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ABSTRACT
The Nyãya Critique of Akhyãtivãda: Some Reflections
‘Error’ is very important subject-matter of epistemological thoughts. Theories of
erroneous knowledge are known as ‘khyātivāda’ in Indian philosophical system.
The word ‘khyāti’ is derived from the Sanskrit root ‘cakşa’ alongwith ‘ktin’
inflection.1. Actually, ‘khyāti’ means ‘knowledge’. But, the word ‘khyāti’
technically is used in Indian Philosophy that is ‘knowledge of an object which is
appeared in error.
It is necessary to mention that, the ‘soul’ is the absolute knowable entity or
‘prameya’ in accordance with the orthodox philosophical point of view. ‘Prameya’
means that which is accurately knowable. The orthodox schools of philosophers
incessantly have tried to realise this Absolute Soul since the succession of ages.
Erroneous knowledge regarding Absolute Soul is the ultimate cause of all worldly
meseries. In this regard, ‘error’ means the imposition of Absolute Soul in the nonsoul. The living-beings identify the non-soul entities like body, mind, reformation
(‘saṁskāra’), knowledge (‘buddhi’) and so on with the ‘Absolute Soul’. We feel
that the soul would be realized through the negation of the non-soul entities. As a
result, our minds become full of miseries. So, the first aand foremost motivation of
Indian Philosophy is to bring the eternal emancipation of all living-beings. So, the
vi

ultimate purpose of all saviours is to gain the absolute true knowledge rejecting the
fallacious knowledge for ever. So, we have to accept the existence of the invalid
cognition or the erroneous cognition for being aware of the nature of valid
cognition. Because, valid- invalid, good-bad, red-non-red etc. these all are relative
terms. It will be impossible to separate the valid cognition from the invalid one
without having the nature of invalid cognition. Besides that, we cannot deliberate
correctly the truthfulness-falsity of daily happenings also due to the absence of
valid cognition. For this reason, it is necessary to know the nature of erroneous
knowledge in order to reject this. After all, ‘error’ is an important epistemological
problem and also a psychological phenomenon. Actually, it is also a fact of our
life.
The well-known kārikā in regard to the theories of error is:
“Ātmakhyātirasatkhyātirakhyāti khyātiranyathā.
Tathā’nirvacanakhyātirityetat khyātipaῆcakaṁ”2
Acccording to this kārikā or verse, the ‘asatkhyāti’, ‘akhyāti’, ‘anyathākhyāti’ ,
‘ātmakhyāti’, ‘anirvacaniyakhyāti’ -

these five-fold theories of error are

particularly well-known in the Indian Philosophy. Besides these, the theories called
‘satkhyāti’, ‘viparītakhyāti’, ‘sadasatkhyāti’, ‘aloukikakhyāti’ etc. are also wellknown in the Indian Philosophy.
vii

The main aim of this thesis is the substantiation of the theory of
‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’ refuting the theory of ‘akhyᾱti’. The present thesis is divided into
mainly five chapters. In the introductory chapter or the first chapter it will be
discussed about the above-mentioned various types of theory of error in a nutshell.
It is necessary to discuss about the definition of ‘error’ and to give proper evidence
concerning this subject-matter. Because, the nature of all objects are proved by
means of their definitions and also their proper evidence. Because, the evidence in
accordance with the principle - “lakşaņapramᾱņābhyᾱṁ hi vastusiddhih” which is
approved by all schools of Indian philosophers. For this reason, the subject-matter
of the second chapter of this thesis is “Definition of ‘error’ in the light of the
Nyᾱya-Vaiśeşika philosophy”. After that, it will be discussed about ‘error’ in
accordance with Prābhākara Mīmāṁsaka and Nyāya schools through various
arguments in the next three chapters. After that, the discussion about the
Prabhᾱkaras’ theory of ‘non-error’ is the subject-matter of the third chapter of this
thesis. The title of this chapter is “Elucidation of ‘Akhyativada’ and background of
such theory”. “A Critique of ‘Akhyᾱtivᾱda’ by the Naiyᾱyikas” is the subjectmatter of the fourth chapter of this thesis. Last of all, the thesis is concluded
through some critical and evaluative remarks, which is the fifth chapter or last
chapter of this thesis.
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According to the ‘ᾱtmakhyᾱtivᾱdins’, the error is actually the appearance of
the attribute existing in the internal world or the ‘ᾱtmᾱn’ on the external object.
The silver appears in the shell which is known as the external thing. Actually the
Yogᾱcᾱras do not admit extra-mental realities. The Yogᾱcᾱra school of Buddhism
points out that ‘jῆᾱna’ or cognition is only real entity. There is no external thing
besides cognition in their view. For this reason, their view or theory is known as
‘vijῆānavᾱda’. In pursuance of this opinion, the ‘knowledge’ and the ‘object of
knowledge’ is identical; so the fictitious external things are also knowledge by
nature. The invalid knowledge or the erroneous knowledge regarding the external
things also is acquired by feelings like the valid knowledge. In the shell-silver case,
the fictitious shell is knowledge by nature. The silver is the form of knowledge.
The erroneous knowledge of the silver which is the form of cognition becomes in
the fictitious shell. In this case, the error becomes in the one type of cognition. It is
called ‘ᾱtmakhyᾱti’
According to the Śûyavadins or the nihilists, the ‘śûnya’ or the ‘voidness’ is
the absolute reality. So, in pursuance of the nihilists, the internal thing or the
‘ᾱtman’ and the external world --- all these are non-existent or no-being or ‘asat’.
So, according to their view, all internal and external things are erroneous. They
hold that, non-existent thing manifests itself as existent.
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The ‘Śûnyavᾱdins’ or the Mᾱdhyamika school of Buddhism holds that, the
real entity or the reality is not real or ‘sat’, not unreal or ‘asat’, not real-unreal or
‘sat-asat’, even it is not the different category besides real and unreal. There are no
other alternatives besides these four-fold category. For this reason, the nature of
reality is not eligible for determination. So, their point of view about reality is
‘śūnya’

