictable (abadhita),
is a logical absurdity. Henee the notion of reality existing in the
concrete manifolds must be pratibhasika or imaginary. Such a
position does not suffer from contradiction. Take for example
the oyster-silver ; the empirically false oyster-silver also appears
as real and mislesds the manto pick it up. Had there been
no notion of reality, the man woald not runafter it. The
silver only appears as real and such an uppearance of reality
can be assigned to the empirically false silver because the false
silver and its notion of reality do not possess the same grade of
reality, the one (falsity) is pragmatic while the other, -the
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notion of reality is merely an appearauce or imaginary, and they
co-exist in the silver.'

The Advaitins [urther establish, against the said cyapti,
the co-presence of truth and falsity possessing the same form of
empiric being or existence. To support their standpoint the
Advaitins contend that the valid conception of unreality or
falsity attributed fo the phenomenal appesrances merely f{alsifies
but does not remove the conception of existent truth, it gives
an intellectual assurance and only invalidates the existing notion
of reality (spramdtva-nidcayo bhavati) which i, in fact, finally
removed at the dawn of supreme consciousness. The notion of
truth, attributed to the phenomenal world, is not contradicted
by any valid conception other than that of the Brahman ; hence
it cannot be called pratibhdsika or imaginary. It is empiric or
pragmatic. Both the notions of truth and falsity of pheno-
menality being denied at the dawn of transcendental conscious-
ness share in the common value of empiric reality. In support
of their co-existence, though they are contrary concepts, Madhu-
slidana argues that as in the theory of the Naiyayikas conjunce
tion (sathjoga) and its negation, which are of the same nature
of being (samasattaka), co-exist in the same location, so truth and
falsity, the two contrary notions of the same order of being,
reside in the same substrate.

It might, of course, be noted here against Madusiidana’s
observation that conjunction and ifs negation does not really
exist in the same location, for the space-position is not the same
but different. Monkey-conjunction (kapisamyoga) iz at the
branch of a tree and its negation lies at the rost, How then
is Madhostdana’s logic justified ? It might be argued in his
favour that as through different space-position, cootradictory
notions, £.g., position and negation, may co-exist in one substrate,
50 in the monistic thesis the contradictory notions of truth and
falsity may co-exist as they fall in dilferent orders of time; in

V' Vide Advaitasiddhi, p, 218,
30
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ather words they appear pragmafically true and are known to
be false only at the dawn of transcendental comsciousness. The
real logic establishing the equal being or existence of truth and
falsity lies in the fact that the fwo are negated by a single
conception, e.g., the knowledge of Brahman (ekabadhakajidanaba-
dhya). When the transcendental consciousness dawns upon us
both the notions of falsity and truth of the phenomenal appear-
ance are denied. And such a denial proves that truth and falsity
ghare in equal being or existence, and they, being negated at
the dawn of supreme consciousness when all the empirie exist-
gnces are at nought, are denied in point of objectivity which is
the common ground of denial and not merely as true or false.
Tt is an invariable law that two or more notions negated by one
contradictive apprebension (badhakajiana) share in  the common
being (samasatta). For example the perception of oyster which
negates the ideaof silver negates also the exclusion of oyster in
the oyster thus both the oyster-silver and the exclusion of oyster
in the oyster are called imaginary or samanasuttika, Negui:ivﬁly.
the pot and the oyster-silver are not negated by one apprehension
but by two apprebensions—(a) the trascendental consciousness
and (b) the pereeption of oyster, and they are not called samina-
sattika : the pot is empirically valid while the silver is
imaginary or pratibhdsike. The given arguments definitely
prove that the world order and its wotion of truth and falsity
ghare in the common exisience or being. Of the two contradie-
tory marks when the proof of one negates the other, they donot
¢hare in the common being and are called visamasattaka in
their nature. In the mother-of-pearls, we have two contradic-
tory concepts, silver and its negation. Of the two the judgment
* this is not silver ' which establishes the ubsolute negation of
gilver, negates only the notion of silver itself and hence the
notion of silver and of its negation do not share in the common
being. The oyster-silver is pratibhasika or imaginary but its
negation is an empirically valid concept. Truth and falsity of
the phenomenal world are, as we have already seen in our
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previous discussion, parasparavirahavydpye and thus the proof
of one does not establish the falsity of the other and they cannot
be siyled vigamasattaka, but being negated by the dawn of
supreme consciousness share in the same value or being. One
supreme consciousness denies the notion of falsity existing in
the world order, the world order itself and its notion of validity
as well. Thus the Madhva charge of duality or plurality deduced
from the truth or falsity of falsehood totally falls through.'

! Asti ca prepaficatanmithyatvayoreks Brahmajfinsbidhyatvam,
alah samasatiikatvit mithyatyabadhakenn prapaficasyapi badhat na advaits-

kgatily,
Advaitasiddhi, p. 223



CHAPTER VII
SUPER-IMFOSITION

We have seen that phenomenal appearances are merely
inexplicable forms and not so many realities. They appear as
real because they are referred to the Highest Reality which
forms their uvliimate substratum. It is due to the apparent
identity with the permanent substratum that the worldly appear-
ances, though [alse, appear as independently real in our percep-
tion. In perception we cognise only the empirical forms but
not the underlying reality which though a-logical, expresses
itsell ns logical, a-material as material, non-temporul as temporal
and nou-spatial as spatial. This fendency of mistaking the
form for reality or reality for the form is commonly called, in
the Advaita-Vedinta, Adhydsa or super-imposition. The essence
of super-imposition lies in not seeing a thing 8sit is, and in
placing upon it a different interpretation or construction. Super-
imposition ig thus mal-observation connoling ignorance of some-
thing and extension of a false idea to an actual appearance. It
is a mis-judgment of the data presented to the senses by a pre-
conceived idea. Tt is purely a subjective construction bearing
no correspondence to the reality.

When in percepiion, a thing appears to the perceiver as

An expianation of D€Te existence, a fact whose special nature is
the position. for the time being hidden, and it is studied only
a8 a presenfation and the mind supplies, on the basis of similar-
ity, some reprasentative elements which are falsely attributed to
the presentation where they are really not. This wrong unifica-
tion of presentation and representation is called adhydsa ora
false notion, Presentation or the fact as a mere existence is
not screened from the view of the perceiver who mistakes one
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thing for another. If the thing is- totally shut up from the
view, no mistake can be committed without any basis or locus.
Presentation is the basis of false show upon which on the ground
of superficial similarity a wrong notion is apprebended. Pre-
sentation therefore cannot altogether be denied but so long as
avidyd is operative it is falsely interpreted, Tt being a mal-
pbservation, depends upon the dim or partial perception of an
object which forms the basis of mis-judgment. Whenever the
object i clearly and distinetly viewed there is no possibility
of confusion, It is therefore possible only in the case where the
object—the locus of the false show appears only partially as o
fact, ns a mere existence without its true and distinet character-
istics. Viacaspati is therefore right in assuming that adhydsa
is not possible when a thing is either distinctly seen or enfirely
hidden.!

On the strength of similarity, the memory-image is revived
in the mind of the percipient and memory supplies representa-
five factors of judgment whick are erroneously attributed fo
the presentation. And though the false notion is a creation
-of mind without any objective validity of its own yet it is quite
distinot from memory which is purely mental in its character,
having no objective reference outside the mind. In false show
though forms of judgment are supplied by the mind as represen-
tative elements, the forms are identified with the [fact existing
outside and as a result some form of extra-mentality of the object
of false notion ia apprehended. In this respect it is quite
different from memory, If a memory impression is cognised
a8 a memory impression without any reference to the extra-mental
objects, there is no possibility of its confusion with the wrong
notion whose extra-mental character cannot be questioned.
Herain lies the true essence of super-imposition in which there
is a confusion of mental forms ag extra-mental facts.

! Abyantagrahe stysniigrabe na cidhyisab.
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To bring out more clearly the nature of super-imposition
An unalysis of we 80 instance may be analysed in three stages.
e o The first stage is a stage of pure presentation,
the second is one of correction and the last is a stage of confirma-
tion. In the first stage some thing is presented to the perceiver
and the idea of silver in the case of oyster-silver flashes out to
his mind and the idea is believed as real though it is not con-
firmed as real from the standpoint of pragmatic life. Only its
reality is not denied for the time being, as no contradiction as
yet strikes the percipient subject. In the case of pure presenta-
tion the * thisness' is a correct perception and remains as
correct so long as it is not synthesised with some other predica-
tive idea supplied by the mind to form & judgment. In this
judgment construction, the ©thisness ' is first synthesised with
the predicative idea of silver which is believed as really presented
and a judgment is formed. There is as yet no objective reference
in the predicative aspect of the judgment and its reality is not
questioned. The simple belief underlying this judgment is
then corrected by the perception of the oyster as oyster. And
the oyster is affirmed as real in contrast with the illusory silver.
Silver is illusory because immediate quality of unreality has
been attributed to it as a result of its failure to satisfy any prag-
matic test. When the correct judgment is affirmed the predicate
of the previous judgment i denied as unreal. The perceiver
realises that his idea of silver is a pure mental presentation
without any objective basis and that the synthesis is wrong. Here
the affirmative predicate only proves the unreality of the first
impression and the first ides is eliminated. But there is a rela-
tion between these two predicates and it is a unique one, The
unreal silver by its elimination implies the real oyster, which
being an objectively valid entity is in no way affected by the un-
reality of the silver. The oyster is an entity complete in itsell ;
the false conception of silver has no influence over it.
Thig is ihe stage of rectification. In this stage we are
directly concerned only with the objective content. In fhe given
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example the idea of silver was firsts presented to the percipient
subject and in the next stage when the idea of oyster is affirmed
as real the silver thongh presented becomes illusory. The silver
is a mental ereation though at the time of perception it appears
as &n objectively valid entity adequate to satisfy the demand
of pragmatic life and when it is negated it becomes purely sub-
jective. Thus the objectivity of silver is beyond question at the
time of appearance so long as it is not corrected. It is not pre-
sented as a merely subjective fact but as an objectively presented
reality. As an object of past perception its objective character
cannot be questioned. Falsity arises as a result of wrong identi-
fication of silver with the ‘thisness." And when the idea of
oyster is affirmed the illusory character of silver is established.
Bilver which was perceived as an objectively valid existence, is
how cognised as non-existent not only for the present moment
but also when it happened to be perceived as real. Thus the
non-existence of illusory silver on the ‘thisness’ is proved in the
case of the past as well as the present presentation and it might
very well be inferred therefore that it will be non-existent also in
the case of future presentation of the ‘thisness.” And its un-
reality is established as the silver did not exist, does not exist
and will not exist, The test of workability comes next and
determines its validity from the practical standpoint. The silver
being a mere subjective contribution cannot satisfly any demand
of practical life, for when the percipient wanis fo deal with it in
any manner, 1t fails to work. In this stage also facthood of
silver ns an object of remembrance is not denied even when
unreality is attributed to it. Hence the unreal silver is not a
merely subjective fiction in so far as it is based on thie memory of
past perception. Thus the illusory silver is neither really subjec-
tive as hallucination having its basis in the remembrance of past
experience, nor really objective having failed to satisfy pragmatic
demands and cannot consequently be covered by either category.
It should therefore be placed in & separate category which the
Advaitins call inexplicable or anircacaniya: The unreal silver is
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neither & positive nor a negative entity. It s neither
an absolute nought (tuccha) like the sky-flower, hare's horn, efe.
nor absolutely real. It appedrs in the first stage and is negated
in the second and does not therefore coms within the categories
of existence or non-existence (sadasadviloksana). It is & mew
category which shares in the characteristics of both position and
negation and therelore a middle category between the two, posi-
tive-negalive in its character. The illusory silver is perceiv-
ed and heoce distinguished from the absolute nooght
(tuocha) which cannot be perceived as object of experience. Again
it is not an absolute reality as it can be negated and absolute
reality can never be negated. The silver is perceived as well as
negated it is therefore neither absalute nought nor an absolute
reality.' :
The presentation of silver on the locus in oyster-siiver super-
Tusory sbiecta are  EPOSIHOD s not 4 miere objectification of a
eaticely new crestion memory-image. It is, on the counfrary, an
SR SLArS entirely new creation due to the operation of
avidyd which has a twofold capacity—sereening and creation. If
the silver were an objectification of a past memory-image the
form of jodgment should have been ‘this is that silver,’
instead of the form ' this is silver’ and in this very illus-
tration, this twofold capacity is equally patent, Avidyd here
serecns the real nature of the ‘this' or locus which ia oyster by
shutting out from view ifs special features and creates a new
gilver which the percipient cognises. The silver we see in errp-
neous perception, says Vicaspali, is not that of the market but

! (o) Natynntisato narasrgideravabhfiso nipi atyuntasatadeiditmannh
badhagocarati tadibs ubhsyinysthinupapattyobhayavilaksapata rajstideri-
vedysts iti—Ny. M_K, 'p. 118.

{¥) Tusmil no sat oipi sodasab perasparsvirodliit (byanirvicysmeva
aropapiyath maricisu toyamasthegarh nd toymbh porvadpstam  kintes-
nriamsnicvaeyam. Bh., p. 2L

(€) V. K. P, p. 21,
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18 an entirely new creation on the mother-of-pearl—a novel
appearance in a definite point of time and space and this spatial
and temporal mark is sufficient to indicate its existence as
different from & similar object perceived in a different place at a
different time. When however this particular appearance is
declured false, it is never intended fo deny the existence of silvpr
as such elsewhere. All that is implied is that in this particular
spitio-temporal reference, 1.¢., on this locus, the elsewhere-exist-
ing silver is not negated. From this it is not however to be
understood that the silver of this false appearance is purely ima-
ginary (alika) like hare's horn, sky-flower, etc., for it appears in
comsclousness with a particular spatio-temporal reference which
is wanting in purely imaginary ideas. And this screening opera-
tiun of ignorance or Avidyd may be interpreted, without affecting
the final result, from two different points of view, From the
objective side, which has been emphasised by Sarpajiatmamuni
in his Samksepasariraka, it is srgued that ignorance or Advidya
which is the substance-stuff of the false appearance, hides the
determinate qualities of the ‘this,” i.e., the underlying oyster and
50 Jong as the specific ignorance of the determinate qualities of
oyster remains, the illusory perception of silver continued. From
the subjective side Nysiwha Bhatfa contends that illusory
perceptiona are due to the defects in sense organs resulting from
association and other causes. He however does not deny the
presence of Avidya or ignorance as & substance-stuff of illusory
perception. On the contrary, he shows that as soon as the Apidya
inherent in the 'this’ comes into contact with the defective sense
organ, Lhe real cause of false perception, it undergoes a vibratory
modification and transforms itself into the silver.'

IF the illusory silver is a new creation as is admitted by the
monistic teachers, the question inevitably arises—of what stuff

! Idsmathiivacchinns-caitanys rhjatsparipimini avidya dustendriya.
samperks-ripdd adhyfeskarapabhiitié keobhsm kiryibhimukharh pripnoti
utdarskyage os rajataripens parinsmats.

81
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is the new creation made or in other words what is the material
cause of it ? It is, of course, Avidyd and we have to deter-
mine what must be the nature of Avidya il it is to be the
material cause. Anandabodha Bhattérakdcarya in bis N yayamalka-
randa has given an account of Avidyd as the material cause of the
illusory perception: This Avidyd cannot be mere false
knowledge, nor absence of knowledge nor both ; for it would then
be without substantiality, implying mere absence, and the effect,
i.., the false appearance baving objectivity the unsubstantisl
Avidya cannot be its material cause. Avidya, therefore, has to be
conecived as something unique, beginningless and indescribable
baving substantiality of its own becsuse tle existence of such a
material cause is testified to by its effects, for it won't doto
argue that mere instrumental cause can produce an effect without
a material cause ; all effects except dhvaitse or destruction must
be produced by material cause. Further the material cause of
illusory perception eannot be absolutely real ; for the effect, i.e.,
illusory perception, would then be real ; nor can the material cause
be absolutely unreal, for the latter being devoid of any capacity
of its own cannct produce the illusory object even. Hence the
material cavse of illusion must be something which is peither
absolutely real or absolutely unreal.?

To sum up, the real essence of the Anirvacaniya theory of
the Advaita-Vedinta as propounded by Sarmkara in his exposition
of Adhyasa and developed by other advocates of the monistic
schiool, is that appearances are inexplicable and mysterious as
their causa materta avidyd is inexplicable and mysterious in its

! Avidyilakssgamatrs kirapamiaérivate avidyi hi vidyibhavah mithya
jiknsss vB ns cobhayarh kssyacit samaviyikirapamadravystvald, nsea
asstyssya kiicyasya siksit satsophdinsti yulid, tathi ssii satysi@patit,
na cp atyanbisatah nireste-samastasimarthyssys upddinata yuktimati
yattadanirvioyarmn  rajatidyopidinach  eaivismiakamavidyA  sidbhyantl
rajatidyupidinatayaivae svapraminasiddheti na rajatidel) tadopidinatiyi-
mapi vivaditavyam.