or

‘void’

or

‘nothing’.14

Mᾱdhavᾱcᾱrya

said

in

his

Sarvadarśanasaṁgraha regarding this view of the Mᾱdhyamika school of
Buddhism

is

that

“atastattvaṁ

sadasadubhayatmakacatuşkotivinirmuktaṁ

śûnyameva”. According to the Mādhyamika school, actually all external things are
fictitious. These fictitious things are called the ‘saṁvŗti sat’or the ‘vyāvahārika
sat’. These ‘saṁvŗti sat’ things are called by the Mādhyamika school is
‘anirvacanīya’ or ‘undeterminable’. According to him, in the ‘shell-silver’ case,
the shell is unreal and the silver also is unreal. In this case, the ‘silver’ which is
unreal imposes on the another unreal thing ‘shell’. In this view, the object of error
is unreal or ‘asat’. So, their view regarding error is called ‘asatkhyātivāda’.
Madhvācārya also accepts the theory of ‘asatkhyāti’. According to Madhvācārya,
the object of erroneous knowledge is unreal or ‘asat’. So, their theory of
‘khyātivāda’ is also known as ‘asatkhyātivāda’.
These two views of error imply a fundamental contrast between the two schools of
the Śûnyavādin Buddhists and the Mādhva school of Vedānta. According to the
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Śûnyavādin Buddhists, the resort ( ‘adhisthāna’) of error is unreal or ‘asat’ and on
the other hand, the Mādhva school of Vedānta point out concerning this view the
resort of error is real or ‘sat’.
According to the Advaita Vedantins, ‘adhyāsa’ or the erroneous knowledge
is as such : The appearance of any other object in another object like that object
seen by the knower in previous time. The meaning of the term ‘bhāsa’ is
‘knowledge’ and ‘ava’ is ‘avasanna’( apparent) which are included in ‘avabhāsa’.
So, the meaning of the term ‘avabhāsa’ is ‘avasannajῆana’ or ‘the apparent
knowledge’. That is called apparent which is taken as the depression. The
depression of knowledge is to be ‘vādhita’ or to be proved false. After the
knowledge of silver in the shell the inclination may be originated to the knower
but, the cognition in the form: ‘it is not silver, it is the shell’ --- does not allow
inclination to the thing. So, the knowledge of silver in the shell will be apparent.
The apparent knowledge is known as the erroneous knowlwedge.
According to the Advaita Vedānta, the object of erroneous knowledge is
‘indescribable’ or ‘anirvacanīya’. In this opinion, the erroneous object is a new
object like the object which was seen in previous time. For example, in the shellsilver case, the silver is a new object like that silver seen in the previous time.
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It is relevant to refer that, in accordance with the Advaita Vedānta, the real
entity

or

‘sattā’

is

three-fold

---

‘pāramārthika’,

‘vyāvahārika’

and

‘prātibhāsika’.That is the ‘pāramārthika’ entity which exists in all time or which is
not proved as false in any time. According to them, the ‘pāramārthika’ entity is
only ‘Brahman’ or ‘Paramātman’. That is to be taken as the ‘vyāvahārika’ entity
which is not proved false in the time of use (‘vyāvahārikakāla’). For example, pot
etc. That is the ‘prātibhāsika’ entity which is not proved in the level of apparent
reality (‘prātibhāsikakāla’) but, it is proved false in ‘vyāvahārakāla’ or the time of
use. For example, in the case of illusion, the entity of silver exists on the shell. So,
it is proved that, in the shell-silver case, the silver is proved false in the time of use.
For this reason, it is not the ‘vyāvahārika’ entity, it is ‘ prātibhāsika’ entity. Again,
the silver is not unreal entity like the ‘sky-lotus’case. Because, the perception of
the silver originates from the fault after

shell and the knower’s sense-organ

becomes related. The unreal entity is not a perceptual object. So, this new-born
silver may not be real or unreal or real-unreal. For this reason, the silver or the
erroneous object is ‘anirvacanīya’ or false. That is why, the Advaita theory of error
is known as ‘anirvacanīyakhyāti’.
Maharsi Gautama has pointed out in his sutra that, the locus of the imposing entity
is called ‘tattva’ and ‘the imposing entity’ is called ‘pradhāna’ in the erroneous
case. So, the erroneous cognition is valid in so far as the part of the locus is
xii

concerned and valid so far as the imposing property is concerned. In this way, the
erroneous cognition is of two-fold. In the erroneous case of the cognition of the
human-being in the tree’, the subject or ‘the tree’ is called ‘tattva’ and on the other
hand, ‘the human-being’ is called ‘pradhāna’. The erroneous cognition of the
human-being originates in the tree due to the similar perception between them. In
this present case, the tree is not actually the human-being, but, really it is tree. For
this reason, it is called ‘tattva’ in which the human-being becomes imposed on the
tree. So, the main imposed object which is called ‘pradhᾱna’. The error originates
from the similarity between them. So, the human-being is the main object to create
error.
Prābhākara Mimāṁsaka and Sāmkhya school of Indian Philosophy do not accept
the existence of erroneous cognition. So, their theory of error is known as
‘akhyātivāda’ or ‘vivekākhyāti’.
According to Sāṁkhya Philosophers, cessation of sorrow for ever is possible
with the laukika and Vaidika activities but, that result is not eternal. The better way
to get the eternal emancipation is the knowledge of an outward relation. Gaining
the metaphysical knowledge between the Prakrti and Purusa is the better way to
gain the eternal emancipation. We or all human-beings think that, ‘illness of the
body’ means ‘I am ill’. But,’I’ means only the ‘Soul’, not body. We do not
understand this fact. As a result, we inherit all worldly miseries. The absence of
xiii

this factual cognition is known as ‘sublation’ in Indian Scripture. It is the cause of
error. So, ‘error’ or ‘illusion’ means ‘ the absence of the cognition of
discrimination’ ( vivekājῆāna ) in accordance with the Sāṁkhya school of Indian
Philosophy. So, this theory is called ‘vivekākhyāti’ or shortly ‘akhyāti’.
‘Akhyātivāda’ is a doctrine about the erroneous knowledge advocated by
Mimāṁsakācārya Prabhākara and his followers. They maintain that an invalid
cognition is not possible. All cognitions are valid according to them.
According to Prābhākara, the ‘pramātva’ is the property of all cognitions.
According to him, all cognitions are valid. The property of the valid cognition is
called ‘pramātva’. In the same way, the property of the invalid cognition is called
‘apramātva’. According to Prabhākara, the ‘apramātva’ or invalidity is not the
peoperty of cognition. Always the ‘pramātva’ or validity exists in cognition,
‘apramātva’ does not exist in cognition. The ‘apramātva’ or invalidity exists in
usages. The invalidity or ‘apramātva’ of the usages imposes on the cognition
which cognition is the originator of the usages. Prābhākara has pointed out that,
cognition is pure for ever and self-luminous.
The view of the Prᾱbhᾱkaras has been challenged by the Naiyᾱyikas
who has defined error as ‘yatra yadadhyᾱsastasyaiva viparītadharmatvakalpanamadhyᾱsadh’. That is, the superimposition is nothing but the assumption of
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the opposite character on something. It is the imposition of the opposite character i.
e. silverness in place of shell. These arguments are not developed by Gangesa but
they are very strong to support the Nyᾱya standpoint.
The Naiyᾱyikas argue how the Mīmᾱṁsakas prove the absence of the
knowledge of discrimination between the remember content (smŗta) and acquired
content (grhīta). From the fact of one’s inclination towards getting silver it is
proved that there is cognition of non-discrimination between ‘thisness’ (idantᾱ)
and ‘silverness’ (rajatattva). Such inclination proves and absence of doubt about
its nature of object and its causal efficiency.
Secondly, if there is the cognition of non-discrimination (bhedᾱgraha)
between the two aas told earlier, how does an individual know the same as ‘two’?
‘The cognition of the non-discrimination of the two’ proves that there is the
knowledge of ‘two’ leading to the contradiction of the knowledge of nondiscrimination.
Thirdly, it may be argued that the knowledge of the similarity between shall
and silver may lead an individual to the knowledge of identity. It is not tenable,
because if someone has got the knowledge in the form: ‘Tiger is similar to cat’,
does an individual being desirous of tiger incline to have cat?
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Fourthly, if it is argued that one inclines to have silver, as it was not known
as non-silver, the Naiyayikas are of the opinion that the object was neither taken as
‘silver’ nor as ‘non-silver’. If it is so, there would have been an ‘indifferent
attitude’ (upekşᾱbuddhi) towards the object. But a clear inclination is found instead
of indifference which proves one’s cognition of what is conducive to the desired
(işţa-sᾱdhanatᾱ-jῆᾱna). It ultimately proves the object aas silver.
Lastly, it has been told by the Prᾱbhᾱkaras that if there is aa defect in the
cause, it cannot produce and effect, but it is not true that it produces a different
type of effect. The Naiyᾱyikas do not agree with this. To them a defective cause
may produce a different type of effect (kᾱryᾱntara). For it is found that a particular
creeper called Betralata, if burnt by forest-fire (dᾱbᾱnala) can produce a banana
tree. This is an example taken from the botanical world. Another example is put
forth from the physiological world. It is pointed out that an ulcer in the stomach
increases the humger of an individual instead of loss of it.
In fact, the theories of error are formulated in such a way so that their notion
of pramᾱ (right cognition) is protected. If the nature of right cognition is
determined in a particular system, error is also to be determined in the light of that.
In each and every theory something is superimposed on something else (sarvathᾱpi
tu anyasyᾱnyadharmᾱvasatᾱm na vyabhicarati’). The Vijῆᾱnavᾱdin-s have
imposed extra-mental things on mental one, the Prᾱbhᾱkaras impose silver on shell
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due to the cognition of non-discrimination, and the Naiyᾱyikas impose the opposite
properties to something else (anyathᾱ). In all the cases error is nothing but
superimposition of one thing on another.
The Prᾱbhᾱkaras do not believe in the existence of any erroneous cognition
while the Naiyᾱyikas believe in illusory cognition or error. We would like to point
some points which indicate the pragmatic value of error. From the fact of its
pragmatic value it is known to us that there is the existence of the phenomenon of
error, which ultimately disproves the Prᾱbhᾱkara position.
First, error has been taken as invalid cognition, because it can only mislead
an individual. Now an effort will be made to show that error serves a virtuous role
also in our life as evvisaged in Mᾱrkandeyapurᾱņa where error has been taken as a
form of Mother Goddess existing in all creatures (‘yᾱ devī sarvabhūūteşu
bhrᾱntirūpeņa samsthitᾱ’). In fact, forgetfulness can also be included under the
causes of error. An individual would be able to survive in this empirical world
amidst sufferings, arising out of lust, misunderstanding, ego etc. due to having the
forgetfulness (bhrᾱnti) in his life. Had there been no such quality, he would have
been mad being overburdened by the sorrows aand sufferings. Hence bhrᾱnti or
error sometimes occupies a prominent role for psychological balance. Sometimes
the tranquilizers are applied to make a man psychologically normal after removing
his over-concerned situation towards a particular matter. That is why; we come
xvii