HI. MK, PP 122-124,
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character, Aoidyad as becoming principle creates new appearances
in erroneous conception. Objects of normal perception as well
come under this category ; as the time-space-cause world also
owes its origin to the mysterious power of Mayd and is super-
imposed on the Absolute Being. The principle therefore is the
same in the normal and abnormal perception. But the Advaita-
Vedanta draws a distinetion between the [alse percept and normal
percept, the normal percept though super-imposed persists to the
last while the abnormal one is denied in our pragmatic life.
Samkara’s theory isa pia media between the rigorous idealism
of the Vijianavadi-Buddhists and the extreme realism of the
Nyaya and Vaidesika systems. And though Samkara and his
school strenuously fought against the Vijfianavading, s close
examination of the two positions strikingly reveals an agreement
and parallelism between them in some important respeets as will
appear from an analysis of the Vijianavading' view as explained
in the Lankioatarasitra, an authoritative literature of this sahool.
Thus we get the view of Maya characterised as enirvacaniya,
unnmbiguous declaration of the reality of consciousness, the
invalid character of the external world, the emphasis laid on
udhydropa (super-imposition) and apacdda (elimination) and a
gradation of reality and so forth, equally fully developed in both
schools. Tt will therefore be interesting to note the development
of these ideas according to the Atmakhyativading or Vijaanacading
who hold that both normal and abnormal perceptions are the
result of a modification of consciousness,
Vijianavadins ' maintain that there is neither any necessi ty
nor any justification for upholding the existence
- vfm:ﬂf of an external world of ohjects either as directly
perceived or as indirectly inferred from the
diversification of our ideas. They argue that logical knowledge

! The school is mlso ealled * Yogickrs,' since it declares that the
abzolute fruth or Bodhi manifested in the Buddhas is sttainsble only by
those who practice * Yogs * and ! Geiirs.’ Yogicirs brings out the practical
side of the Philosophy, while Vijaznasida brings out its speculntive features,
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or knowledge necessilated by our practical life results as a
consequence of the activity ol the understanding. When
snything iz taken cognizance of by the understanding, knowledge
diversifies into a knower (pramdtd), known (prameya) and
instruments of knowledge (pramama), and experience arises ;
where there is no cognizance by the understanding no cognition
is generated, For instance, of the things outside the under-
standing, only those that come within its grasp can occasion any
idea or eognition. Hence, it follows that it is the understanding

which is the creator of this diversifieation of experience and the

objects revealed in or by it have no existence spart from the
understanding. The understanding or, as they put it, Vijiana,
therefore, only is real and not the so-called external objects. If
it 18 objected that the understanding by itself alone is not
adequate o explain the manifold nature of experience without the
assumaption of external objects or grahyavastu, it can be demon-
strated to be so by reference to dreams or illusions. where the
same diversification of the knower, known and knowledge as in
waking cxperience is generated by the activity of the under-
standing without the presence of uny objects, i.e., grihyavestu.
This fact iz bound to be admitted on all hands. TItis therefore
clear that the understanding alone might be responsible for the
distinction of knower, kmown and knowledge. Knowledge or
pratyoya is thus produced without the help of external objects.'
The problem therefore now resolves itsell into the question as to
whether there is any distinction between waking experience and

Asahga and his younger brother Vasubandha founded the idealistic view

of the * Yoghclies."
8. D. 8., p. 80,

1 Vijfiinameva khalvetad grinityiiminamitmani
vahirniripyaminasys grihyasyloupapattiteh
buddhil prakifsmind en tena tenitmana bahih
tndvahatyarthesiinyfipi loksyitrimibedpdim.
Nylysmnsjart, p. 178
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dream experience. It might be said that waking experience has
got what may be called sasrddakales, i.¢., the power of enabling
us to attain the object perceived ; while the objects of dream
experience are admittedly illusory and unreal, as they might be
contradicted. The real problem therefore is what is fo be under-
stood by the samvddakatva, or what does constitote the validity
of waking experience ?

A close consideration of this question shows that waking
experience is to b admitted as valid because its objects are real ;
whereas dreamn experience is invalid because its objects are
unreal. This leads to an examination of what is meant by
objects of waking experience being real. What then are we to
understand by the reality of the external objects? From the
Vijianavading’ standpoint, nay, from the point of view of all
Buddhistic metaphysics, only momentary existence is real and
everything else is unreal. Hence how can, for example, the
steady appearance of things be taken as real, seeing that it is the
result of taking the series of momentary vibrations which alone
are real, as non-momentary or sthira ?

Thus objects cognised as non-momentary or sthirs are merely
false appearances.! Koowledge derived from waking experience
being vitiated by the false appearance of objects is therefore of
the same category as dream experiences.

Moreover it might also be said that idea and its objects
being always coguised together are not two different things but
are one and the same thing ; for it is a universally accepted
principle that things experienced and cognised together always
and invariably, such as blue and idea of blue, are identical and
not different,?

! NMairantaryivabhiizasya bhrintatvit tasmidfrit santaresu vrksesvekn-
ghanavaon-pratysyavadesah sthilah pratysysh. Bh., p, 548,

f Yad yens saha niystasahopalarmbhanarh tstisto na bhidyste,
Bhlu P& H"l
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Finally, it is also clear that the diversification spoken of is
nothing but & mere modification of consciousness. In other
words, we are not nware or conscions of any diversification
beyond the range of consciousness. Soitis but natural and
inevitable that we should identify this diversification with the
form of consciousness or understanding. Hence the object so
called is not something outside the consciousness or understand-
ing but a mere modification of it, Jayanta Bhatfa also explains
the view thus: since nothing outside the range of the under-
standing is cognisable and since knowledge always assumes
diverse forms of necessity, it is to be concluded that it is under-
standing which gives or generates those diverse forms without
any so-called external objects outside the understanding.’

Jayanta Bhatta further explains that even admitting for the
sake of argument that there are external objects, it is to be
noticed that eognition or jildna is capable of giving diverse forms
of itself ; for it is cognition which first gives rise to the idea of
the object and it is through this definitely formed idea that we
can know or speak of the object, and not that the so-called ob-
ject comes first to give shape and form to the idea. Cognition
or knowledge is thus not without form of its own, Hence,
according to the logical law of * parsimony,” it is unnecessary
and wrong to sssume that it is the so-called objects which give
rise to different forms of cognition. An example perbaps will
make this clearer : when it is said, “‘ I have known the pot"
it i the cognition which comes first and gives definite hape to
the idea of the pot, So theassumption of the external objects
is redundant and unnecessary.? _

The author of Sastradipika also in explicating the position
appeals to popular verdiet. A man ordinarily speaks of an object

! Jhénsfes grbysmipamikirahitarh  grmbitumséakyamiti  baldt
sikirameva tad grahitavyarh sdkiire os jiifine grbite sati dvitiyakirapibhivit -
kuto jainitirikto vihyo'sthalh? Ny, M., p. 588, Benasres Edition.

3 Vide Nydysmafijari, pp, 608-80, Benares Edition.
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as blue becanse his cognition has the form of blue. I, however,
cognition is supposed to give its own form, the question is hound
to arise as to how the distincfion between cognition and the
thing coznised is felt in the very act of perception The author
of Sastradipika and his commentator answer this question by
saying that thers being no external objects cognisable beyond the
range of cognition, it is cognition itself which appears to us in
the shape or form of external objects. In other words, the rela-
tion between cognition (grahana) and the thing cognised
(grahya) is one of tadatmya or identity. But owing to non-
apprehension of this identity, they appear as two distinet and
different things.'

According to the Vijidnavadin's position, there are two
aspects of knowledge—one referring fo what might be called its
' samdropa,” super-imposed or phenomenal aspect, i.¢., the nspect
in which knowledge ordinarily appears to us ; the other aspect
might be called its *apavdda’ or real or metaphysical aspect in
which it appears in its true nature rising superior to the false
notions or super-imposition.* The two aspects might aléo be
called the khyati aspect or the aspect in which knowledge
appears to us only, and the nirodha aspect or the aspect in which
it returns upon the ultimate reality which is its true nature.
These two aspects of knowledge have been very elaborately dealt
with by the author of the Lankavatarasiitra,

Perception does not give us the true nature of reality of
objects. This happens as a result of what the autbor of the Lanka-
vatarasiitra calls samdropa or super-imposition which consists in
taking one thing for another ns when we mistake & rope fora
snake or the illusory world for reality. What then is the nature
of the samadropa ? It consists of four forms of varieties according
to the Lankavatdrasilra, oiz., (a) Asattrikganasamiropa or the

! Vide Sastradipiki and Siddhantacandriki, p, 52, Bombsy Edition,
* Cf. Adhyirops and Apavida theory of the Advaits-Vedinta—vide
Vedintesira, p. 10.
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super-imposition of trikgana or trimomentary existence of the
object though it is really momentary or kyapika. In other
words, thiz means that thougl the object, and for the matter of
that, reality, is momentary, still it is cognised as enduring for at
Jeast three moments or stages such as origination, duration and
destruction, as admitted by all Indian systems bolding external
objects to be real. But this is not true according to the nihilis-
tie school of Buddhism. (h) Asaddrgli-samaropa or the super-
imposition of 8 wrong notion of things. Thus there is here a
falen appearance of something steady though really it is momen-
tary. (&) Asaddhetu-samaropa or the super-imposition of a
cause falsely, This means that though really, according to this
‘sehool, knowledge or cognition i3 without any cause being itself
the only beginningless reality, still partienlar perceptions falsely
appear to be cansed or occasioned by such and such organs of
sense, conjoined with representative elements supplied by memory,
ete. This ascription of cause to something causeless is thus a
false super-imposition. (d) Asadblliva-samiropa or the false
super-imposition of  existence (bhara) and non-existence
(abhdpa) to things. For, according to this school the yvisible
manifoldness of this world is as false as the ascription of horns to
a hare, Still people are apt to classify things falsely under either
existence or non-existénce though really things are beyond the
range of both existence or non-existence.’

Analysing deeper and more closely, the author of the Lanka-
vatdrasilra classifies twelve varieties of cognition called vikalpas
which arise as 8 resuli of the super-imposition already discussed.
Thus there are the Abhidheya-vikalpa, Laksanavikelpa and
Abhilapavikalpa and so on which by their separate and conjoint
action make the world appear to us falsely as @ manifold
yariety.

! Vide Lankavatarasitrs, pp. 79-74
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This false soper-imposition together with all these vikalpas
is due to the beginningless desire or what is also called by him
Miaya or Avidya.' The relation of this Maya to the manifold
universe is neither identical nor different ; it cannot be altogetber
different and distinet from the universe for the manifold universe
itself, as already shown, is the result of this Mayid ; nor can it be
identical with the universe seeing that it is something over and
above this manifoldness. It is therefore anyinanyavivarjita, is
something beyond identity and non-identity. Hence ii cannot
be regarded as either existent or non-existent or in. other words,
it 1s something which is inexplicable.*

This aspect is what is called khyativijidna or samaropa,
i.¢., phenomenal aspect of knowledge by meaus of which the
affairs of practical life are earried on. The other aspect of
knowledge is what is called apavads, i.e., metaphysical aspect
of knowledge which consists in turning away from or realising
the false character of knowledge as generated by samdaropa
ar, as Sarkara would put it, adhydsa described before. Apavada
or metaphysical kuoowledge eliminates falsely super-imposed
knowledge and turns the mind towards reality ; for apavada
means literully that something is apavadyaie, i.e., eliminated.
It is only when there is nothing to be eliminated as due to
super-imposition or vikalpa that true knowledge or intuitive
vision of the Buddha (Buddhanetriva) might be said to be
attained. Thus when there is a complete destruction of the

! Bvatab svacchamapi JAdnam anidyavidydvissnivibhavens latts.
danckikirakilugyarusitavapuriva  prakigate  jfinavisanabhedasantins-
Yosea bijitkuravadanaditvit nisys paryanuyogasyivasaraly kuto visand
pravrita itl, NyRyamafijari, p. 580, Benares Edn.

* (#) Mayi ca vaicitryfinns anyi na mmanyi yedi soyi syt vaicitryarh
miyihetukath nn syt atha ananyi syit raicitryinmayivaicitryayorvibhigo
D& EyAL aa ea drgio vibhigah fesmit na anyi pa ananyd sta eva miyk na
niistynstitvens shhinivestavyi.

Fide Lotikavatirasttras, p. 118.

(b) Of. Sadasadvilaksapd avidyd of the sdvaita- Vedinta,

32
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mental modifications or super-imposition that Niredna is
attained. The final result of the Vijlinavadins’ positian is that
according to it the empirical knowledge, such as “this is oyster’
is as much the creation of consciousness (Alayavifiana) as the
so-called objects of false knowledge, e.g., silver in mistaking
oyster for silver. Thus normal (empiriesl) and abnormal (illu-
gory) perception is on the zame level, the Alayavijidna itself
appearing as the object in both. The falsity of erroneous percep-
tion consists in the wrong objectification or spatio-temporal refer-
ence of the purely mental image of silver. For the silver as idea
is real and cognising of this real mental image as something
external constitutes error of false perception and though the silver
might be negated in the ‘this’ or locus, its reality as a mental
image is unquestionable. Thus confrary to the generally accepted
view they hold that it is really the thisness of appearance which
is false and not the idea (i.¢., silver) whose reality as a form
of consciousness cannot be gainsaid.
Against this fundamental position of the Vijianavada that
knowledge is without any corresponding reality (viffignam
/ niralarnbanam) all Brahmanieal schools of
Refolstion of ihe ; : =
E‘,‘i‘d‘.‘&“ or Abms- P_inlumphjr direct their attack. . They all argue
that partioular forms of perception or eognition
are all due to external objects. Sarbkara, RimAnuja and other
Vedintic schools argue that in cognition, the objects such as the
pot, cloth, ete., are always perceived as something external and
notas a mere form of cognition. In other words, no one cog-
nises those objects as cognition itself, but only as objects of
cognition having exframental realify. Moreover, the very argo-
ments that cognition itself takes on forms of objects and that
cognition itself appears as something external or extramental,
presuppose or imply that there are objects which are external or
extramental; for in the absolute absence or non-existence of
external objects, how is it possible to speak or conceive of them?
Besides, the argument that the simultanecus presence of the
perception and its objects implies their non-difference or identity
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has not much force in it; for abheda or non-difference itself
means that there is a prior difference, since if there” be not two
sepurate things how could you apeak of their non-differenee or
identity? The explanation of the manifold variety of consecious-
ness as being due to different desires is also unsatisfactory, for in
the first place the whole position is direct ly opposed to all
experience, Hxperience shows that the different desires
are excited or evoked by different objects. And it is a reversal
of the true order of experience to maintain that it i= the desires
or pasands which arouse or excite a conscionsness of manifold
objects. Lastly, the analogy of dream consciousness is not
npplicable to perceptual or cognitional knowledge, For dream
consciousness is contradicted and falsified by waking conscious-
ness and is due to certain faults in its causation sueh as sleep,
etc. But true perception or cognition as distinguished from
false perception is never contradicted or falsified and is free from
any fault in its causation. Thus there isa fundamental differénce
between dream consciousness and waking consciousness and it is
not permissible to infer on the dream analogy that there are no
extramental objects in cognition just because there are no such
objects in dream consciousness. Moreover, dream conssionsness is
ol without objects as maintained by the Vijdanavadin. There are
undoubtedly objects present in dream consciousness though these
objects have not the same vividness as the objects of waking
consciousness. Besides mere idealism as advocated by the
Vijidpaviidin is unable to explain worldly activity or practical
life; for in life external objects play an important part and, as has
been already shown, such idealism is contrary to all facts of
experience. Hence it is to be concluded that no experience or
knowledge is possible without extramental reality or objects.
The main points of attack ngainst the Vijiiinavidin's posi-
A tion advanced by all the :}r.lhudux Brahmanical
Muakhyiivids o Schools including the \dvaita Vedanta might be
' reduced to two. Firstly, that external objects
cannot be regarded as mere forms of consciousness in s0 far as in
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cognising them the form of consciousness is not that they are
cognitions but that they are something beyond and other than
cognition, having an outward reference ; secondly, that in the
Vijfidnavidin's view the broad and unmistakable difference be-
tween dream and waking consciousness would altogether be obliter-
ated, both being forms of consciousness only. It might be, how-
ever, noted in passing that if is not merely the Brahmanical
schoole which attack the Vijiinavidins in this way. Another
school within Baddhism itself, riz., the Saufrintikas ' also made
these two weak spots in the Vijiidnsviids epistemology the target
of their attack, With regard to the first point, the Sautrintikas
hold that it would not do to say that because ecognition and the
cognised object appear simultaneously in consciousness, there is
no difference. between the two, for to argne thus would be againsi
all canons of proof or reasoning. If there were no difference, the
form of cognition would be *T am blue' and not ‘this iz blue.'
Moreover the cognition is inward-looking while the object has

! The seeand schiool of the Hinayina is called the Savtrintika. The
Savtrintikes, unlike the Vijiinavidine, sdmot the extraments! existencs of
the phenomenal world which, according to them; is nob directly perceived
but Inferrad from the diversification of sogaition. In support of this theory
Madhaviciiryya in his Barvadarfens-samhgraha writes: ' Cognition must
uliimately have some object since it is manifosted in duslity. Tfthe object
proved were only 8 form of cognition it should manifest jteslf ss such, and
not as an externnl object." O the origin of the term ' Ssutriintikes '
Madbaviciryys says: '‘ The name Sautrintika arose from the fact that
the venerated Buddha called some of his disciples Santrintikss whe asked
what was the vliimste purport (anla) of the aphorim (siltra).’’

It may well be noted that the Sautrintikss mre so becsuse of their
adherence to the 'Butta Pitaka’ ar the section consisting of the discourses of
Buddha to the rejestion of the two other Pitakos,

(a) Vide Sarvadardansssrigrahs, p. 45,

{b) Sitrasyintarh prechatinn kaihitarh bhavantasea sliirasyintari
pretavantah sautrintiki bhsvantviti bhegavati abhihitataya ssotraniiks-
«earhjiti safijitedd,

Vide Sarvadsréanssarigrabs, p 48.

Fu
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outward reference. Nor would it suffice to hold that owing te
mistake, the blue appears as if it were modification of consciouss
ness. For, if there be nothing external, how can you say “‘as if
it were an external object ?'° It would be as absurd as to say
that Vasumitra appears to be the son of a barren woman. The
very fact that you have to speak of ‘as if if were external’ im-
plies a real external world and your denial of it returns upon and
hits you like a boomerang.! Again to maintain this non-differ-
ence between cognitions and the cognised would lead fo a
logical fallacy. For identity or non-difference can be proved only
when the manifestation of difference is shown to be illusory. In
other words, identity posiulates a prior difference.’

A close examination of the Vijfiinaviadin’s position however
shows that the above criticism is based on a misunderstanding or
distortion of his position. It is as a reaction against the erude
materialists, dualists and realists that the Vijidnavadins develop
their theory of idealism and therefore appear to fall inio the oppo-
site error of solipsism or mentalism. This however is not the true
position of Vijidnapada or Yogdcdra school of Buddhism The
Vijiidnavadins argne against the easy-going assumption of the rea-
lists that the mind is a self-contained reality confronted in experi-
ence by other self-contained things. Going behind the two subs-
tances of mind and matter they try to discover a comprehensive
reality embracing the two, Like Kant in the West, with true
philosophic insight, the Vijddnaviding urge that the whole
objective world cannot exist without a transcendental apperceiving
intellect orViffiana which is more than merely individual. Within
this * Vijiddno "arises the distinction of subject and object. Henee

' Ato  hahirvaditi wadsti  babyarn  gribyameseti  bbAivanfymmiti
bhavadiyavipo bhsventarh praharet.—Vide Sarvadardanssarhgerahs, pp.
35-86.

* Bhedspeatibhiisssys bhrintaive sbhedapratibbisssys primaoynd tat
praimigye cs bhedapratibhisasys bbrintatvamiti paraspariérayaprasadgicen.
—Vide Sarvadardans-saragraha, p. 35 (Abhyamkara's Edn.),
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the * layavijiana " of the Vijfidnavadine is a fundamental fact
of reality revealing itsell in individual minds and things ;. for, all
the manifold distinctions of experience such as subject and object,
etc., appear in it because of the beginningless series of dualistic
desire.” Thus the phenomenal existence of the world with its®
distinctions of subject and object is accepted by them. As
MadhavBcArya in his Sarvadaréenasatngraha writes : °“ Nor must
it be supposed that on this hypothesis, the juice, the energy
and the digestion derivable from an imaginary and actual sweet-
meat will be the same® The Vijiiinavidins therefore do not
reduce the external world to an absolute nought bui go further
along with most other Buddhistic schools to discriminate
between the threefold nature of knowledge or Vijiana
implying three grades of reality corresponding to them: (@)
imagined nature (Parikalpita), (i) dependent or caused
pature (Paratanira) and (i) absolute or wmetaphysical nature
(Parinigpanna). In Parikalpits, the imagination is active without
being controlled by the categories in the Kantian sense, €.4.,
when a rope is mistaken for a snake. It cannot stand critical
judgment and has no practical efficiency. Paratantra is empirical
kiowledge and is the work of the understanding, its categories
having validity within experience, But the absolute reality
cannot be kuown throngh this categorised knowledge.’ Pari-
nigpanna is metaphysical insight through which it is possible
to rise to the universal which exists as whole and nndivided
Vijitdna or consciousnesss. Plurality iz due to subjechion to
space and time which are the principles of individuation. The
highest stage of knowledge is thus the ‘Alayavijidna * which
though not yet phenomenalised into the manifold by beginningless

| (a) Atripi anadiravicchinnupravibi bhedavidanaiva nimitbam—
Vide Survidarians-sarhgrsha, p. 82, (Abhyamkare's Edn.)
(b) Vide Nydyamafjari, p. 536,
2 ¥n o unﬁrylvipihiﬂi-umknmjﬂmuinibpi:jﬁn-mndnkiniﬁ
uyaditi veditavyam—Vide Sarvadarfans-sarhgraha, p. 82.
3 0f, Kaatian Phenoménalism and Agnosticism.
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desire, is still a concrete reality according to the Yogacaras ;
for they admif only the reality of intellect with forms.! More-
over, in explaining the experience of the manifold the Yagacaras
divide all things into two groups—samskria or composite and
"asuthskrta * or non-composite and admit such things as five
“ skandhas ' or constituents, four * dldtus' or bases, and six
“dyatanas " or locations, though the emphasis is laid by them
on “citta’ or mind and not, like the realists, on * riipa,’ i.e.,
matter. Nagarjuna reduces the first two to one ‘sarmortisatia,’
the other name of Avidya, and calls the third * paramdrtha ' or
the highest reality.®

The eriticism of Sathkara and others would seem to be based
on a misunderstanding ; and the misunderstanding jtsell was
generated by the fact that the Buddhistic writers and their
Brahmanieal expounders used language and illusteations which
were linble to misinterpretation. Thus it is said that the waking
eonsoiousness is just like dream, that the distinction of knower,
known and knowledge is false like the illusion of the douhle
moon, ete.! Now this is surely apt to suggest that no

! Akirssahita buddhiryogicarasys sammata.
Vide Sarvadarfans-sathgruha, . 45,
2 Vide familiar Buddhistic versss quoted by Anondatirtlia in his
Tattvoddyota 2, 2. 29:
{a) SBatyantu dvividhar prokism
gathvrtarh piramirthikam
sammyrtarh vyavahiramh syit
nivritau phramirthikam.
{(b) Dve satye samupisritya Buddbaniis dharmndedana,
Loka sarhvitaatyafica satyafica paramirthatah
Cf., Paramirthika-sattd and vysvahirika-satts of the Advaita-

Vedianta.
(¢) Viciryamine no’sabyath satyafioapi prativats

yasya tat sarmhvrtach jfieyarh vyavahfirupadancs tat,
¥ Vide Sarvadaréanssathgrahy, p, 20, Abhyntkara's Edn,
(¢) Drgiarthavyavahirates svapnavyavahiiravat sarhvriya safga.
cchate.
(b) TYadodyarh grahysgrihakasathvittinim Prithagavabhiissh a5
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distinction is drawn between dream and waking life. More-
over, in other places the Buddhists have emphasised the false
ocharacter of all existence consistently with their view of the non-
validity of all knowledge (spatah apramanya); for if normal
knowledge is naturally invalid, it stands to reason that the so-
called universe is unreal, All this led lo the impression that
the Vijianavidins do not distinguish between waking conscious-
ness and dream.  But a closer scrutiny of their position would
show that the criticism is misapplied and beside the point. The
Vijianavadins took care to emphasise that due to the sotivity
of *saurti ' or avidy@ the waking consciousness is as much
unreal as the dream consciousness, This is almost identical
with the position of the Advaitins who also hold the same view
and as we have seen the Vijlianaviiding differentiate between
¢ parikalpita* (imagivary or dream) and * paratantra * (empirical)
knowledge. The only question is—is the eriterion of differentia-
tion an adequate one ? Satikara thinks it is not; the dream
consciousness is sublated or negated while waking consciousness
persiats, i.6., $he one is badhita while the other is abadhita."
It may be noted here that according to the Advaiting' own true
position this is not just, for from the standpoint of the Advaita-
Vedinta, both dream and waking consciousness are unreal,
being the product of Maya, and capable of annihilation on
the dawn of true knowledge. We have therefore fo admit
that in levelling this criticism Samhkars forgets his own posi-
tion as an absolute idealist, and becomes more of & realist.
The poor Vijldnavidins have done nothing else except
emphasising that from the metaphysical standpoint both

ekasmin candramasi dvitvAvebhisa iva bhramsb. stripi snidirevicchinos-
pravihabhedavisanaiva nimitiam, Tdid, p. B2.

! Vide Sarbkarabhiigen, 2. 2, 26. Bidhyste hi svapnopalabdharh vastu
pratibuddbasys mithyd mayd upalsbdho mahijanasamigams iti, Daivam
jhgaritopalarbharh vastu kasyteidapysvastbiyim bidbyste, i
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waking consciousness and dream are unreal being the product
of ‘satherti " or ddidya. It is only from the standpoint of tlia
ultra-realists, such as materialists and dualists who hold the
rgality of both the subject and object as eternal, that a real
criticism of the Vijdanavidin's position might be maintained,
ffor if both subject and object are equally real eternally how eati
we speak of one as more real tlan the other ? To this the
Vijfiinavading can reply along with the Advaitins that duality
or plurality necessarily implies utity, that the distinction of
subject implies something that transcends both nd that the dis-
tinetion of waking and dream indicates a continuity of conscious-
ness which comprises bioth. The only real question is whit is
$he nature of this unity? The Vijianavadihs hold that it is the
Aluyaviifiang which is the highest form of reality, But what
18 this Alayavifidna and can it be conceived s the highest
reality? The Vijianavadins explain Alayavijiana as the cons
ereté intelligent principle of consciousiess which underlies ll
experience ; it is identified with the salf and diversifies itself into
the manifold forms. Tt is this nof without a form or featurs.
A ftiestion may, therefore, be dsked how afe the forms gene-
rated? Are the forms in Alayavijfiana due t6 the activity of
beginningless desire 2 It 80, what is the exact relation betwess
the two? The Vijiiinaviding cannot satisfactorily nnswer these
questions. Tf beginningless desire is regarded as the enise of
these manifold forms in Alayavijiana, the Alayavijfiana itselt is
reduced to an-reality. The Vijfidnaviiding cannot escape frop
the charges like the Advaitins to whom alsy thé same questions
about the relation of Brahiman and Maya might be put. For
the Advaitine can answer by raying that their Brahman or
higliest reality is without any form or feature and whatever
formis appear are the workings of Maya which can in no Wiy
affect the nature of Brahmian, the evolution of fortns being of
the ‘vivarta’ type or an evolution without substantial mutation,
Hente we have perforce &0 conclude {hat the Alayavijnind
cinnot bé the highest form of reality. Besidés this, the Vijiidng-
33
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vadins use Alayavijiidng in & rather ambiguous sense making it
difficult to say what they exactly mean. Sometimes they use
it to mean universal consciousness which diversifies ilself
into different minds and things and sometimes they imply by it
rather the empirical ego. Lastly, thongh Yogdcaras did not
altogether intend to make the world of space and time depend
on individual conseiousness, it cannot be denied that in their
eagerness to refute crude realism they sometimes made a con-
fusion of psychological and metaphysical points and thus arrived
at a crude mentalism, The confusion is worse confounded by
the employment of the same term ‘pijfldna’ to indicate both
changing and unchanging aspects of mental life.

Sanyavada or Asatkhyativida might be regarded as the
asaubyitvass o Jogical culmination of the Vijiianavada epis-
ﬂ&“fg S poui. temology. If vijfiana is the only reality and
oRs outward objects are unreal as the Vijainav&din
holds, the vijiidna itself becomes unreal. For we cannot have
consciousness without an object of which we are conscious. And
when the Vijiiinavadin acconnts for the empirical world by post-
ing a continuous subject, the Sfinyavadin or Asatkhyativadin pushes
the argument a step beyond and ‘‘the very shadow of the soul™
is discarded. If the Vijiinavidins are right there can be no
objects to be known and no object implies no subject. Thus the
Sinyavadins do away with the constant alaya and set our ideas
adrift. T there are no extramental relations there can be no
world. External objects and internal states are both void or
#inya. According to the Sanyaviding we are dreaming even
when we are awake. Besides the Zlayavijiana of the Yogdcaras
ecannot be the highest form of reality, for there being no object,
what is it that gives if form? In other words, it cannot be
akdrasahita or with forms, i.c., relational. Thus the highest
reality must be non-relational there being no possibility of dis-
tinction between subject and object and this can only be called
Stmya or void. Therefore the question naturally arises as to
what it is that the Sanyoradins or Asatkhyatividing mean when
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they speak of the highest reality as Sanya? Do they imply by
it absolute void or nothingness as the orthodox Brahmanical
schools, nay, even the Vijisnavadins themselves,represent, or does
ibmean something positive though no definite attribute or quali-
fication can be ascribed to it? Thus Samkara, Kumarila® and
Udnyana all take this Sanya to mean absolute nothingness lead-
ing to the complete unreality of the world. Udayana therefore
queries : ““ Is the conception of Sanya or void & fact or not? 1f
it is not a fact that is perceived by and through one, how can
you say that the world is ‘fanya’? I it is a fact, is it self-
evident or perceived by and through some one else? Then, the
existence of some one else and what he perceived must both be
admitted.” The Vijiinavadin goes further and argues that “If
all is nothing, then nothing itself becomes the eriterion of truth
and the Madhyamika or Asatkhydtivadin has no right to discuss
with others of a different way of thinking. He who accepts
nothing as real, can neither prove his position nor disprove his
opponent s case.” Again 4 still more formidable objection againat
the Madhyamika position is that nothingness or ultra-void fails
altogether to explain the causal connexion in the cosmic evolution.
If nothing is the reality, how are we to explain the process of the
universe? Nigarjuna frankly admits the validity of this objec-
tion and holds that causation or change itsell and along with it
the empirical world is unintelligible; for the very conception
of change or causation is full of contradiction or antinomy.
As Nagarjuna puts it “‘a thing is born neither from itself nor
from another nor from both or without cause. Production seems
to be logically impossible. What is non-existent cannot be
produced by any cause such as a square circle. If origination
is admitted to be desirable in the case of what is existent, then
it “‘produces only that which has been already produced. One
and the same thing cannot be both existent and non-existent,

! Fide Slokaviirttika, 115.8.10.
3 Vide Sarvasiddhintasirs-sathgrahs, Chap. 8.58.4.

L
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Nor can we say that one and the same thing is distinot
from both existence and non-existence. Nothing real can
be spoken of as coming to existence, nor can it be said that
the pot, this moment non-existent, next moment becomes
existent, That will be to assert a contradiction, When we
know that things have no absolute existence we see that
they cannot produce others with such existence. [If we speak of
causes, we do so at the expeuse of logic indulging in makeshifts
of subject and object, substance and attribute, space and time.
Absolutely speaking there is no cause or effect, no production or
vessation.! The Sinyoviding further elaborate this idea of
csusation in their theory of ‘Pratifya’samutpada’ or dependent
origination according to which a thing is 8 mass of ‘‘dharmas'"
following one another in & continuous succession. The indivi-
dual human being is a collection of ‘dharmas’ since every
thonght, sensation or volition is a ‘dharma." A carrisge is a
pame of & collection of material ‘dharmas." Apart from the
dharmas the carriage and the man have only an ideal existence, an
existence of designation (prajilapli). Dharmas alone exist though
they are liable to destruction. Every thought or thing may have as
its determining cause or prafyays & great number of ‘dharmas”
more or less external to itsell, such as object of vision, visual
organ, ete., but its real hefu or causeis the thought immediately
preceding it, even asevery moment of the duration of the
flame depends on the oil, wick, vte., though itis truly a continua-
tion of the preceding moment of the flame. Thus the Stunya-
vading do not dismiss the “dharmas’ as wholly unresl. Only
they consider them to be phenomenal and momentary, Nighrjuna
turther admits the Yogdcira-objection that what is inexplicable
is unreal and only adds that on this principle vijiana itself is
unreal since we cannot say anything consistent about it. He
also agrees with the Yogdcara in holding that the world is

! Vide Barvasiddhintasirasstbgraha, Chap, 91,
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constituted by relations but goes further in maintaining that
these relations are only bypostatization or abstractions, being
wholly unintelligible. All we can say is that the whole world,
*matter, soul, space, time, cause and substance, ete., are with-
ouk substance and therefere only appearance. Though the
Sanyavading thus speak of the world as mere appearance, they
however maintain that there i=s something which underlies this
appearance. For even when we wrongly superimpose the
notion of » serpent on the rope, the rope exists though the ser-
pent does mot. The rope is only void of serpent. Similarly
the qualities, characteristics such as form, ete., commonly atiri-
buted to things may not exist. Though the denotable proper-
ties may not exist, the substratum exists. The distinetions of
‘jiana’ and ‘jiieya,” knowledge and kunowable, ete., are based
on something. As Bodhisaltvabhami puts it: “‘For Sinya
(vacuity) to be a justifiable position, we must have firstly the
existence of that which is empty, and then the non-existence of
that by, the absence of which it is empty ; but if peither exists,
how can there be & vacuity? " In other words wvacuity or void
implies something which is void or vacuum. Thus the void or
the Sunya of the Sinyaviding is not something negative but
seems to be positive. They speak of it as fathdta and in their
description of fathdta as the highest reality they speak in terms
almoet similar to the deseription, of Brahman of the iﬁvaih—
Vednta. The fathila or the metaphysical absolute of the.
Buddhists is in its essentinl nature real and eternal but we mis-
take it as absolute nothingness, it is called “bhkave’ or existence,
thongh its true nature cannot be expressed by means of language.
For as Asanga says, ** It can neither be called existence or non-
existence. It is neither such nor otherwise, It is neither
born nor destroyed. It neither increases nor decreases, Ik is
neither purity nor filth, Such is the real laksewa or nature of the
transcendental truth—"' There iz then neither that which speaks
nor that which is spoken of ; neither that which thinks nor
that which is thought of ; when jyou conform to tathdts and