across a definition of human being which runs as follows: ‘To ear is human’. In
fact, error lies in the very nature of a human being. In other words, vthe essential
characteristic of a man is to commit error. In other words, we cannot get rid of this
error as it is in the very nature of a man.
Secondly, error has got a positive value in the sense that it serves as a
rectifier of certain policy or principle. Error provides us certain lesion through
which we can correct ourselves. Hence error can be taken as a means of
rectification or correction. That is why, the trial and error method is still a
valuable method in the filed of learning or Psychology.
Thirdly, it is found in our life that error which is not a reality provides us
some picture of reality indirectly. As for example, when the driver sees the
reflection of a following caar in the looking glass, he becomes cautious of it.
Though the reflection is not the real object, it provides an idea of the real object.
Though the photograph pasted in an application form does not entail reality yet it
can provide some idea of the real applicant to the authority. Even now-a-days a
computer sketch which is not a reality can help the investigating officer to identify
a criminal. In the Advaita text Paῆcadaśī Vidyᾱraņya Muni has taken the help of
picture which may act as a lamp to illumine the Ultimate Reality (Brahman) in aa
section called Citradīpaprakaraņa. Moreover, Sankara in his Adhyᾱsabhᾱşya has
admitted the necessity of falsity or superimposition. To him, all our behaviours,
xviii

Vedic or secular, all the usages of means of knowing (pramᾱņa) and knowable
objects (prameya), injunctions and liberation are possible due to the falsity
(superimposition) between self and non-self. In order to go beyond the range of
duality we must begin with duality which is nothing but falsity between self and
non-self.
Lastly, the theory of error is taken as one of the methods of philosophizing. If any
error in the opponent’s arguments is not shown, the proponent’s standpoint cannot
be substantiated. Therefore, error is to be pointed out only to save-guard our own
philosophical position. No philosophical position is final and hence each and every
standpoint is subject to challenge. To challenge means to show error in a theory.
That is why; philosophy becomes a flowing water, but not stagnant. Had there been
no error, no new philosophical standpoint would come up. In Indian Philosophy
the fundamental function is the show fault or error to other’s view
(paramatadūşana) and establishing one’s own standpoint.
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Preface
The subject-matter of my thesis is: “The Nyᾱya Critique of Akhyᾱtivᾱda: Some
Reflections”. It is actually a critique of the Nyᾱya-thinkers about the Prabhakaras’
theory of error. A question may be raised in this connection that, what is the
necessity of selection this topic for Ph.D degree?
In response, I want to say that, we may be abled to gain the valid knowledge about
something and some other knowledgable subjects are appeared to us as invalid.
Even, we also gain something as true or valid at first, after some times, those
objects are appeared to us as invalid or false. As a result, usually we are deceived
through falsity or error in our running way of life. For this reason, we should have
the capacity to separate the valid cognition from invalid knowing about the invalid
or erroneous cognition. It would not necessary for us to gain erroneous cognition
about anything, our ultimate purpose to accure the valid cognition of anything.
Thinking this, I have been drowned to search this topic as my research-work for
Ph.D degree.
Various opinions with regard to ‘error’ are known as ‘khyᾱtivᾱda’ in Indian
Philosophical system. There are mainly two-fold theories in this connection
namely, (i). Khyᾱtivᾱda and akhyᾱtivᾱda. According to the akhyᾱtivᾱdīns, ‘error’
does not exist in cognition; it exists in public-usages. On the other hand, ‘error’
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exists in cognition in accordance with the khyᾱtivᾱdīns. There are various types of
‘khyᾱtivᾱda’ in Indian Philosophy namely, ‘ᾱtmakhyᾱti’, ‘asatkhyᾱti’, ‘akhyᾱti’,
‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’,

‘anirvacanīyakhyᾱti’

and

so

on.

Gangeśa’s

theory

of

‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’ has been highlighted in my thesis. The establishment of Gangeśa’s
theory of error refuting Prᾱbhᾱkara’s theory of non-error is the ultimate aim of this
present research-work.
Gangeśa Upᾱdhyay is a renowned logician of Mithila. He gave birth of a new era
in the development of logic in India. Gangeśa’s famous book is Tattvacintᾱmaņi.
This book is immoral work of Gangeśa. He very delicately has been judged the
four ways of knowing in his book. Tattvacintᾱmaņi is divided into four books
namely, (i). Perception (Pratyakşa), (ii). Inference (Anumᾱna), (iii). Comparison
(Upamᾱna) and (iv). Verbal Testimoni (Śabda). These are the four ways of
deriving valid cognition. ‘Anyathᾱkhyᾱtivᾱdaprakaraņa’ is included in the
‘pratyakşakhaņda’ (Perception) of the book named Tattvacintᾱmaņi. In this part,
Gangeśa established his theory of ‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’ refuting Prᾱbhᾱkara
Mīmᾱṁsakas’ theory of ‘akhyᾱti’. The ultimate aim of this present research-work
is: to show the Gangeśa’s theory of error (anyathᾱkhyᾱti) is more argumentative
method than others. Because, his logical thinking is very minute. It is main subjectmatter of this thesis.
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Chapter – I