-
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when your subjectivity is completely obliterated, it is then that
you will be 2aid to have insight.”” ' The absolute is free from
relativity, individuality and conditionedness, though it is self-
existent and the source of all. More positively it is the efful-e
gence of great wisdom ; the universal illuminagion of the dharma-
dhatu (universe), the true and adequate knowledge, the mind
pure and clear inits nature, the eternal, the blessed, the self-
regulating and the pure, the immutable and the free.® It is
now clear that the highest reality of the Madhyamikas is almost
identical with the Brahman of the Advaiting ; and Madhavicirya
makes it still clearsr by quoting from Vivekavilasa that
Madhyamikas admit only the featureless self-subsistent ocon-
sciousness a3 the highest reality.® Tt has been probably ecalled
‘Stnya’ by the Madhyamikas because no proof can be applied to
it as it is totally featureless, Hence ‘it is that Anandatirtha in
his Tattvoddyota points out that there is no difference between
the Sanyavada and the Mayavada.*

Though there is & striking similarity between the Sanyavada

1 Vide Suzuki, The Awakening of Faith, p. 58.
#  Vide Buzuki, The Awakening of Faith, p. 96,
fa} Vide ulso the Buddhist verse quoted by Anandatirths—Nasys
sattvamasativarh v oa dogo gupa eva vil, 2, 2. 0,
Heyopideyarahitarh tat éinyarh padamaksayam,
Cf. the Advaitic conception of Brahman.
* Vide Sarvadardana-sarngrahs, p. 46,
Kevalirh sahvidarh svasthirth manyante Madhyamih punab.
Y Vids Tattvoddyota (Madhvsvildsa Book Dep., Biitra, 2. 2. 20)
Ns oo Elnyavidinah sakigad villakgapyarh mayfvadinah, The following
resemblunces have also been pointed out by Anandatirtha m  his
Tattvoddyota : (i) The Brahman is nirdharmika, nirguna, nindikden, eto,
%0 ia the Sinys of the Sinyavidins. (i) The Brahman is nigkriya, devoid
of all notivity, the Parmenedisn Being, so is ths Sdnya. (i) The Brahman
i# indeseribable, and cannot be squeezed into conceptual categories, so is the
8anys. (iv) The Brahman manifelts itsslf ss the phenomensal universe,
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and the Maydrdda in respect of the nature of their ultimate
reality and various other paints as noted by Anandatirtha, the
former, on closer examination, will be found to fail in the ex-
planation of the cosmic evolution. As we have seen, the Sanya-
"vacins explain the cosmic process by reference to what they call
eyclic origination. But the questionis this: If their ultimate
reality is totally featureless how is its modification or appearance
as the basis of the manifold world fo be explained? Tf it is
said that appearance or eychie process of cosmie evolution is
generated by the working of the beginningless desire in it, the
ultimate reality will no longer remain featureless. If, on the
contrary, the beginningless desire has no relation to the absolute
reality, the world process itsell becomes an inexplicable enigma
and again this will lead to dualism, the desire being an indepen-
dent reality. Hence as we caw in the case of the Yogacara
school, the problem of the relation of the ultimate reality to the
world-process remains as unsolved as ever.

As regards the objective implication of koowledge

s BakbybbiAds Ramfnuja's view-point is known as  Satkhyati-
of Raaskanjs. vdda, All so-called appearances forming the
object of knowledge exist as objectively valid

entities. Objects are regarded as prior to knowledge and the
act of knowledge functions to bring them inte relation
with the knowing subject. Appearances even in false per-
ception are valid, implying objective reality. This reality is
not merely objective or relative but absolute. Ramanuja has
tried to bring out this realistic aspect of knowledge from the
Vedas. Even in erroneous perception whatever is cognised is
something existent ; knowledge in the absence of corresponding
object is an impossibility. ‘“ In other words, the agreement

so does the Sinys. (v) Tha Brahman is the goal of the Advaitin's spiritual
and metaphysical endeavour, so is the Sinya the goal of the maral gnd
metaphysical endesvour of the Buddhists,
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between knowledge and its object shonld extend from the * that’
(prakdrin) to the ‘what' (pratdrd) also of what is presented."
Raminuja is thus an advocate of extreme réalism. The time-
space-cause world, to him, is an absolute reality endowed with
real qualities, And it is the real world that forms the object
of our knowledge. Every appearance has a value and validity
of its own, and whatever appears and forms the object of ex-
perience is (saf) truth. As regards normal perception Ra&minuja’s
position is not very difficalt to follow but so far as erroneous
percaption or illusion is concerned the position i3 somewhat
difficult. TFor illusory percepts catinot satisfy the pragmatic test
which may be nccepted as the real mark of empirie truth. To
establish his position on the philosophio bisis Ramanuja argues
that the main function of consciousness is to enlighten experience
and it would be the height of folly to go against the evidence of
sell-consciousness.  Self-constiousness cannot go against ils own
revelation and commit suicide and self-negation. The evidence
of self-conscionsness even in false perception cannot be doubted
for even in illusion, there ¢an be no question about the appear-
ance of something as also that this form of conseionsness can be
embodied in 8 judgment. The difference between an illusion
and an empirically valid perception comsists in this, that while
the object of the former can be negated or proved false as a result
of practical endeavour, the latter cannot be gainsaid as it safis-
fies all pragmatic demands. Ad a form of consciousness hoth
are on the same level and valid. The facthood or theoretic
assuredness of false percepts is not denied in the system of RAmAa-
puja; False asppearances also have materialistic value and
validity and are real in our experience. They uare not tolally
false though they eannot satisfy demands of practical life.! Even
in false perception, between the presented datum and the cogni-
tion, there is no difference of materials, for when we perceive the
oyster as silver, the perception of silver in the oyster is occasioned

'V Vide Srutaprakisiks, p. 185 (Bombay Edition),



SUPER-IMPOSITION 265

by the element of silver it contsins, RE&mdnuja eorroborates
this epistemological realism by a reference to the metaphysical
theoriés of Pafictkarana or Trivrtkarana'—the former holding
that all the cosmic manifolds are mixed substances, containing
all the five bhatas or gross elempas and the latter implying
that the cosmie world is made tripartite and this tripartite con-
stitution is apprebended even in all valid perceptions. For
example, **the red colour sensation in the burning fire comes
from primal elementary fire, the white colour from water, the
black colour from earth," * The threefold nature of the burn-
ing fire is thus proved and the same principle holds good in the
case of all things, everything being composed or compounded of
all the theee primary elements, On the basis of this theory
Baminuja gives a malerialistic interprefation of wany ‘cases of
false perception.

(I} Inthe erroneous perception of mirage, the cognized
water 1s really there in the overheated sandy waste which has &
tripartite constitution or is a product of the five cosmic bhfitas
and not merely of pure earth thongh the earih constitutes the
preponderating part of it. The other primary elements are
however there in small quantities. Here the perception of water
is thus a presented datum actually existing in frout of the par-
ticular percipient and the cognition is of the something that is
really existent or sat,

(2) In the case of oyster-silver R&mAnuja similarly argues
that the illusion of shell-silver iz due, among other causes, to the
similarity between the two substances, riz., their peculiar lusire,
This similarity means, to Rimfinuja, the presence in the ‘shell’
though only to & very limited extent, of the very material which
constitutes silver. Likeness is to him only another term for
partial identity and so even bere what is perceived iz what is

V' Vide Yatindramatadipiki (p. 12 Anandiframs Edn.)
® Fids Chiindogyopanisad, 6, 3, 2.

34
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actually presented.' Only itis not the bhatas as such that
arve brought together here, but what are derived from them—
bhiitas. The shell is & compound not of prthivi, tejah, ete.,
in their premitive form, but of certain differentiations of tham.
the ‘shell’ being & particular modification of prthiel and silver,
as indicated by the lustre of lejok.*

‘Phis realistic explanation of Ramanuja on the busis of the
peimitive elements and the structural afinity of the plhysical
world, may hold good only in cases where the objects of illusory
percepts are made of bhatas or gross elements. But in other
cases when the white conch is seen as yellow by a person with a
jaundiced eye, a different explanation bas to be given o establish
lis theory of Satkhyativads or that which exists is alone cog-
pised. In explaining the erroneous perception of the white
shiell heing seen as yellow Raminujn in bis Bhiigya argues that
the visual rays issning from the eye come in contact with the
bile—the element of which is already existent in the eye—lkiss the
shell and the result is that the whiteness of the shell being sup-
pressed by the yellowness of the bile ismnot apprebended ; the
shell thus appears as yellow just as if it were gilded. The bile and
its yollowness is, owing to its exceeding tenuity, not perceived
by the standers; but thin though it be, it is apprehended by the
person suffering from jaundice, to whom it is very near, in so
far as it issues from bLis own eye, and through the mediation of
the visual rays, aided by the action of the impression produced on
the mind by that apprebension, it is spprehended even in the
distant object, viz., the shell.”

The explanation ndvanced by Raminuja cannot satisfy the
philosophic thought. Tt is arbitrary and fanciful. And the
unsoundness of his explanation may be clearly brought out by

! Vide Srutsprakidiki (Bombay Edn ), p. 185,
Sadpde suipdintarabuddhirgithirthysri nirdpyuate.
B Vide Sdbbasya, pp. 22-3 |Lalus L, Edition).



SUPER-IMPOSTTION 267

examining furtber hia interpretation of some instances of
the erroneous perception. The cognition of one's own
face in the mirror or in some other reflecting surface is,
gecording  to  R&minujs, frue in its character. The [act
as explained by him is that the motion of the visual rays
coming forth from the eye towards the mirror, is reversed
by the mirror, and the rays in their reverse order apprehend the
person’s own face, subsequently 1o the apprehension of the surface
of the mirror. Owing to the rapidity of the process there i8 no
apprehension of any interval between the mirror and the fact,
and the fact presents itself as being in the mirror,

(@) In the caseol one direction being mistaken for another;
.., when the sputh is taken as north, the object of perception
s such, Ramanujs says, is true. Vor the idea of direction such
as south, north, ete., being relative to the difference of spatial
position, the percipient actually cognises the north as such, for
with reference to another percipient occupying a different space-
position it is really north and it is only owing to the operation of
an unseen principle (adrsta) that the particular percipient mis-
takes the south as north. Space as such is one indivisible whole
and if relerence to any parsicular percipient is overlooked or
ignored, every direction might be regarded as any direction since
potentially every direction is all other directions. And itis
owing to the oparation of the unseen principle that all other
elements of direction are soreened up from the view in the caze of
any particular percipient when he mistakes the south as north.

(b) The valid nature of the double-moon perception has
been justified by Ramanuja: On the basis of his own principle
be argues that either through the pressure of the finger upon the
eye or owing to some abnormal affection of the eye the visual
rays are divided, und the double, mutually independent apparatus
of vision thus originates and becomes the cause of a doable appre-
hénsion of the moon, Ope apparatus apprehends the moon in
ber proper place, the other which woves somewhat obliquely
touches at first & place close by the moon, and then the moon
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itself, which thus appears somewhat moved from her proper place.
Although what is presented is the one moon distinguished by the
apprehension in two places at the same time—an apprehension
due fo the double apparatus of vision—and since the cognitions
are distinct, the objects, apprehended, must also be taken as trug
inasmuch as there is no cognition of identity between the two
moons, Thus a double moon presents itself to perception.

(¢} Inthe same way the °fire-brand circle * (aldlacakra)
Perception may also be explained as true. 'The fre-brand swings
round very rapidly. Its cognition as a fiery wheel explains itsell
through the circumstances that moving very rapidly it isin
conjunction with all points of the circle deseribed without our
being able lo upprehend the intervals, The case is analogous to
that of the perception of the real wheelin which casé no intervals
are apprehended because there are none ; while in the case of the
fire-brand none are appreliended owing to the rapidity of the
movement, Therefore in the latter case also the object of the
cognition is true, being really presented.

(d) In explaining the valid nature of the dream-conscious-
ness where at least we seem to have experience without corres-
ponding objects existing at the time, RAmanuja, on Lhe authority
of the Upanisads, argues that the divinily creates, in accordance
with the wmerit und demarit of the individual, things of unique
nature subsisting lor & certain time only and perceived by the
individusl for whom they were created as objectively real entities,
In agreement herewitn the scripture says—"* There are no chariots
in that state, no horses, no roads, then the Almighty creates
chariots, horses and roads. There are no twnks, no lakes, no
rivers, tlien the God creates tanks, lakes and rivers. For He is
the maker.”" ' |t means that although thers are no chariots,
horses, ete., 10 be perceived by other persons, the Lord ¢reates such
things to be perceived by the dreaming person only. And such
creative agency is possible only for Him who possesses the

! Vide Bybudiranyaka Upa., 4.8.10,
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wonderful power of making sll bis wishes and plans objectively
real.

God is the creator, says Ramanuja and adds that the reason
«Of bis oreating such unique things is the same as in the ease of
objects of waking state, viz., the providing of suitable means for
the individual to experience pain or pleasure according to his past
“karma.! The author of the Brahmasitras also in his sitras, dis-
cussing the possibility of the individual soul creating the objects
appearing in dreams, finally decides that the wonderful creation is
produced by the Lord only for the benefit of the individual
dreamer.' For so long as the individusl soul is in the ‘samsdra”
state, its true nature comprising the power of making iis wishes
come true—is not fully manifested, and hence it cannot practieally
exercise that power.
According to the Satkhyatinada of RimAnuja, whatever we
may think of its scientific value, true or false (prama or blirama)
ooliue ©ANNOL be divorced from reality and even in the
o itoanomied8®  case of objects whose existence cammot be
khyativida, vouched for only by individual experience,
there is no ideal or purely subjective element. [T all knowledge
15 equally valid, it may be pointedly asked how the universally
recognised distinction between the truth (pramd) and error
(bhrama) is to be explained ? The doctrine postulates that only
what iz given is known, it does not however imply that all that
is given is cognised. Knowledge, no doubt, is always of the
given and of nothing but the given ; but it need not be of the
whole of what is given. This is evident from the example eited
above. Besides the *water’ and the silver for instance there is
much in the sandy * waste * and the "shell* that is left unappre-
hended. Ramdnuja bases his explanation of error on this feature

' Vide Hrahmasiitrs with Sribhisys.
Sundbya spgiiribabi, 8.9.1.
Nimitdrnfcaike putradayades, 5.2.2,
Miyamitrantu kictsnenimsbhivyaktnavaripatvial, 5.2.8,
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of knowledge. The real implication of Sutkhyativada is this:
there can be no error of commission, all errors are those of omis-
sion, for all knowledge, though invariably walid, may be incom-
plete and incomplete knowledge (agralia) may give rise to errorg
of this kind. Thus in the case of the * yellow conch™ it is the
failure to comprebend its whitensss that causes the error. In
dream-objects again, the fact that they are private to the particu-
lar dreamer is ignored and they are confounded with the corres-
ponding objects of normal waking life. That error is consequent
of omission is made clearer still in the case of another example
cited—the fire-brand cirele (aldtacakra) where a point, owing fo
its rapid movement, is mistaken for its locus ; for while the
fact of its occupying every point on ihe circumference is appre-
hended, the other fact of its occupying them successively und
not simulianeously remains completely unperceived.