Introduction: An Explanatory note on ‘Khyātivāda’ in general

Theories of erroneous knowledge are known as ‘khyātivāda’ in
Indian philosophical system. The word ‘khyāti’ is derived from the Sanskrit
root ‘cakşa’ alongwith ‘ktin’ inflection.1 Actually, ‘khyāti’ means ‘knowledge’.
But, the word ‘khyāti’ technically is used in Indian Philosophy that is‘knowledge
of an object which is appeared in error’.
At the outset, we have to know that, what is the necessity of gaining as
to ‘the theories of error’?
In response, it is necessary to mention that, the ‘soul’ is the absolute
knowable entity or ‘prameya’ in accordance with the orthodox philosophical point
of view. ‘Prameya’ means that which is accurately knowable. The orthodox
schools of philosophers incessantly have tried to realise this Absolute Soul since
the succession of ages. Erroneous knowledge regarding to Absolute Soul is the
ultimate cause of all worldly meseries. In this regard, ‘error’ means the imposition
of Absolute Soul in the non-soul. The living-beings identify the non-soul entities
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like body, mind, reformation (‘saṁskāra’), knowledge (‘buddhi’) and so on with
the ‘Absolute Soul’. We feel that the soul would be realized through the negation
of the non-soul entities. As a result, our minds become full of miseries. So, the
first and foremost motivation of Indian Philosophy is to bring the eternal
emancipation of all living-beings. So, the ultimate purpose of all saviours is to gain
the absolute true knowledge rejecting the fallacious knowledge for ever. So, we
have to accept the existence of the invalid cognition or the erroneous cognition for
being aware of the nature of valid cognition. Because, valid- invalid, good-bad,
red-non-red etc. these all are relative terms. It will be impossible to separate the
valid cognition from the invalid one without having the nature of invalid cognition.
Besides that, we cannot deliberate correctly the truthfulness-falsity of daily
happenings also due to the absence of valid cognition. For this reason, it is
necessary to know the nature of erroneous knowledge in order to reject this. After
all, ‘error’ is an important epistemological problem and also a psychological
phenomenon. Actually, it is also a fact of our life.
The well-known kārikā in regard to the theories of error is:
“Ātmakhyātirasatkhyātirakhyāti khyātiranyathā.
Tathā’nirvacanakhyātirityetat khyātipaῆcakaṁ.”2
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Acccording to this kārikā or verse, the ‘asatkhyāti’, ‘akhyāti’, ‘anyathākhyāti’ ,
‘ātmakhyāti’, ‘anirvacaniyakhyāti’ -

these five-fold theories of error are

particularly well-known in the Indian Philosophy. Besides these, the theories called
‘satkhyāti’, ‘viparītakhyāti’, ‘sadasatkhyāti’, ‘aloukikakhyāti’ etc. are also wellknown in the Indian Philosophy.
There are mainly two different theories of error

in Indian philosophical

system namely, ‘the theory of error’ and ‘the theory of non-error’. The theory of
‘non-error’ or ‘Akhyᾱtivāda’ held by the Prᾱbhᾱkara school of Pûrva-Mīmᾱṁsᾱ.
According to the Prᾱbhᾱkara school, all cognition are regarded as valid. On the
other hand, according to the theory of ‘error’ or ‘Khyᾱtivᾱda’, cognition may be
regarded as invalid in sometimes.
As there is the existence of numerous theories of error in the Indian
Philosophy a question may be raised: what is the reason behind the different
theories of error ?
The answer to the question that mentioned above may be basically divided
into two categories. Certain Indian Philosophers do not accept the existence of
erroneous knowledge at all. Their theory is known as ‘akhyᾱtivᾱda’. Prᾱbhᾱkara
Mimᾱṁsaka and Sᾱṁkhya – these two schools of Indian Philosophers’
communities accept this opinion. Other Indian Philosophers accept the existence of
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erroneous knowledge. For this reason, their opinion is known as the ‘theory of
error’or the ‘khyᾱtivᾱda’. But, there are different types of ‘khyᾱtivᾱda’or ‘theories
of error’ too among the khyᾱtivᾱdīns.The question in the context may be raised in
the form. What is the reason for accepting the different types of the theories of
error or the ‘khyᾱtivᾱda’?
The answer to this question is as follows. Even though there is no different
opinion among the ‘khyᾱtivᾱdīns’ about the existence of the erroneous knowledge
there are different types of opinion about the erroneous object. The erroneous
object may be four-fold as real, unreal, both real and unreal, not both real and
unreal or really indefinable or ‘anirvacanīya’. No fifth alternative (vikalpa) is
possible beyond these four-fold alternatives. All ‘khyᾱtivᾱdins’ accept that the
illusory object is real have also expressed difference of opinion among themselves.
The illusory- object may either be external or internal. According to the Yogᾱcᾱra
Buddhists, the illusory-object is internal. They deny the existence of the external
world. The Yogācaras uphold that the illusory-object is a form of cognition. Their
opinion is known as ‘ᾱtmakhyᾱtivᾱda’. In pursuance of the Mᾱdhva Vedᾱntins and
Śunyovᾱdīīn Buddhists, the illusory-object is unreal. So, their theory of error is
called the ‘asatkhyᾱtivᾱda’. But, there are also different types of views among
themselves. According to the Mᾱdhva school, the illusory-object is unreal although
the substratum or locus of the illusory- object is real. So, they accept the
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‘svᾱdhisthᾱna-bhrama’. On the other hand, the Śunyovᾱdī Buddhists uphold that
the illusory-object is unreal and the locus of the illusory-object is also unreal. So,
they accept the ‘niradhisthᾱnabhrama’. The khyᾱtivᾱdīns who think the illusoryobject is external are also divided. Some Philosophers point out that the illusoryobject is real and it appears far from the knower. The view is known as
‘anyathᾱkhyᾱtivᾱda’. This view is corroborated by the Nyᾱya-Vaiśeşikas.
According to the Viśiştᾱdvaitavᾱdīn Rᾱmᾱnuja, the erroneous-object is real but it
exists in front of the knower whose opinion is called the ‘satkhyᾱtivᾱda’. In
accordance with the Advaita Vedᾱnta, the erroneous object is not real, not unreal
and both real-unreal –it is ‘sadasadvilakşaņa’ or ‘anirvacanīya’. Their opinion
concerning the erroneous knowledge is known as the ‘anirvacaniyakhyᾱtivᾱda’.
The main aim of this thesis is the substantiation of the theory of
‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’ refuting the theory of ‘akhyᾱti’. Before this critical discussion, I
will

be

discussing

the

theory

of

‘ᾱtmakhyᾱti’,

‘asatkhyᾱti’,

and

‘anirvacanīyakhyᾱti’ shortly.
The present thesis is divided into mainly five chapters. In the introductory
chapter or the first chapter it will be discussed about the above-mentioned various
types of theory of error in a nutshell. It is necessary to discuss about the definition
of ‘error’ and to give proper evidence concerning this subject-matter. Because,the
nature of all objects are proved by means of their definitions and also their proper
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evidence.