These illustrations and the statement that error is due fo
incomplete knowing may possibly lead one to think that truth
is complete knowledge. But fhat would not be correct, for
according to Salkhyativdda there may be an element of omission
even in the so-called true perception. When, for instance, we
perceive shell as shell there is present in it silver, but
it is overlocked quite ns much as the shell aspect is, when
the same shell is mistaken for silver. Similarly in the case of
desert when we cognise it as such, our mind fails to perceive
the element of water in it. Thus completeness, like validity,
fails to distinguish between truth and error ; Ramfinuja therefore
propounds a new principle, ciz., that of pragmatism which
means that knowledge to be frue, inits commonly accepted
sense, must in addition to agreeing with outside reality be ser-
viceable in life. When the mirage and the shell silver
are described as false, what we mean is not that water and
gilver are not present there, for in that case there could have
been no cognition of them at all; but that they are not such as
can satisfy any practical wse. The distinction between truth
and error is thus significant only from the pragmatic stand-
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point ; from the theoretical point of view the distinetio ndoes
not exist, All knowledge without exception is wvalid and
necessarily so, but such validity need not postulate thai what
is known is enough to satisfy a practical requirement. True
'knu;irledge according to the Ramanujists, is not only * yathdrtha *
or agreeing with outside reality but also * vyaoahdrinuguna' or
conforming to vyuvahara or practical interest in life.! Tn order
that knowledge may conform to eyavaldra, it should in the
first place refer to objects of common or collective experience,
It is deficiency in this respect as implied in their private charae-
ter, which makes the yellow conch .and ihe dream elephant
false, and it is that very deficiency which reveals their falsity.
In the second place knowledge to conform to * pyavahdra’ should
comprehend the preponderating element in the object presented.
The object we call shell may contain silver but the shell part
predominates in it and it is this predominance that explains its
being put to use as the one and not as the other ; ‘silver,” thongh
certainly present, is of no account practically because of its
alpaton or smallness ; and it is this very feature, when discovered,
that changes the erroneous knowledge of silver into the true
one of shell. Pramd or true knowledge consists not only in
correct apprehension so far as it goes, but also implies further
that it can be of servica in life. Bhrama or false knowledge also
is right so faras it goes; but it does not go far enough and
therefore fails to help us in the manner in which it may be ex-
pected to do. So when erroneous knowledge disappears and truth
flashes forth as Ramfnuja's commentator says, ' the artha
(object) is not negated but only praortdi (activity) is arrested. '
A close examination of RimfAnuja's theory of satkhyati
N reveals that false knowledge or * mithyajigng *
Bimauuis's  sigw- I.‘I.Iighl be classified or studied under two head-
e ings, viz., (i) general or common, (ii) private

! Vide Yatindramatadipika, p. 8, Anandadramn Edition.
2 VFidel. Ph.C, L., p- 84,
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or individualistic. The yellow conch appears to n person with a
jaundiced eye and the dream chariot is a fact which flashes out
to 8 particular dreamer ; they are therefore objects zolely of ingj-
vidual experience. The mirage, the oyster-silver and such other,
illusory percepts are instances of common errors which any and
every individual may commit in the practical affairs of life. The
mirage-wanter und shell-silver, eto., are perceived by particular
individuals and in this sense they are also objects of individual
experience but yet they constitute a differeni grade of erroneous
percepts and are not on the same level with the former instances,
as they are subject to common test or verification unlike the
vellow-conch and dream-chariof percepts. These latter are
individual experiences and are perceived as absolutely real by
the individual and only he can testify as to their validity. It
would thus appear that Réminuja is forced to admit two classes
of erroneous perception. And the inevitable implication of this
distinction is that Rimanuja has to accept different grades of
being—an admission which would place his doctrine epistemolo-
gically on the same footing with the Advaitins.

Further in explaining the valid nature of the objects of
dream consciousness, Réminuja was compelled to say that these
objects are created by the Almighty in nccordance with the
adrsta or merits and demerits of the particular dreamer. A ques-
tion may pertinently be asked asto what is the stuff out of
which these objects are created. They cannot obviously be ex-
plained by the Pafleikarana theory as the dream chariot and
actual chariot are of different orders, the former being unable
to satisfy any pragmatic requirementz while the latter can. Tt
might be said that the will of the Almighty is the stuff out of
which they ore newly created, these unique creations being for
# particulsr dreamer and only for the time being. This wonld
amount slmost to the new creations of Mayd of the Advaitins,
for the divine will is ifself an inexplicable mystery, which is
further mystified by the statement that the creations are for the
time being and for the particular dreamer,

"
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Again the Safkhydativdadin's explanation of the [alse percep-
tion of shell-silver implies that the perception of silver is
yathartha or real, though the element of silver present is too
small to be of any practical ulility. Now, if practical utility
or serviceableness is the test of reality, as admittedly it is, it
may be contended that the silver in the shell, serving no practi-
cal purpose at sny time snywhere, may as well be nonest.
Moreover how is it that the small element of the silver makes
itself felt in the illusory perception while the preponderant ele-
ment of shell is altogether hidden from view ? It stands to
reason that the preponderant element should make itseif felt
rather than the insignificant element of silver. Besides if, as
explained by the Ramfnujists, omission and commission be the
criteria of falsity and trath, it might be argued that in false per-
ception the doubtful silver (the existence of which is questioned)
is perceived while the sbell constituling the name and
form of the presentation fails to be apprebended. This is
equivalent to saying that the real object fails to be per-
ceived and something elge ns a new creation is apprehended.
And this is what the Advaitins maintain. Lastly, if the
metaphysical theory of Paiicikarana is admitted, how is it
that, though all other elements are present in fthe object, only
the element of silver is perceived to the entire exclusion of other
elements ? Instead of silver, why do we not perceive some
other lustrous substance?

Olosely allied to the above view of the Ridmanujists is the

view of the MIm#msists known as Akhydalicada.
prhe sthgdlindds o Mhey maintain that the object of all knowledge

is true (yalh@rtham survavijiagnam). The
main difference between the two however is that, in explaining
the true nature of the object of perception the Raménujists or
Satkhyativadins fall back on their metaphysical presuppesition
of Paiicikarana, while the Akhydlivdadins rely chiefly on
psychological analysis. The metaphysical explanation, as we
saw, led to some serious difficulties, and it has now to be seen

35
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how far the psychological explanation is satisfactory. The view
ie known as Akhyaiivida because, nccording to this view, the
cognition of shell as silver- is due fo the non-apprehension of
the difference between the presented object, viz., the * this ' and
the represented idea, #iz., the silver. In this illusory perception
there is a confusion of memory (representation, é.g., gilver) with
presentation (¢.g., the this). Each of these elements taken by
itsell is true : the presentation as such is there and the memory-
representation of silver also is valid, end it is only the non-
aspprehension of the difference between these real elements that
leads to the false perception of shell as silver Memory and
presentation are opposed to each other both in their nature and
object. Thus the form of memory ie ‘this is that silver ' while
presenfation implies immediate apprehension. How is it then
that these two diometrically opposed elements are confounded
with each other ? The Mimithsists explain this in the following
way : They maintain that owing to some defect of sense.organs,
the real nature of the something presented (i.e., the this) is' not
apprehended ; but becanse of its similarity in lustre it excites
the mental residoum or sahskara and revives the memory of
ailver seen before. Again owing to some further fault or defect
thie representative character of this silver (i.e., the thatness) is not
apprehended and the silver is' cognised as presented; and the
non-discrimination gives rise to the false perception which seems
to be as real s an empirically valid cognition of a piece of real
silver, and leads to appropriate activity,® In further explanation
of this view Silikanatha, the author of the Prakaranapaficiki,
points to the fact that in many cases, elements sdmittedly
due to memory appear in consciousness as immediate

|\ Byar svaripetovisaystadeigrhitabbedam jfisnadvaysmeva visarhvidi-
pravritihotuh.
T. C., p. 475, Bib, Ind. B.
Y Bannihitarajatadskale rajatamatirbhavati yadrsi astyd bhedinadhys-
vusayid Iynmapi tidek purisphueati,
T. C., p. 776, Bib, Ind, 5,
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presentation shedding the form ‘this is that.” Thus, for
example, in the continuous conscionsness (dhardvahikajfiana)
of something such as a pot or apprehension of meaning
from “n word, the memory elements due to previous presentation
shed their form of “this is that' and are apprehended as
immediately presented." Again that the silver in fhe present
case 18 due to memory cannof be gainsaid. For if can neither
be perceptual cognition, there being no immediate contact of the
eyes with if, nor an inference, there being no middle term or
hetu to make the inference possible. Nor can it be argued
that silver in the present case is an immediate perception due
to the similarity of the *this ® with the silver in lustre. For the
function of knowled ge is to enlighien the real character of objects
and it would be against umiversal experience to hold that one
thing can cause the presentation of another in the way suggested;
for this would be to make life impossible, there being no certainty
about the objects of knowledge which alone can ensure practical
succesd. It has therefore to be concluded thai the silver here
18 a representative or moemory element.* Similar explanations
applyto the stock examples of dream-conscionsness, yellow-conch
perception of the jaundiced, mistaking directions, ete. In
dréams, the objects though supplied by memory are perceived
as presented owing to the mnon-apprehension of the *that’
element of memory, memory itself being roused fo activity on
account of some unseen principle (adrsfa) of the dreamer.
Against this it may however be urged that memory objects such
as o golden palace in the air might appear in dreams though
the dreamer might have no previous experience of them in order
to have a memory of them. How are these extraordinary dream-
phenomena to be explained? The Akhyativdding would find
great difficulty in answering this question by their own
principle. The Ramaénujists however can escape this by

! ¥ide Prakarapapadeika, p. 33, Benares Edition.
2 Vide Nyiyamakaranda, pp. 50-60,
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referring %o these objects as the new creation of God at the
time of perception.

In the case of the perception of conch as yellow by the
jaundiced, the same principle on non-apprehension of the diffe=-
ence is operative. In shell-silver perception there was non-
apprebension of the difference between memory (silver) and the
shell (the this) while in this case, there is the non-apprehension
of the difference between two perceptions (conch and yellowness).
The way in which it happens is this: Due to jaundice only
the colour *vellow' is perceived and not the coloured bile, the
real seat of the colour, and owing to some other organic defect
the white colour of the conch iz screened from view and
it is perceived only as something without colour. And as a
quality cannot subsist apart [rom a substance nor a substance
without qualities, though the locii of the two presentations are
different owing to'a non-apprehension of difference, the two are
perceived as one In the double-moon-perception the visual
apparatus, due to some defect or other, is bifurcated into two
and cognises the same moon as two and this is poesible because
of the non-apprehension of the identity of the two moons. In
illusion of direction the mistake lies in the fuct that the subject
fails to cognise the distinetion between the real direction and
the remembered direction and this happeéns just in the same
way as in the ocase of shell-silver. There is only perception of
direction as such without its real character (as east) plus the
remembered direction (south) without the elements of remem-
brance, and the illusion lies in the non-apprehension of the
distinction between the two (percepiion and remembrance).’
Again in the case of fire-brand circle, the illusion of a continuous
gircle arizes in conseiousness owing to the non-apprebension of
the different moments of space and time through which the
lighted body passes very rapidly.'

1 Vide Prakaragspafioiki, p. 85, Ch. 4, Kirikiis 48, 49, 60.
2 Vide Prakarayapaficikis, p. 88, Kirikis 58, 50,

8 Fide Pealmrapapoficlks, p. 80, Edarika 81,

% Vide Prokaranapaficikd, pp. 86-87, Kirikis 62-63.

L]



SUPER-IMPOSITION 277

It is now clear that this psychological explanstion lays great
stress on the element of memory in the genesis of false percep-
tion and it further emphasises that false perception is really due

»to the non-apprehension of the difference hetween memory and
presentation. That in so doing the Mimarsgists have come upon
areal core of truth is abundantly clear in so far as all theories of
false perception have to admit that in the stock example of mis-
taking the shell for the silver, the element of silver is due to
memory and the false perception is the result of the non-diserimi-
nation between the presentation (shell) and the memory (silver).
Furiher the contention of the Mimamsists that the element of
memory (i.c., silver) in false perception sheds its representative
character and appears as a presentation is unassailable; for the
judgment in the case of shell-silver is not that *I remember
(smarami) the silver’ but that I see or know it (jandmi); and
it mighi also be further conceded as an admitted fact that in
continuous consciousness algo the element of representation
(memory) loses its remembered character and appears as present
appreliension, Jayantabbatis, however, here raises a very
pertinent query. He says that all this might be perfectly true,
but not from the Mimamsist's standpoint. He urges that the
Mimarmsists maintain that knowledge is sell-luminous and sell-
valid (svatah-pramina) and if this is so, how to explain the
suppression of its remembered character in the case of silver ? It
cannot be due to memory for then there would be no non-appre-
hension between the silver and the shell, nor can it be a present
cognition, for then it should mean the admission of the Naiyayika
theory that something appears as somthing else or what iz called
Anyathakhyati or Viparitakhyati.' Further as already pointed

' Vide Nyiyamsfijard, pp. 18081, Benares Edition.

Svaprokiidi ca sarvittiriti  bbavalim  darfanam, felralsi rejatasad-
vithil ketis riipenn prakisalamiti eintyam, yodi smaragtmani kal pramo-
girthaly, aths asnubhavitmand, tediyan: viparitakhyitireva smriersou-
bhavitvena pratibhisat,
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out, the Akhyaticadins have no satislactory esplanation to offer
in those extrnordinary cases where memory is lacking, for the
simple reason that such experiences are impossible. Thus in
dreams one might see his own head cut off though obviously he «
cannot have any such memory for thie obvious reason that he had
no such experience.® Aguin in tbe perception of double moon
how are we to explain the false character of the perception seeing
that according to the Mimfmsists the objects of all knowledge
are true ? The non-apprebension of identity of ihe two moons
might explain the perception but that does not sufliciently ex- _
plain the falsity of the perception according to the Mimamsaka
theory of reality of all knowledge.?

Against this theory of false perception Gangeda, the father
of the Navya-Nyaya school, urges a most formidable objection.
He argues that non-apprehension of the distinetion cannot account
for the activity to which the person subject to false perception
15 prompted.” Viacaspati in his Bhamali urging the same objee-
tion develops it further. He argues that the activity of the
conscious agent must be due to knowledge and since the activity
is directed towards the object (e.g., the this, implying shell) it is
clear that after the non-apprehension of the difference between the
this (presentation) and silver (memory) there are infermediate
stages which the Mimamsists or the Akhyilicading overlook.

! Vide Nydyamafijari, p. 183, Denares Edition.

Svapnoe tu svpsirsdohedaderatyantinanubhitesys smrkicitl kathyamina:
meva trapiksrem,

®  Vide Nyiyamafijnri, p. 153, Bonares Edition.

Bugirabhinni nayanayrtbirekatvens grahiluih na dakoot] Zsgidkamiti
thdrél dpo vptbirekstvamindormil grabit dvitvinubhsvanto bhrintar kva
pracchidayiimab.

? (o) N ca bhedigrahit pravribyupapottivapi viparitscsiuske yugapat-
pravittinivettyapattel. T. O., pp, 486-87, Bib. Ind. §.

(b} 1bid, pp. 499.501, 505.

-
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The stages are (i) identifying the silver with the this (shell),
(#) the consciousness that silver is of practical use, (ifi) the
cognition that yonder object being silver will serve a practical
need. It is only when all these stages are gone through that

*activity is possible. For the mere non-apprehension of the
remembered character, without its identification with the *this®
(shell) cannot lead to practical endeavour on sccount of its inabi-
lity to create a consciousness of the utility of the “this."* If the
silver has to be superimposed on the shell, it implies that differ-
ent attributes other than its own are ascribed to the shell. This
means that something appears as something else ; in other words
it is the Anyathakhyati or appearance of something as something
else which it is really not,

The theory of illusion known as Anyathakhyativada is held
by the NaiyAyikass. They develop the theory
_ in the following manner: As already shown,
practical endeavour in relation to the perception cannot be ex-
plained without the identification of the silver with the shell. If
however it is said that silver is sltogether negated as soon as the
percipient discovers that yonder object is shell, the Naiya-
yikas reply that absolute negation of silver does not follow from
the cognition that the shell is not silver. All that this implies
is that silver is not present in the sbell. Tt does not imply that
gilver as such is nowhere to be found. Again if it is asked how
is it that the silver though not present is perceived as a presen-
tation, the NaiyAyika explanation is that yonder object

Angathikkyiiiedde.

¥ Fide (0) Bhimall, p. 28, Bombay Fdition.

Tathdi hi bhedigrahid idarkirispade rajatatveri samiropys, tajjidl-
yasyn upskarahetubhivam anveintya, tajjitiyatayi idmkirispade rajate
famanumiys, tadarthi totra pravartate ityinuplicyyan siddbah, ns ea
tatastharsjstasmrtiridathkficispadasya  upakimbetubbiviunsnumipayitu-
murhati,

() Vide Nyiyamakarands, p. 81,
{e) Vide Nyhyamadjari, p. 185,
(d) Fide Nyiysvirtiika Titparysjiki, p. 189, Benarca Edition.
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(shell) by its superficial quality of brilliancy excites in the mind
the residual impression of the silver through similarity and as
soon as the connotation of silver is thus revived in the mind, we
have the perception of silver as the underiying substance of the
connoted quality ; for the quality of a thing and the thing itsell”
are inseparable. Thus though the silver is not presented to the
senses, it has become an object of knowledge inberent in self
connected with the mind and the senses and the falsity lies in
perceiving silver not where it really is but in yonder object
(shell), i.c., falsity lies in taking one thing for another.! Hence
as Jayantabhstta in his Nyayamadijari says, it is not enongh to
stop short by saying, as the Akhyitivadins do, that the silver is a
pure memory-image with the element of remembrance dropped.
‘We have to go further and say that the silver is a presentation,
for the form of the perception is * this is silver.” The memory
serves as the exciting cause of the perception of silver asa
présentation.* The only question is how the silver can bea
direct perception in the absence of sense-contact as, in the present
case, the shell and not the silver is in contaet with the eyes.
The Naiviyika answers thiz by saying that there is sucha
thing as perception through the mind even without sense-contact.
This he ealls Jianalaksavasannikarsa in which there is direct

} (a) Vide Nydysmakarnnda, p, 81

Suktidakalameva Eimalididosadisitalocanilocitamarthfintaram  raja-
titmand svabhisate, na ed, nedarh rajatamiti badhivabodhavasid asattai-
vikyantiki rujatasyeti sarhpeatam, sa khilu  sannihitednthidirizpads-
tiditmyanisedbid nsaonihitatimevisylrthidiyiti ns  punsrityantikim-
nepttim,

{b) Vida Nyiysmafjari, p. 182,
2 () Vide Nybdyamafijari, p. 182,
SamAnyadharmusahnearitapadirthiotaragata-videgasmurago pakrtad
bhavaki viparitepratyayal.

{b) Vide Nysyamafjari, pp. 186-50,

Vaysotu smrtyupiridharajutiadyikira-pratibhiisamsbhivadanto bidharm
smptipramogamabbyupagatavanialy, kintu na tévabyeva vidrimyati matily,
api tu, majatfidysnubbave’pi, sarhvedyate it ns smplipramosamitre eva
virantavyam,
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perception, for example, of the fragrance of zandal wood
(surabhicandanam) when we only see it.!

A close serutiny of the different theories of false perception
reveals the fact that the Anyathdkhyativdda of the Naiyavikas as
a principle underlies all other khyatividas or theories of fulse
knowledge. Thus according to the Atmakhyativadine ideas or
vijildnas appear as other than ideas, i.e., as outward objects
though they are not really so; to the Asatkhyativading that which
is purely non-existent appears as *saf ' or existenit; to the
Akhyativading memory-element appears as presentation ; to the
Sutkhyativading though the appearance is true yet the shell with
ils preponderating elements hidden, appears as silver; to the
Advaitins the appearance is something other than what is fhere, *

1 't TRanalakgapasannikiurga ocours when we perceive the tragrance
of the sandal wood. When wea only see it, the visusl presentation recslls
the fragrance with which manas comes inlo contssh It s indirect
perception. The Jainas think thal it is & mixed mode of sonsclousness in
which the visual presentation of the sandal and the idea of frugrance are
integrated. The Vedintaparibhiisd holds that the presentative and the
reprosentative elaments do nnt lose their identity in the mixed mode of
eongcipusness. The Naiydyiks does not sdmit mixed modes of eanscious-
ness. Every psychosis is single, and the stomic nature of manss makes
two simultaneous psyohoses impossible. 8o he regands the visual pereep-
tion of fragrant sandal as & simple psychosis, though it is preceded by the
visual presentation nud the recollection of fragrance. Modern Psychology
soeounts for this phenomenon by the dootrine of the association of ideas."

* (@) Vide Sirkarabhisys (Introduction), pp. 18-82.

Tarih kecidanyatrs aoyadharmadhydss it vadsnti  keeittu yatea
yadadhyhsastadvivekigrahanivandhano bhrama iti, anye tu yatra yadadhya.
sastasyaiva viparitadhsrmakalpanimicaksgate, sarvathipi fu anyasys anys-
dharmivabhisatich na vyabhioarati,

(b) Vide Raminujs-bbigya, p. 105, Lobus L, Bd.

Khyatyantaravidinifics sudiramapi gstvi soyathivabhiisal avadya-
midrayapiyatr Asatkhyitipakge saditmani, Atmskhyitipakse es srthite
mani ; Akhyitipakse snysvidegugumanyavidegapatvens, juinadvayurmeka-
tvena en, visayisadbhiva pakes api vidyamanastvens.

(e) Vide Bhimati, p. 88, Bombay Bdun.
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The only point of controversy in their explanation of false
perception among the different schools is about the nature of the
object that is apprehended. The Naiyayikas hold that it isa
mental perception (jldnalaksana) without any sense-contact.
Tfit is 80, it may be nsked why it is that the silver which i% a
mental perception is identified with the °this” (shell) which
is an object of direct perception being in contact with the eyes ?
Mental perception, ¢.9., of the fragrance of the sandal wood is
obviously indirect while the silver in this false perception of
shell-silver is cognised as direct presentation., Hence Samkara
and the Sathkarites maintain that there is no doubt about the
direct presentation of the silver. And this presentation being
there, it cannot be called unreal nor wholly real as it cannot
serve any practical need ; it is mysterions or anirvacaniya,



CHAPTER VIII
NESCIENCE

Phenomenal appearance as explained by the monistic philo-
sophers iz the creation of avidya. The world of experiencs,
» subjective and objective, is a false show on the locus conseions-
ness. Ajilana screens the locus and creates implications of
practical and theoretical reason. Apidyd is the causa materia of
the world illusion, inexplicable in its nature. It has no begin-
ning in time and is located in Brahman and as a screening
principle it hides the true nature of Brahman and creates this
phenomenal appearance. The position of the monists has been
seriously questioned by all the theistic schools of Vedanta. A
good number of objections has been raised by the R&manujists,
Madhvites and other theistic {emchers against the monistic
interpretation of apidyd, An attempt is made to give here a
glimpse into the dialectical search of the different Vedantic
schools with their different standpoints.

Ramanujists and Madhvites urge that aridyd as an existence
as held by the monists escapes logical and categorical determina-
tion. It cannot be logically defined. And there is no logical
proof to satisfy the position of the monists. The author of
Nyayamrta contends that the Advaita-Vedinta as an epis-
temological inquiry admits of three categories, viz.; (a)
the pure consciousness, (b) the knower snd (c) the know-
ables. Pure consciousness slone exists and the other two cate-
gories are relatively real. Avidyd cannot partake of the
permanent character of the pure consciousness becaunse
the pure consciousness is alone real and ajiiana does not shape
in the true character of Brahman. Again it can neither be
knower nor knowable, for they are due to avidya or nescience
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and whatis due to nescience cannot be nescience itself, More-
over if it falls in the purview of nescience, then something else
in the shape of nescience is necessary to account for its existence
and so on. This leads us to the fallacy of infinite regress’

In order o refute the objections that have been raised by
the Madhvites, Advaita-Vedinta defines that * Avidyd as the
consa materia of all illusions is without & beginning and posi-
tive and yet removable by pure consciousness,™ !

This ajiidna has no definite origin, but has got a definite
end. The author of NyiyAmria asserts that in the case of
the rope-serpent, eto., the above definition does not hold good.
Nescience has been defined as beginningless, but as applied fo
rope-serpent has a beginning in point of time..

The Samkarites, refuting the objection of the Miidhvites,
divide ajfiana into (i) Tiald and (i) Mald, secondary and pri-
mary. Tild, the secondary apidyd is the concrete form of the
miili the primary ovidya, Avidyd is one in essence and mapi-
fests itself in and through phenomenal appearances of this
worldly existence. It also works in and through the manifold
objects of senses. They are but the concrete expressions of the
one beginningless primary. opidya. Just as pure Con-
scipusness, though eternal and indeterminate, appears limited
and determinate in the knowledge of the concrete manifold, so
avidya though without o beginning manifests itself throvgh
limitation in the concrete worldly expression.

Agnin the positive character of avidya bas been seriously
contended against by the Madlwites. The Advaita-Vedanta
asserts that ajd@na is positive in its character as indicated by
the definition itself. But this nescience, the MAdhvites argue,
iz the material cause of both positive and negative phases of the

' (u) Advaita-siddhi, pp. 544-45. Bombay Edition.
(b} Anadibhivaripah yudsjiianena viliyste
Tudsjiiinamiti prijia laksapari sarbpracakssts,
Citsukhi, p. 57, Bombsy Edition.
(¢) Bhimati, p. 338, Bombay Edition.
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world.  So it militates against the law of causation which implies
that the material cause and effect must be of the same nature.

If position can give rise to pegation, then reality can cause
aneillusion.” Reality is never destroyed because it is efernal and
permanent. Illusion will thus never be destroyed because it will
also share in these qualities; To meet the objection the Sam-
karites maintain that the term “positive’ is wider in its connotation
as applied to avidyd. It is & category which is neither positive in
the ordinary sense nor negative but s thind something which is
different from bath pesition and negation. As the cause of both
the positive and negative phases of the world, it is at once posi~
tive-negative in its nature or more truly it is inexplicable and
mysterious.

It has been further objected that as nescience is neither posi-
tive (sat) nor negative (asal) but u third something, it cannot be
the cause of the world which possesses positive and negative
characteristics.

But thisis to be refuted thus—though nescience is a third
something yet it partly shares in the characteristics of the
bhavatva and abkavalva. While possessing the former it can be:
the cause of the positive phases of the world, while sharing in
the latter, it can be the cause of the negative phases, The law
of causation dves not imply that the effect must partake of the
character of the cause in all points.. It should be similar to the
cause in certain essentials. So there arises no violation of the
doctrine of causality. The world appearance in itself is inexpli-
cable as its cause nescience is inexplicable. This point will be
illustrated Interon in connexion with the inexplicability of avidya.

In order to meet the objection raised by the Madhvifes that
if reality Le the cause of illusion the latter must also be some-
thing real, the Sariikarites argue that perfect community of iden-
tity between cause and effect would make any transition from

1 Abhivasya bhiivopadinatve ssatyssys satyopadanadvipitat., N. Mr,
p. 940, -
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the one to the other impossible. Law of causation therefore
implies no such community between cause and effect which how-
ever may agree in their essentials. Agmin an illusory effect,
though illusory in appearance, is grounded on the locus-conscioms-
niess: which admits of no change. The Samkarites maintain that
what is illuseryin an appearance originates from nescience but for
the is-ness which runs through it, it is to be referred to the locus-
consciousness which though unchangeatle shines in and through
all appearances, Yet Brahman which is unchangeable cannot itself
be the cause of something which undergoes changes constantly,
We must therefore seek for causality of this world in something
else. So avidya which is false and inexplicable is the causa
materia of the manifold whose nature iz shrouded in a mystery.
Ajfiana or Nescience neither partakes of the charaster of
being nor non-being. Tt is n third something
o oy bieable chanic- nysterions in its character. Rimanujs con-
tends that from experience we find two calego-
ries, viz., satand asat, real and non-real, the world of objects
must be included either in the former or in the latter, according
881t possesses the quality of existence or non-existence. Dut
ajiana which Advaita-Vedanta defines as positive-negative, can
be gubsumed in npeither of the two. Hence the inexplicable
character of the world, on which the Samkarites take their stand,

has been assumed agninst all logic. The exisience of such an

inexplicable category is contradictory to experience and what is
not in experience does not exist and cannotl be true. The Sam-
karites are guilty of begging the question, for the inexplicable
nature of ajfidna involves them in the difficulty of defining some-
thing which can by no means be logically and categorically
determined. The assumption of such a possibility not only goes
againts the validity of experience but undermines the very
foundation of knowledge by creating a mental confusion.' The

1 (u) Vids R. Bh., p. 175, Lotus L, Bdition,
(b) Vide Srutaprakadika, p. 170,
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Aarikarites maintain that we can realise in our experience a
third something inexplicable in ifs nature, a factor which has
been left out of account by the RamAnujists in their categorical
determination of the entire existence into sat and asat. So
they have analysed the enfire existence into three categories,
viz., (1) transcendentally real, (2) empirically real, (3) tuccha
or imaginary. According to them sol and osat, judged by their
connotations, represent the two extreme poles. The one (sal)
ia transcendental reality and the other (asal) is luccha or ima-
ginary in character. The division of the Ramanujists into sal
and asat is faulty as it does not cover the entire existence.
Room must be found for a third category in the shape of positive-
negative occupying a middle position in order to acconnt for the
concrete manifold which, though phenomenal, has a relative
validity. The world is meither saf nor asat. It stands midway
between the two extremes, sal and osaf, It is saf because it
partially shares in the quality of existence and asat because it
partially partakes of the character of non-existence, for though
without a beginning, it has an end and will die out. The world is,
because it appears to us, and also is not, because it will cease fo
exist ultimately. It follows also that avidya, the causa materia
of this world exists because it appears to us, and at the same time
it does not exist because it nltimately dies out of cxistence. So
we find that both the world and its cause maléria, avidyd, are
neither being nor non-being but inexplicable in their nature.
Madbusiidana Sarasvati thus maintains that the inexplicable
character of nescience is neither sal nor asaf nor both." From
the assertion that the world is neither sat nor asat, it clearly
follows that it can neither be sadasat. Madhus@dana’s answer

! Badvilak=agatve sati ssadvilaksapatve sati sadasadvilakgspatvam.
Sattyasatlyabhydsis  viedrdsabatve'pi  sadesattvena  vicdrisabatvarm v
Sattvarphitattve sati wsaitvarhitotive wati  ssdassttvamhbitatvamityapi
sidhu.

Advyaite-siddhi, p, 621, Bombay Edition.
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is that he has used the third alternative in order to prove clearly
the mysterious character of this worldly existence:’

Now the question is, if such an inexplicable nescience exist

e tre A where does it' uxi.ai ? What is the seat of

Iﬂ;f:# esppct bave s mescience 7  Nescience is not s self-existent

entity in the Advaila-Ved@inta, for it brings

in the charge of dualism. Apidyd must have a substrate for its

existence, avidyd without & locus (déraya) and object (vigaya)
is inconceivable.

Jiva or finite self is a creation of avidyd and cannot there-

fore be the seat of avidyd. Finitude is a mode
s aanot be o of the measuring principle. All finite selves

and finite existences have their characteristic,
viz,, finitude due to aeidyd which limits the unlimited, festures
the featureless ; and as a result of the limiting nctivity of avidya
cousciousness which has no inherent limitation in itselfl appears
as limited and finite intelligence. FEverywhere i the Advaita-
Vedinta finitude or limitation is due to the operation of avidyd
and what iz a product of evidyi cannot form the support or
substrate of avidya.

Tsoara~consciousness also is not beyond limitation and on
the same ground it cannot also be the loous of avidya. If it be
argued that the nescience which has finite intelligence as its
locus, is quite different from the measuring principle which ori-
ginates Jivy- and Jfcara-consciousness, it leads to the fallacy of
infinite regress, for the originating principle also requires ifs
locus and so on,

I a) Tattatpratiyogidurnidipatdmitraprakataniyn—Ad. 8., p. 631,

(b) Ihid, pp. 62025,

(c) Citaukhi, pp. 64-57 and 74, 82, Bombay Edition.

(d) B. B, p. 170.

{¢) Vide Brotsprakadika, p. 170, Bombay Edition,

() Fide Nyayamria, p. 99, Bombay Edition.

{g) Vide Khapdanakhapdakbidyam, p. 187, Discussion on the
positive and inexplicable charcter of avidya.
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Brahmian which is pure, self-luminous conseiousness is
Hrakmen cannct be  Opposed to avidya which is sublated by know-
the sat of asidy oo and cannot be the support of tridyd.
Agninst these charges of the erities the Advaitins prgue
that both finite and infinite conscionsness may form the substra-
tum of avidyd. As regards the seat of apidyd there are chiefly
fwo theories. Vacasputi and his school bhold that avidyi is
loeated in the finite Jivg-consciousness.  Sarvajiiatmamuni,
Prakidatman and Anandabodha, who belong to the old school of
the Advaita-Vedanta, maintain that amdyn is located in the
abgolute consciousness.
The charge of begging the question levelled against Viicas-
\ pati's position is refuted by Madhustudana
o sy PR qaragvatl on the ground that both finite con-
sciousness and avidyd are without & beginning
in time, both exist simullaneously [rom e¢ternity—one is the
principle of modification and the other is the subject modified.
They are not interdependent entities. Madhuosfidana further
obgerves that the percipiency of Jiva is not dependent upon
apidyd and the charge—avidyd ereating saksi or witness in-
telligence and saksi revealing avidy@ does not stand. The
percipiency is a potent fact and can in no way be affected
by its association with avidyd, And avidyd is revealed by
this percipiency of witness intelligence.! Again nescience and
consciousness are not exactly interdependent because nescience
has its locus in consciousness and depends upon conscious-
ness for its existence but consciousness is not located in
nescience, and does not depend upon avidyd for its existence?
Avidyi cannot tolally eclipse Jiva or the percipient subject hut
can put a limitation upon its being, Now though the charge of

L' Vide Ad. B., p. 555, Bombay Edition.
*  Ajfioesys cidadrsystve cidadhinssthitiketve'pi viti |.ﬂdjnﬂ-ntat'u,.
tadadhinasthitikatvayorsbhavit. Ad. 5., p. 685,
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interdependence cannot be bronght forward here yet the question
of inter-subordination (anyonyadhkinata) of wevidya and Jica
cannot be denied. Inter-subordination means a relation between
avidyd and Jivg and the relation is explained es one of aqntm::-
er and the contained. Tn support of this relation Madhusidana
contends that just as one conceives a pot enclosing the sky,
similarly avidyd is conceived as the limiting principle or vessel
enclosing within it consciousness, whieh is thus turned into
Jiva or finite self.'

Madhusidana’s explanations of VAcaspati’s position shows
that Jiva has two aspecis—consciousness and finitude ; as con-
sciousness, it is eternal and unlimited as the sky enclosed in the
pot in the given example and its finitude is only due to avidyd.
Henee like the pot, avidyd, though it limits the Jiva, cannot
completely affect its whole nature and Jive as percipient subject
can be the seat of ovidya.