Because,

the evidence

in

accordance

with

the principle

-

“lakşaņapramᾱņābhyᾱṁ hi vastusiddhih” which is approved by all schools of
Indian philosophers. For this reason, the subject-matters of the second, third, fourth
and fifth chapters are the definition of error and critical discussion about this
matter. “Definition of ‘error’ in the light of the Ancient Naiyāyikas: An Epistemic
Deliberation” is the title of the second chapter. After that, it will be discussed
about ‘error’ in accordance with Prābhākara Mīmāṁsaka and Nyāya schools
through various arguments in the next two chapters. The discussion about the
Prabhᾱkaras’ theory of ‘non-error’ is the subject-matter of the third chapter of this
thesis. The title of this chapter is “Elucidation of ‘Akhyᾱtivᾱda’ and background of
such theory”. The establishment of the theory of ‘anyathākhyāti’ refuting
‘akhyātivāda’ is the subject-matter of the fourth chapter of this thesis. This fourth
chapter is divided into two parts namely, (i). A Critique of ‘Akhyᾱtivᾱda’ by the
Naiyᾱyikas, (ii). ‘Anyathᾱkhyᾱtivᾱdasiddhᾱntapakşa’. Last of all, the thesis is
concluded through some critical and evaluative remarks, which is the fifth chapter
or last chapter of this thesis.
Vᾱtsyᾱyana defines the erroneous knowledge as such: “atasmiṁstaditi
pratyayah yathᾱ sthᾱnau puruşa iti3 (2/1/36) in his famous commentary
Nyᾱyabhᾱsya on Nyᾱyasutra of Maharşi Goutama. Once more, Ᾱcᾱrya Śaṁkara
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defines the erroneous knowledge in his Adhyᾱsabhᾱşya as such : “smŗtirûpah
paratra pûrvadŗştᾱvabhᾱsah”4. At the end of Adhyᾱsabhᾱşya Ᾱcārya Śaǹkara
again remembers the definition of the erroneous knowledge and then he said that,
“adhyᾱso nᾱmātasmiṁstadbuddhirityavocᾱmoh”5. So, it is mentionable that, the
previous definition of the erroneous knowledge which is given by Saṁkara is
actually:“atasmiṁstadbuddhih”.
It is proved by the Naiyᾱikas, in the shell-silver case, the silver is true which
is seen in the previously acceptable shell. But, the Advaita Vedᾱntins always accept
that the silver is false which imposes on the shell. According to them, the whole
world is false which is imposed on the Absolute Soul or Brahman.
“Smŗtirûpah

paratra

pûrvadŗştᾱvabhᾱsah”---this

definition

of

the

‘adhyᾱsa’ or ‘bhrama’ has been incorporated in the Adhyᾱsabhᾱşya by Śaṁkara
refuting the theories of error which are given by other schools. He actually had
established ‘anirvacanīyakhyᾱtivᾱda’ with this definition.
The above-mentioned definition of the ‘adhyᾱsa’or ‘bhrama’ will be
explained shortly. But, before the discussion about the definition of ‘adhyasa’, we
have to know about the term ‘adhyᾱsa’ or ‘bhrama’ or ‘error’. The term ‘adhyᾱsa’
is derived from the Sanskrit root ‘adhi-as’ alongwith ‘ghaῆi’ inflection. This
‘ghaῆi’ inflection is applied by passively and actively both. For this reason, the
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two-fold meaning of the term ‘adhyᾱsa’ has to be accepted by us. The meaning of
the term ‘bhᾱva’ or ‘passive’ is action. So, the meaning of the term ‘adhyᾱsa’
passively is ‘adhyᾱsakriyᾱ’ or ‘erroneous action’. The root ‘as’ means ‘to cast’.
The prefix ‘adhi’ is ‘top of anything’. So the total meaning of the term ‘adhyᾱsa’
in passive sense is ‘to cast anything on any other thing’. Again, the total meaning
of the term ‘adhyᾱsa’ in active sense is that thing which is thrown on the other
thing. For example, in the shell-silver case, that cognitive state is ‘adhyᾱsa’ or
‘error’ and that knowable silver also is erroneous. In the first sense, the cognitive
state or knowledge is erroneous and in the second sense, the knowable is
erroneous6.

“Smŗtirûpah paratra pûrvadŗştᾱvabhᾱsah”.
• The meaning of the term ‘smŗirûpah’ is ---- “smaryate iti smŗti” or that thing
is called ‘smŗti’ or memory which is remembered. The term ‘smŗtirûpah’ is
given as that whose appearance is like the appearance of that remembered
thing. It is given by vahuvrihi compound. So, the ultimate meaning of this
term ‘smrtirûpah’ in the case of imposition in case of meaning
(‘arthᾱdhyᾱsapakşe’) is: any ‘prᾱtibhᾱsika’ thing like remembered
(vyavahᾱrika) thing. The term ‘paratra’ means: in another locus, or, the
object not existing in its own locus. The meaning of the term
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‘pûrvadŗştᾱvabhᾱsah’ is: ‘pûrva’ means previous, ‘dŗşta’ means ‘to see’ or
‘knowledge’, ‘avabhᾱsa’ means ‘appearance’ or that which is appeared is
called ‘avabhᾱsa’. So, the initial meaning of the sentence “smŗtirûpah
paratra pûrdŗştāvabhāsah” in the case of the superimposition of meaning (
‘arthᾱdhyᾱsapakşe’) : that ‘prātibhāsika’ or appeared entity ( for example,
the snake etc.) is called the erroneous thing which is imposed on another
thing ( for example, the rope) due to the impression of the previous
perceptual thing like the remembered thing which is ‘vyᾱvahᾱrika’ ( for
example, the snake etc.) thing.
Now, we discuss the definition of ‘adhyᾱsa’ or the erroneous knowledge
“smŗtirûpah paratra pûrvadŗştᾱvabhᾱsah” in case of superimposition of
knowledge ( ‘jῆᾱnᾱdhyᾱsapakşe’ ).
In this sense, the meaning of the term “smŗtirûpah” is as such : “smaraņaṁ
eva smŗtih” or the remembrance is ‘smŗti’ or memory whose appearance is like the
appearance of the remembrance. It is given by ‘vahuvŗhi’ compound. In this sense,
the meaning of the term ‘smŗtirûpah’ is as such: the ‘jῆᾱna’ or the knowledge
which is like the ‘smŗtijῆᾱna’ or the memory-cognition. The meaning of the term
‘paratra’ is ‘in another place’. The meaning of the term ‘pûrva’ is ‘previous’.
‘Dŗşta’ means ‘to see’ or ‘knowledge’, the meaning of the term ‘avabhᾱsa’ is
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‘jῆāna’ or ‘knowledge’. So, the initial meaning of the sentence “smŗtirûpah
paratra pûrvadŗştᾱvabhᾱsah” is as such: That knowledge is called the erroneous
knowledge which originates from the impression of the previously perceived
object and which is just aa memory cognition (‘smŗtirûpah’)7.

A question may be raised whether the above-mentioned definition of
‘adhyᾱsa’ which is given by Saṁkara is accepted by other schools of Indian
Philosophers or not. In order to the answer of that question Ᾱcᾱrya Saṁkara
explained in his Adhyᾱsabhᾱsya other three definitions of ‘adhyᾱsa’ given by
others schools of Indian Philosophers. These three definitions will be explained as
follows:
1). “Taṁ kecit anyatra anyadharmᾱdhyᾱsah iti vadanti”8.
2). “Kecit tu yatra yadadhyᾱsa tadvivekᾱgrahanibandhanah bhramah iti”9.
3). “Anye tu yatra yadadhyᾱsah tasyaiva viparītadharmatvakalpanāṁ ᾱcakşate
iti”10.
Anyathᾱkhyᾱtivᾱdins or the Naiyᾱyikas and ‘ᾱtmakhyᾱtivᾱdins’ or the
Buddhist Philosophers’ point of view concerning error is stated with the 1 no.
definition which is ---“ taṁ kecit anyatra anyadharmᾱdhyᾱsah iti vadanti”.
According to the anyathᾱkhyᾱtivᾱdins, ‘adhyᾱsa’ or illusion is created by the
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manifestation of the attribute in the object which object is situated in front of the
knower but this attribute exists on the object which is situated at different place
from the knower. For example, the illusion is created by the manifestation of the
attribute of silver or silverness on the shell which is situated in front of the knower
but this attribute or silverness exists at silver and this silver is situated at different
place from the knower.
Besides this, according to the ‘ᾱtmakhyᾱtivᾱdins’, the error is actually the
appearance of the attribute existing in the internal world or the ‘ᾱtmᾱn’ on the
external object. The silver appears in the shell which is known as the external
thing. Actually the Yogᾱcᾱras do not admit extra-mental realities. The Yogᾱcᾱra
school of Buddhism points out that ‘jῆᾱna’ or cognition is only real entity. There is
no any external thing besides cognition in their view. For this reason, their view or
theory is known as ‘vijῆānavᾱda’. In pursuance of this opinion, the ‘knowledge’
and the ‘object of knowledge’ is identical; so the fictitious external things are also
knowledge by nature. The invalid knowledge or the erroneous knowledge
regarding the external things also is acquired by feelings like the valid knowledge.
In the shell-silver case, the fictitious shell is knowledge by nature. The silver is the
form of knowledge. The erroneous knowledge of the silver which is the form of
cognition becomes in the fictitious shell. In this case, the error becomes in the one
type of cognition. It is called ‘ᾱtmakhyᾱti’11
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Now, it will be discussed

about illusion in the light of Buddhism as

explained by Vācaspati in his Bhᾱmati.
Vᾱcaspati Miśra had remarked an important statement in this context in his
Bhāmati that is “Yad yᾱdŗśamanubhavasiddhyaṁ tat tᾱdŗśmevabhyupagantavyaṁ,
anyathᾱtvaṁ tu asya valavadvadhakapratyavasad bhavati’.It may be explained in
the following manner.The things that appeared to us as such are the nature of that
thing. But, if any more powerful cognition comes here then we become obedient to
accept the subsequent cognition leaving off the antecedent cognition. In the shellsilver case, when the knower realized as: ‘this is silver’ then that thing is accepted
to the knower as ‘the silver’ and perhaps the knower goes forward to collect that
thing. But, when the knower realized that, ‘this is not silver’ (idaṁ na rajataṁ)
then the knower being destitute was compelled to give importance to the more
powerful obstructing cognition. If the knower wants to realize the valid nature of
the silver which appeared in the error then it is very important to analyse the
subsequent cognition to the knower.
It is necessary to mention in this context that, according to the Buddhism,
categories are two-fold –-‘internal’ which is referred to as ‘I’, it is called
‘ᾱlayvijῆᾱna’ and on the other hand, ‘external’ which is referred to as ‘blue’,
‘yellow’ etc. that is called ‘pravŗttivijῆᾱna’. The main opinion of the Buddhist
Philosophers’ is that one kind of cognition is expressed in two manners – ‘knower’
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and ‘knowable’. This knower is known as ‘ᾱlayvijῆᾱna’ and the knowable is
known as ‘pravŗttivijῆᾱna’. ‘Knowledge’ exists in ‘knower’; so the ‘knower’ is
called the ‘ᾱlayvijῆᾱna’ and the inclination originates in respect of the ‘knowable’.
So, the ‘knowable’ is called the ‘pravŗttivijῆᾱna’.
‘Na’, ‘idaṁ’, ‘rajataṁ’--- these three terms are in the ‘nedaṁ rajataṁ
sentence. The question may arise that, which term is connected with that negative
term ‘na’ among