The old school of the Advaita-Vedinta holds that Brahman is
the seat of apidya. Aguninst the objection of the eritics that

e s Fure Consciousness which is of the nature of
comsclomness s the Jight cannot sustain and support apiana
2 L which is of the nature of darkness and as
such quite opposed 1o consciousness, Madhusiidana argues that
the charge of contradiction is not to the point. The locus of
avidyd and its destructive [nctor are not ope and the same thing ;
what reveals ajiidna is undivided Pure Being-Bliss-Consciousness
and what destroys and removes it is the modified consciousness
reflected in the psychosis (erttipratiphalita-jiana),® Operation of
upidyd emerges through subject-object differentiation and is

-

| Bvenaiva kalpite dede vyomni yadvad ghatidikan
taths jiviéraydvidyith manyante jhinakovidal.—Ad. 8., p. 585,

? Nanug ksthorh csitanysmajiifiniéraysl) tasya prakiadaripatvit, tayoé
enfomabprakidoved viruddbhasvabhivetvaditi cenna, sjftnsvirodhijiiner
na cailanyamitram, kinbo vrttiprotivicabitah tacea nividyfidrayal yaoosvis
dyliérayal taccs nijianavirodhi, Ad. S., p. 677
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opposed to knowledge which is characterized by the same subject-
object reference. Absolute consciousness is npeither a thought
activity nor a judgment construction, Tt is a super-logical real-
*ity. M is not contradictory to uvidyd. Consciousness us a
process is contradictory fo avidyd. Thus the opposite capacities
of knowledge as intuilion and judgment are supported by
Madhusiidana by a commonplace esample. The sun which
lights up coiton, straw, ete., burng them when his rays are
focussed throngh a lens. Similarly knowledge which sustaing
. avidyd destroys it when knowledge is reflected in mental prifi
or psychosis.’

The position of the old school of the Advnita-Vedinta has
been eriticised by the Madhvites on the ground that the old-
school theory goes against perception and thus involves contra-
diction. Tn the perception of ajidna which is evident in the
judgment construction—I do not know, ete., the Madhvites
contend that neselence is ecognised as posited not in the Absolule
Brahman but in the limited I-consciousness. I-consciousness
implies egoistic fecling or ahasmkira which is inherent in the
subject of judgment. Now judged from the perceptual standpoint
ajfiana is supported and sustained by I-consciousness and not
by Brahman.

The Advaitins refuto the charge of the Midhvites by point-
ing out that the Madhva position involves a pelitio principi.
The limifed T-consciousness is the result of the operation of
apidya- and capnot, as we have seen, be the support of
avidyd.

It is also to be noted in this connection that avidyd which
‘has o beginning in point of time as applied to rope-serpent,
oyster-silver, etc., 18 not something different from the primary
avidy@ It is the conerete form of the primary one known as

! Syatesirgatiladibhisakasya saurilokasys siiryakéntivecohedens
atnhhl‘mﬂtmnﬁlﬁtli-dﬁhﬂhhrm'nt svalo'vidyatatkiacyabhifisukosya cuilany-
asya vrityavnechedena tnddihakatvat. Advaits-siddbi, p. 577,
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tala or secondary avidga. It manifests itsell through limita-
tions of the concrete manifold and appears finite and limited.
In ¢ssence apidyd is one'and oecupies the same locus, Though
in Lhe case of secondary apidyd the subjective seli appears gs
its sopport, it is & wrong notion due to super-imposition or
adhyase, [t is not the limitation which i=a creation of opidyd
sustoins apidyd but conscionsness itsell under limitation
supports it. Pure consciousness plus limitation creates a false
notion implying that the subjective consciousness is the support
of avidya.' All limitations being the produet of avidyd cannot
sustain abidyd., Thus something unlimited and infinite fran-
scendening all operations of avidyd must be sought for as the
loons of avidyd and it is the Pure Being-Bliss Consciousness
which is taken as the seat of avidyd in the Advaita-Vedanta.
We have seen that apidyd is located in Brokman or pure
consciousness and it also conceals iis real nature. Avidyd's
funetion is to conceal the nature of Brahmian
mﬂ“‘;‘,:i‘:.ﬂ':.'m which is thus known as the object of avidyd.
be comcealed by o (b result of acidya's thus functioning is
that the real nature of Brolunan is not reveal-
ed to the percipient subject. Avidyd presents Brahman as
different from what it is. The Pure Being-Bliss-Consciousness
thus appears to the percipient as Non-Being-Bliss-Consciousness,
The percipient or Jica is identical with this Being-Blise-Con-
seiousness.  Bub owing to the operation of dvidya the Jiva for-
gets his nature and appears fo himself as finite, ignorant, etc.,
and at the dawn of consciousness apidya is sublated and Jive
realises his identity with Brakmuan. Avidyd as a screening
principle only veils the real nature of Brahman which is not in:
any way modified or affected by ite operation. The disappear-
ance or non-knowledge of self-luminous consciousness ns Jiva's
own essential mark is what is meant by concealment of Braliman
by avidyd ; and its reappearsnce or cognition on the destruction

} Vide Adwnits-siddhbi, p. 677,
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of avidyd is what is called revelation of Brahman. Or in other
words concealment means the forgetfulness of identity of Jive
with Brahman and revelation mesns identity with Braliman,

-, Thus RimAnuja’s charge based on the contention that conceal-
ment means either obstruction of origination of luminosity
(prakasotpattipratibandha) or the destruction of existing lumino-
sity (cidyamanasyn vindfo va) falls (o the ground.

This positive and inexplicable character of ajitdina is appres
bended through perception, inference and some other logical proofs:

iha A aii's s E[‘hut ajfidna hgmm;.ss directly cognisable ta
ception of ajiina s » internal perception is patent enough from
FE A such judgments as * I do not know," * I do not
know either mysell or others.” In fact such a judgment presents.
itself ditectly to the mind. Tt must not be regarded as a case of
antecedent non-existence of knowledge which is presented to the
mind not immediately, but mediately through Anupalabdhi an
indirect proof. Even if it be admitted that negation is immediste
in its. perception,’ the position does mot improve, For, the ex-
perience under discussion presupposes that there is always a cog~
pitive element in the self which recognises the negative character
* of the judgments® The consciousness of the non-existence of
knowledge is some kind of knowledge and as such cammot be ex-
plained away as mere negation, for it leads to an spperent sell-
contradiction,

To draw out the fallacious logie of its opponent schools
the Samkarites analyse the judgment ‘I do noi know,” and
pointedly ask whether or nof in the above judgment the
subjective self, on the one band, is conceived as the locus or
substrate of non-knowledge and the predicate of the judgment

! The Naiyiyikas snd some other philosopbers, who hold that
Anupalebdhi is not 8 separste meons of proof, include it under per-
coplion.

% Abbavasys pratyaksatvibhyupsgeme spi sysmanobbavo nitmejiina-
bhavavisuynl snubhavaveldayimopi jAinssys vidysmBoolyvid avidy nmanastve
jiindabhRva-prutityanupspattedon. R, Bh. 160.
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and knowledge, on the other—is conceived as the counter-entity
of non-knowledge as implied in the predicate. IT answered
in the affirmative; the judgment ean form no valid conception
as the subject ond the predicate are contradictory in their
import and as such cannot be joined by a copuls, The other
alternative remains and it may be argued that in the judgment
there is no apprehension of knowledge. In that case the
very conception of the non-existence of knowledge becomes
impossible, for knowledge stands as the counter-entity of non-
knowledge in the predicate of the judgment and no conception of
negation is possible without the conception of its counter-entity.!
If on the other hand non-knowledge be viewed not as a negative,
but as a positive entity, there arises no contradiction even if there
i# (as there is in fact) at the same time knowledge of self as
qualified by non-knowledge, and of knowledge as the counter--
entity of non-knowledge. We therefore must accept the con-
clusion that the state of knowledge expressed by the judgment:
‘T s non-knowing,’ has for its object a non-knowledge which is
n positive entity.*
The theory of the Advaitins (o propound ajiiana as a positive
entity has been criticised by the Rimanujists. They argue that
Lty fmo perception based on sound principle n‘!.‘I'EII_.IE-
aritioinm wgaiot the  ajildna to be positive innature. Insuch judg-
Babkuritea’ view. . .
ment constructions as * [ am not knowing,” *1I
know neither myself nor others,’ the contradictions, which are
sgid to vitiate the antecedent non-existence view of knowledge,
equally affect the position of the Advaitins who explain.
avidyd as a positive entitv. The objections raised by them are

! (a) Ahamajfia ityasminnanubheve shamity&tmanah sbhivadharmi-
tayd, jliinasys ca pratijogitayi avagatirasti na vi, asti cet virodhideva ns
jilipabhavinubhavasarhbhavaly, no cet dharmipratiyogijiinasavyspekso
jiinibhavinubhavsl sutseish ns ssthbhavati, 1. Bh , p. 171

(b) Vide Srutaprakadika, p. 171

* Asys ajfanssys Dbhivaripatve dbarmipratiyogijiinassdbhive’pi
virodhabhividaysmanubhavaly bhiivariipijdana-vigaya eva abhyupagantavys
iti. R.Bh., pp. 17T1-72, Bombay Edition,
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equally destructive of their own theory. Thus it may be ques-
tioned whether or not the inner Reality is known as the object
and substrate of avidyd, If kpown, it leaves no room for
nesgience which must die out by the cognition of the true nature

" of the inner reality. On the other hand, if it be not known, how
ean there be any possibility of nescience without its objects and
locus ' Now the answer given by the Advaitins to meet these
objections, equally redesms the position of the Rimanujists. The
Advaita-Vedanta, for example, explains that what really is
contradictory to ajitdna is the pure presentation of Self or Reality
but not the limited I-conscionsness which is but an obscure presen-
tation of reality. 8o in the judgment construction there is in
fact no contradiction between the cognition of the substrate and
the object on the one side and knowledge of sjfdine on the other,
for, the T-consciousness, the subject of judgment, is not pure but
an obscure presentation of reality., The Ramfnujists may acquit
themselves with the same answer. No confradicfion is involved
i ajiiiing be viewed as antecedent non-existence of knowledge.
For it may be contradictory to the pure presentation of Reality
but not to the limited presentation of I-consciousness. 8o
ajfana, as antecedent non-existence of knowledge, may have its
object and locus in the self in its obseure presentation. Hence
the Advaiting make no real advance by framing a new theory on
the positive nature of avidga.

Moreover, whether viewed as n positive entity or as the
prior non-existence of knowledge, in either case it comes ont,
as its connotation indicates, as non-knowledge or negation of
knowledge, i.e., as that which is other than knowledge, or that

.1 Prabyaksens na bhivaripamajiiinath pratiyste, yastu jfiinaprigs-
bhivavisaystve virodha vkital sa hi bhavaripijtiioe’pi tulyal visayatvena
Birayatvena ca ajiiinasya vyavartakstoyi pratysgarthab pratipanno vi aprati-
pannc va, pratipannafost tetsvariipajiiinanirvartyarh tedsjfiinarh tssmin
pratipanne kathamiva tisthati, apratipannndeat, vyivartakidraya-visayajiiing-
§anyamnajfiinuih kathamaoobhayets. R.Bh., pp. 178-70, Bombay Edition.
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which is contradictory to knowledge; and in each one of these
eases it is admitted that non-kmowledge implies pre-conception
of knowledge. So non-knowledge as beld by the Advaitins also
suggests its relativity to the cognition of knowledge as mych
as the antecedent non-existence of knowledge implies the
pre-existence of knowledge as its connter-gntity. The Advaitins,
therefore, in their imputation and refutation have indeed argued
for both the schools, They have gained nothing by aseribing a
positive character to non-knowledge. So antecedent non-exis-
tence of knowledge, whose entity is admitted by both the sehools
should be secepted for the explanation of the judgments discussed
above."
Aguinst this contention of Raménvja, the Sarikarites argue
_ {hat antecedent non-existence of knowledge
Advaitia’s seswer.  (iapuapragabhiva) is not admitted as a distinet
category by the Advaitins, Even admitting for argument 's sake
that there is such @ category as antecedent non-existence,
the ajidna of the Advaitins is very different from it, for it is not
of the pature of non-existenes ; it is u distinct category different
from both positivity and negativity as we have seen in our pre-
vious discussion. If gjidng meant antecedent non-existence of
jiana then it would have been negation of knowledge and
contradictory to it. Butl according to Advaiting ajiidna is Dot
admitied as contradictory to jiidna or knowledge; for it resides
there, i.¢., in pure consciousness, and conceals its real nature
and e such it is not something negative. Tt is said to be of the
nature of darkness and darkness is, according to the Advaitins, &
positive entity. Again since ajigns is perceived, it cannol be
something negative, for Advaitins do pot admit that anything
negative or non-existent can be perceived, and that is why the
Advaitins regard anupalabdhi as a separate logical proof.

r {a) Vide B. Bh,, pp. 174-75, Bombisy Edition.
(b) Vide Srutaprakadika, pp. 174-75, Bombay Bdition,



NESOIENCE 207

Again, the Advailing acgue thet ajiidna as a positive entity
Advailin's inference 15 als0 proved by inference in the following
loprp:: 1]_1]:3.11 Lo i .

* o “"sTust as the first rays of o Ismp, which light ap and jllu-
mingte objucts not already illominated, annihilate darkoess
having the following four characteristics, piz. :—

(1) that the darkness is not merely the negation of light,
bt has a positive existence—a concrete content ;

(2) that the darkness had been sereening the objects which

« are afterwards illuminated by the rays of light;

(3) that the darkness is capable of being annihilated by
the raye of light; and

(4) that the darkness was loeated in the locality now
occupied by the rays;
so the knowledge established by one of the different means of
proof  (promdsa-piiing) which lights up or intellecinally illo-
minutes tha objects of knowledge, which were not known Before,
annibilales ignorance baving four similsr charsctaristies, iz,
(1) that ignorunce is not merely the negation of knowledge, but
has a positive existence ; (2) that ignorance had so long been
fsereening the objects which are afterwards intellectually illumi-
nated by the pramana-jiana or knowledge catablished by the valid
weans of proof ; (8) that this ignorance is capsble of being
annihilated by the act of intellectual illumination ; and (4) that
the ignorance was located in the loeality of the siid Mumination.!

! (o] Pancapadiki-vivarana, p, 18, Densres Edition,

(b)  Vivididbyasitaihi pramigsfiine,  svapragasbhavo-vyalirikia:
seavignyivarana-svanivartyn-svodedagnto-vastvantara-pirvakai apr ki
gitiirthnprakidakatvit andhakire praothamotpannaprsdipadilhivat,

Advaita-gidedhi, p. 502, Bombay Edition.
{r} R. Bh, pp. 172-79, Bombay Fdition.
N.B.—Thasa who hold such inforence accept the visw thai dnrkness
i# 3 positive ontity firsb from its being more or less densé, ind sscondly
from its being perceived us having colour, webivity, ste. Tamaly temiifs.
vurpabhnr caluditi pratiyate, ripavat vit kriylive tvit deavyantn dedama
atamly
38
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To put the argument in the form of a syllogism :—

All instances of lighting up or illumination (whether in-
tellectunl or otherwise) of objects not already illuminated are
instances which are inyariably accompanied or preceded by the
annihilation of a substance having four charaeteristics mentioned
hefore (1, 2, 3, 4).

All instances of knowledge established by one of the different
means of proof are instances of lighting up or illuminating ob-
jects not already illuminated.

All justances of the knowledge of proof are instances which
are invariably sccompanied or preceded by the annihilation of &
substance (ignorance) possessing the above four characteristics.

The nyapli or the universal concomitance in this syllogism
is established by the observation of the single instance of physi-
cal or material illumination of objects by the rays of light Tt
is worth notice bere that the physical illumination of material
objects by means of the light of a lamp and the intellectual illn-
mination, .., the apprehension of objecis of kmowledge by
means of perception, inference, ete.—these two entirely different
kinde of illumination—are treated as belonging to the same
category.

The nbove argument may be put also in the form of a hypo-
tlhietical-categorical syllogism as follows :—

Tn 4l cases if there is any lighting up or illumination of
objects not already illuminated there is an antecedent or

(d) Advaite-siddhi, pp. 563-68. {¢) Vedinis-kalpataru, 1, 8. 5.

Amalinsnds in his Vedanta-Kalpateru, in order to establish the positive
charncter of ajfidna on the basis of dialectical logic says:—

Yadyapi fuktith sveta eva judimavidyf nivrnoti tathApi tatsthinirvicys-
bhavariparsjstopidinatvenegiavyeti, bhivernpividyd saprayojani pramii-
pantu Ditthaprami Ditthagatatve sati yah pramilbhaval tattvinadhikomps-
nidi-nivaritiki pramiatvit Dapitihs pramival.

(/) Vedinta-kelpataruparimale, p. 388, Bombay Edition,
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concomitant annihilation of substance baving the above four
characteristics.
There is u lighting up or illumination of objects (not already

dluntinated) in the knowledge of the valid means of proof.
*.  There is an antecedent or concomitant annihilation of a

i =

substance baving the said four characteristics in kuowledge.

Here also the major premise—the pydpli—is a general
proposition the truth of which is established by the observation
of a particular instance, riz., that in the case of illumination of
objects by rays of light there is an invariable antecedent or con-
comitunt phenomenon, i.e., the annihilation of darkness which
i8 a positive form of being.

imlm-gmuh‘:mm"iﬁ Rimanuja raises the following objections
of the Advaitina. ﬂgﬂlﬂﬂt thﬁ ﬂbﬂ?ﬂ iﬂ!ﬂmﬂ{:& uf H-le M?niﬁns —

The instance of physical illumination is not o relevant in-
stance at all and does not establish the universal relation of con-
comitance between the phenomenon of illomination and the
phenomenon of annihilation of ignorance as a positive form of
existence, because intellectual illumination is quite different from
physical illumination. The term prak@sa is uvsed here in two
different senses. Prakdfe as intellectual illumination means
apprebension of objects of knowledge in percepiion, inference, etc.
This intellectual illnmination is due, not to light, but to con-
sciousness alone (vijfidnasyaica prakasakatvam). Light cannot
produce intellectual illumination or apprebension of objects of
knowledge, it simply helps the operation of the organ of vision by
removing the obstacle, viz., darkness which stands in the way of
visual perception. Intellectunl illumination (prakdse) consistsin
apprehending the objects of knowledge and not in simply removing
the obstacles thereto (na i cirodhinirasanamairam prakisokgs
tvam). Hence the relation of sequence or concomitance between
the physieal illumination by light and the annihilation of darkness
cannot establish s similar relation befween intellectual illumina-
tion and annihilation of ignorance as a positive form of being,
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There being no resemblance in kind between the two entirely diffe-
rent types of illumination the instance of physieal llumination 1
an ircelovant instance.) The fallacy of false analogy therefore
vitiates the whale body of the argument.  The fallacy of ambiguiiy
in respect of the term prakdse (Hlumination) is equally wortl
notice.

[yen assuming lor argument's sake that ilumimation
(prokase) means not only intellectual illwmination, i.L., appre-
hension of the objects of knowledge, but also any funetion which
helps or facilifates the act of intellegtnal iilumination (such as
the operations of (e sense organs, light; ete.) it follows that in
every instamce of illumination in this wide sense there must bo
present sk an invariable aniecedent or concomitant a snbstance
bearing the four charaoteristics mentioned above. Just asin the
instance of the rays of light which illuminite the objecis not
illuminated already the annihilation of darkness is present as an
invariable antecedent ; just us in the instance of intellectnal illu-
mination of the objects of knowledge the annihilation of a positive
substince, riz., ignorance is present as an invariable antecedent ;
siwailarly in the instance of illumination (i.e., operations help-
il apprehension of objects) effected by the organs of senges, the
aunibilation of a similar substance, another ignorance (ajfana)—
must be present as an invariable antecedent or concommitant.

Aod again we can infer another non-knowledge us an
invariable antecedent or concomitant to this ajani which this
inference aims at ; for this ajiiana under discussion ulzo being
based on @ yolid inference comes under the head of phmmasi-
jivany or knowledge established by valid mesns of -prool.

Now if another ajiiing be established as an gntecedent to
this ajiidna which this inference iries to prove, that ajfidna must
hide, as the inference implies, the non-knowledge which is located
in the Brohman and veils it and not the Bralkmon itself. And as

! R, Bh,, p 170, Bambay Edition.
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ibe second ajfiana has avidya the soreening principle of Bralanan
as its locus and object, it has no liearing upon Braliman, 1It,
therefove, has got no utility in the range of our philosophie spe-
« gulation as the supposition of such an ajitdnut stands without any
purpose. Ajaana is cognised as 8 screening principle in our
philosophic conception. It hides Bralmon the loens-consciots-
ness and ns o becoming principle it produces this cosmic manifold.
If no such purpose be sérved by admitting a second djiana us sn
antecedent to the positive apidy@ proved by the ssid inference, it
i completely useless to suppose such an entity.©  And from this
supposition this inference involves as well the fallacy of infinite
regress. But the instance of these two separate 1gNorances
which may ke proved by the same logic advamced hy the
opponent himself, would be contradictory * (viruddia) to the
conclugion drawn by him. The fallacy therefore lies in the
utiversal major premise—that all instances of illumination are
preceded by the ammihilation of a positive form of existénce having
certnin characteristics, which is not only materially [false buot

! Pramapsjiinasys sprakasitirthaprakidakatvat synvisayivaranijng-
piintarasadbakstve sati tadajiiinn Bralimsasariipicohiidalo sy sisadhayisits-
majfiioamivootl, tenlivriatvat tadajiinmn Brahmapi ns sdksal keiyate,
aporsmiasthasys spratiynmanasys kiryalarateiyogit ajimnakalpund nisphn-
ti tirodhanacipakicyarbharh hi tat kalpanil.

Brutaprakasika p. 178,

* (a) When the phenomaenon lmplied by Lo middle term, instiud of
invarinbly nocompunying the phenomemon i plied by the major, is not at all
found 1o oocur slong with it we bave s falluy eailed viruddhahotub.
Accarding to Vitayiyunsbhisya piruddhahetub moesps & reason which oon-
tradicts the final eonclusion, Thus it may wlea be tuken as a falluey of sell-
contradiclory ressoning.

(b) Tiide Vitsyhyannbhisyn, 1.2:6:
Siddhantamabbyvupotya tadvirodhi viruddhab,
{e) Vide Nyiyavacitiks, p. 172, Banures Edition.
(@) Vide Indinn Logie and Atomism by A. B. Keith, p. 146,
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ulso, when closely examined, is found to be contradictory to
the eonclusion drewn by the opponent himself.!

TIf the opponent argues that in the instance of intellectunl
illomination alone ignorance having the said four charaeteristiesis
present as an invariable antecedent, but in the instance of illumi-
nation effected by the organs of senses and also in the instance of
Hlumination indicated by the opponent’s inference of ajfiana, no
separate ignorances are present as invarisble antecedent or
concomitant, then it amounts to a denial of the vydpti—a denial
of universal relation of invarible concomitance between the
phenomenon of illumination and the phenomenon of anmibila-
tion of ignorance. Thus the universal premise which states
this relation of universal concomitance would be false; or in other
words if the phenomenon of illumination is sometimes preceded
by the annihilation of ignorance and sometimes not, then there
can be no generalisation at all of any relation of invariable con-
comitance between the two phenomeéna and therefore the exis-
tence of ignorance on the basis of the said inference would not
be established at all, The oyapti or the general proposition is
materially true when the invariable concomitance between the
two phenomena is established by observation of an adequate
number of instances. But if there be some instances in which
this concomitance fails, i. &, in which the phenomenon implied
by the middle term does not accompany the plienomenon implied
by the major term, the result is that there can be no vyapti, no
generalisation of the relation of invariable concomitance between
the two phenomenn and any syllogism based upon this wrong
generalisation is fallacious ; this fullaey is known as  Anaikan-
tika hetu in Indian logic. An illustration will make it clear.
Bound is eternal for it is devoid of tactusl properties, In the
instances of jars and other thinge it is observed that there
is a relation of co-presence or concomitance between tactual

! (g} Vide B. Bh., p. 178, Bombay Edition.
(b} Fide Seutaprakiiki, pp. 1759-70, Bombsy Fdibion,
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properties and destructibility, From these instances one may
generalise that all things having factual properties are things
which are liable to destruction ; with this universal proposition

~ s the major premise a syllogism may be thus constructed—

All things having tactual properties are things which are
liable to destruction.

Sound is not a thing having tactual properiies.
% Bound is not a thing which is liable to destruction.

Thiz inference is fallacious ; apart from other fallacies it is
subject to the fallacy of the falsity of the major premise. It is
not true that in all instances without any exception the presence
of tactunl properties invariably accompanies the presence of
destructibility. There are negative instances in which tactual
properties are not accompanied by destructibility. Tt is found
that atoms though they possess tactual properties are not linhle
to destruction (dyfyate spardavaméca anur mityadca iti), 'These
negative instances must not be neglected. Hence il the letu,
or the phenomenon implied by the middle term, is found in
some instances to accompany and in some other instances not
to accompany the phenomenon implied by the major term
(sadhya), then there can be no pyipti—no universalisation of
the relation of concomitance between the two phenomena. This
fallacy of inference is ultimately based upon s fallacy of non-
observation, i. ., neglect of negafive instances which should
have been taken notice of.'

I (s) Analkdntilkaly savysbhiodrsll nityal dabdali psparéntvit spar-
daviin kumbhah uwnitynh drstaly, na es tatha sspandavin énbdsl tasmat
ssparfatvill nitya dabdaly sparSaviin aguh nityases, aspardi buddhirenily® on.

Vitayiyanabhisya. 1. 2. 5.
(b) Yat khalo sidbyatsjjatiyavrititve sati noyairs vartate tad
vyabhiciri tatra yo heturopitia ubbivantividritys varlate sab snaikintikaly,
Nyiyavicttika, pp. 100.70, Benares Edition.
{¢) K. Bh., p. 188, Lotus Library Edition.
(d) Srutoprakidiki, pp, 178-78, Bombay Edition.
(#) Indinn Logic mnd Alomism, by A, B, Keith,
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To judge the inference under discussion from this stand-
point the opponent is pluced between the two horns of @
dilemma.

If in all instances, withoul o single exceplion, illuminngion
is preceded by the annihulation of igoorance then in the instance
of the particular inference of the opponent and also in the
instanice of the operation of sense organs the existence of
different ignoranecs a5 separate substances would be establisbed
—-which is contradietory to the position of the opponent.

Again if there are some exceptions in which illamination
is not preceded by anmibilation of ignorance then the relation
of concomitanee would not be universal and consequently the
opponent's: conclusion would be false, being based on a false
mujor premise,

Mlumination is preceded by ignorance either in all cases
withonl exception or there are some exceptions.

+7 The opponent’s  position is either self-contradictory or
subject to the [nllacy of the falsity of the major premise.

Hence the inference as advanced by the Advaitins for the
establishment of ujidna a8 n positive entity is fallacious in more
ways than one ; and on the basis of this inference, says Rimi-
nuja; positive churacter of ujidana cannut be established.

Again to prove the untunable character of the Advaitin's
inference Riminnjidis advance the following counter-reasonings :

1. Ajidna which is o matter of dispute, I8 not located in
Brialiman which iz pure conscionsness, because it is apians like
the ajiing seen in oyster-silver. Ajians can  reside in 8
conscions being or koawer and unob in absolute consciousness.
djadnn in the koower veils the trae nature of the oyster and
makes it appear na silver.

g, jnane being ajflima canmot veil knowledge, it ean
veil only an object a2 seen in the case of oyster-silver, Ajiidng
veils oyster aheils which is an object to the perceiver.

3. MAjiann  cannot  be sublated by knowledge because
ajiiing  cannot veil knowledge ; ajddna that is sublated by
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knowledge veils the object of that knowledge. Thus ajfiana of
oyster is sublated by knowledge because oyster is an object of
knowledge. II the wjiana regarding Brahman be removable
by kfiowledge, then Brulman becomes an object of knowledge.

4. Brahman eannot be the location of ajidne becanse
Brahman is not a knower as the pot is not a knower.

6, Inferential knowledge cannot have an antecedent
ajiiina other than its own antecedent non-existence, because it is
knowledge derived from valid proofs. The inference which
has been advanced by the Advaiting to establish ajigna proves
the existence of another ajddna veiling this ajiana establish-
ed by the Advaitin's inference. Thus the Advaitin’s inference
leads to the establishment of ajiana, which goes against the
Advaita position. To avoid this, it is better to deny ajfiana as a
positive entity ; ajfidna can only be antecedent non-existence
of knowledge.

6. Knowledge canuot destroy an entity (pastu), For
this knowledge is mere knowledge without being endowed
with special powers. Knowledge and that which is other than
knowledge can destroy a substance only when endowed with
special powers, such as the knowledge of yogins and the club,

7. Ajiana which is a positive entity cannot be sublated
by knowledge because it is positive in its character like the pot.!

1 (a) ?irﬁﬁﬁdhyiaitumajnﬁmmmiﬁﬁuamﬁtuﬂmhmﬂﬁmjam ajfiinatvat,
foktikidysjfipavat.

{b) Vieadadhyasitamsjfinash os jiiniveropam sjfidoatvis suktikidye-
jlinavat, visayivaraparh hi tat.

(e} Ajfinam na jAknanivartysth jfinavigayinivaranatvit—yajjainani-
vartyamajhina tajjiiosvigayavaranat yathi Suktyidyoejinam.

(d) Brahma na sjidnAspadarth jidtrivavieahit phatidivat.

(e} Vivadadhyasitarh praminejfiinei svaprigabhivitirikiajfiina-par.
vakarh ng bhaveti praminajianstvit hhl?ldlithimn!&jﬁiﬂmﬁdhmapm.
jhinavat,

(f) Jainery na vastuno vindiskarh, Saktividegopabrrhhapavieshe ssti
jfiinatvat yad vastuno vinidakarh tacchaktiviSesspabribhitach jllanamajfi-
nafica dystamh yathd yogiprabbrtijfinam yathi ca mudgaridi,

39
L]
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Against these objections of Ramanujists the Advaitins con-
. tend that they do not admit an ajfiana which
Adwita'ereply o gimgna.  The inference is not intended
to establish ajiians ; it is established by saksicaifanya or *wite
nese intelligence and is without beginuing. The inference and
other proofs are advanced to establish its positive character
and not existence.' No further elaboration is necessary bere as
this point has been already discnssed at length in connexion
with the question of the seat of ajiana. Thus the charge of
inconclusiveness of the middle term or Jietu is not to the point.
As regards the instance of lamp as revealing what was conceal-
ed, the charge is that knowledge is the only revealing factor,
and o the analogy of the lamp and knowledge fails, In answer
to this objection, the Advaitins say that by the expression re-
vealing factor as applied to lamp in this particular example they
mean what is contradictory to non-revesling Ffactors (aprakase-
virodhi) and so helping agents such as the sun, light, sense
organs, ete., are included by the term prakasaka. They however
differ in their distinctive functions.

Thus, knowledge is conteadictory to nescience which veils
an object, so it is an illuminaling principle, spiritual in nature,
which is self-revealed and self-evident, Light is contradictory
to diirkness which screens an object from the view of the per-
ceiver. It is an illuminating prineiple but is inert in its nature,
The eye is 4 primary instrument in visual perception. It is thus
an illuminating principle but only as an instrument.®

{g) Bhavaripamajiifnamh oa jiinsvinidyarh bhivacipabvit ghakadival,
Raminujs-Bhigys, p 178, Bombay Edition.

! Vida Cit., p. 00: asmpnmate’jiiinssys siksisiddhatayi pramans.
bodhyabvitk,

2 Yadyapi anubhava-caksurilokinim ghatidivyanjekatvarm saméanarm
tathipyanubbayasya vissybjfiinavirodhityit  oit-prakidaivam  Alokssya
vigayngata-tamo-virod hitvit jadiprakisatvam caksugates aparoksinubhaveih
proti sakydt sidhanatvit pjfiataksrnpatvamiti sathbhavatyeve vaisamyam.

Vivarans-prameya-saiigraba, p. 50.

L4
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As regards the counter-arguments advanced by the eritics
the Advaitine observe that the first, second, and third inferences
in which ajfiana is the minor term or pakss and the gjfiana in
the case of oyster is an explanatory example, are faully because
they are conditional or (sopddhika). Condition or wupadhi, in
short is that which is present in the explanatory exawple but not
in the minor and thus accompanies the major and is nob invari-
ably accompanied by the middle. In the inferences under con-
sideration the explanatory instances may be characterised by
secondary ajiidna or pallavajiidna as distinguished from the prin-
ciple of cosmic illusion or milajiana. The ajdna residing
in oyster can be explained as pallepdjidna  but ajfana
the minor or paksa, which means malajigna cannot be so
explained.

The fourth inference again is conditional because the explan-
atory example, the pot, can be characterized as phaelavgapys but
not Brahman, the minor ferm in the syllogism,

The fifth inference does not affect the Advaitin's position,
for they do not prove by their inference the existence of ne-
seienck: but only its positive churacter, nescience being established
by Sakgicailanye, or witness intelligence.

In the sixth inference the middle is unreal in itself because
knowledge is a self-luminous, self-evident entity in which there
can be no addition or subtraction of power. Thus the middle ns
determined by the absence of special power cannot be established,
The middle is called videsasisiddha or is not established in respect
of itz qualifying adjuncts.

In the sevenih inference the eydpli or invariable concomi-
tance fails in the ocase of the ajiana of oyster-silver
which (affdna) is positive according to the stundpoint  of
Advaita-Vedanta and yet is sublated by the true knowledge of
oyster. '

L The nature of upddhi and how it invalidutes inference bas been dise
eussed in Chapler VI,
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This dialectic we have so far followed removes the doubts
and refutes the charges of the opponents of Advaita-Vedinta and
gstablishes avidya, or the principle of cosmic illusion, as a positive
entity which is inexplicable in its pature, This avidya is begid™
ningless and being the principle of cosmic illusion introduces
multiplicity, subject-object relations, individuality, ete., where
there is but one undifferentiated Being. Pain, sorrow, grief and
all other evils of life arise from a conscionsness of multiplicity.
To one who sees one in the apparent many no sorrow or no evil
can come. But the knowledge of the absolute one-ness and the
illusory character of this world does not dawn so long as avidyd
persists. It is only when the veil of avidya or nescience is
removed, that we can realise the utter hollowness of this world ;
we become conscious that this phenomenal world is superimpos-
ed an the Being whose nature is Being-Bliss-Consciousness. The
study of the Vedanta removes avidya and reveals true knowledge
completely disentangled from the aceidental impurities. Tt is in
absolute monism, where all multiplicity vanishes and where
knower, knowledge and known are all merged in one undifferen-
tiated Being, that we find ineflable Bliss. It ia to this end; to
the removal of misery and to the attainment of Bliss, that the
study of the Vedanta tends.

-
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