them? That is the case under consideration. It is importance to

retain in memory that ‘the silver’ is ‘dharmī’. It has many properties ; for example,
the ‘silverness’, ‘thingness’, ‘glitterness’, ‘worthness’, ‘whiteness’ etc. On the
other hand, the ‘thisness’ or the ‘idaṁ’ is a property. The meaning of this property
is the ‘outerness’. Because, the term ‘this’ always refers to something remaining
outside or in front of me.
Now, the Buddhist Philosophers point out that, if the negation of the silver is
accepted by the ‘na’ then all properties of the silver will be negated. But, if the
knower negates the ‘thisness’ with ‘na’ then only one property will be negated. As
a result, it will come under the law of testimony (‘lāghava’). The fallacy of the
lightness (‘lāghava’) and heaviness(‘gourava’) is an important case under
consideration in Philosophy and Science. The lighten procedure is accepted to all.
According to this, if ‘thisness’ would be negated with the ‘na’ then the meaning of
this sentence would be the absence of ‘thisness’ of the silver. So, it is proved that
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the silver is ‘internal’ or the cognition in nature, but not in the external world or
non-mental world.12

The akhyᾱtivᾱdins or the Prābhākara schools’ point of view concerning
‘error’ is stated with the second definition which is --- “Kecit tu yatra
yadadhyᾱsah tadvivekᾱgrahanivandhanah bhramah iti”
Ᾱcᾱrya Śaṁkara introduces the opinion of Prābhᾱkara concerning error
with the foregoing definition.
In accordance with the Prᾱbhᾱkara school of Mīmᾱṁakas, two types of
cognition belong in fact in the case of illusion which are as such --- perception
and memory. These two types of cognition are originated simultaneously. As a
result, the knower mixes up the perceived and the remembered element. The
illusion originates by virtue of the absence of knowledge of discrimination. So, the
illusion becomes in use only, not in knowledge in accordance with the
Prᾱbhᾱkaras.13
Then Ᾱcᾱrya Śankara introduces the opinion of Śûnyovᾱdīn Buddhist
Philosophers concerning error with the following --- “anye tu yadadhyᾱsah
tasyaiva viparītdharmattvakalpanᾱṁ ᾱcaksate iti”. According to the Śûnyovᾱdīn
Buddhist school, the ‘adhyᾱsa’ or error occurs when the knower imagines the
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opposite property in thing which exists in front of the knower. For example, we
know that the ‘silverness’ is the opposite property of the shell and it is the property
of silver which exists in another place. But, the knower’s imagination of the
silverness in the shell is error. It is mentionable that, according to the Śûnyavᾱdīns
or the nihilists, the ‘śûnya’ or the ‘voidness’ is the absolute reality. So, in
pursuance of the nihilists, the internal thing or the ‘ᾱtman’ and the external world -- all these are non-existent or no-being or ‘asat’. So, according to their view, all
internal and external things are erroneous. They hold that, non-existent thing
manifests itself as existent.
The ‘Śûnyavᾱdīns’ or the Mᾱdhyamika school of Buddhism holds that, the
real entity or the reality is not real or ‘sat’, not unreal or ‘asat’, not real-unreal or
‘sat-asat’, even it is not the different category besides real and unreal. There are no
other alternatives besides these four-fold categories. For this reason, the nature of
reality is not eligible for determination. So, their point of view about reality is
‘śûnya’

or

‘void’

or

‘nothing’.14

Mᾱdhavᾱcᾱrya

said

in

his

Sarvadarśanasaṁgraha regarding this view of the Mᾱdhyamika school of
Buddhism

is

that

“atastattvaṁ

sadasadubhayatmakacatuşkotivinirmuktaṁ

śûnyameva”. According to the Mādhyamika school, actually all external things are
fictitious. These fictitious things are called the ‘saṁvŗti sat’or the ‘vyāvahārika
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sat’. These ‘saṁvŗti sat’ things are called by the Mādhyamika school is
‘anirvacanīya’ or ‘undeterminable’. According to him, in the ‘shell-silver’ case,
the shell is unreal and the silver also is unreal. In this case, the ‘silver’ which is
unreal imposes on the other unreal thing ‘shell’. In this view, the object of error is
unreal or ‘asat’. So, their view regarding error is called ‘asatkhyātivāda’.
Madhvācārya also accepts the theory of ‘asatkhyāti’. According to Madhvācārya,
the object of erroneous knowledge is unreal or ‘asat’. So, their theory of
‘khyātivāda’ is also known as ‘asatkhyātivāda’.
These two views of error imply a fundamental contrast between the two
schools of the Śûnyavādīn Buddhists and the Mādhva school of Vedānta.
According to the Śûnyavādīn Buddhists, the resort ( ‘adhisthāņa’) of error is unreal
or ‘asat’ and on the other hand, the Mādhva school of Vedānta point out
concerning this view the resort of error is real or ‘sat’.
After the discussion of all views about error Ācārya Saṁkara points out that,
“sarvathāpi tu anyasya anyadharmāvabhāsaṁ na vyābhicarate”.15 ‘The
appearance of another property in another thing’ --- is accepted by all schools of
Indian Philosophers. It is their common opinion concerning error.
Now, we will discuss the theory of ‘anirvacanīyakhyāti’ or the Advaita
Vedāntin’s opinion concerning error.
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The perception of the inherent part of that thing like ‘thisness’ originates
from the relation between the sense-organ of the knower and the thing which
remains in front of the knower in the non-metaphysical case. The particular part of
that thing is not appeared to the knower on account of the different types of fault
which exists in the knower, knowable thing etc. But, the knower has interest to the
particular knowledge of that thing. For this reason, the ‘saṁskāra’ ( impression) of
that thing seen in previous time awakens in the mind of the knower on account of
the similarity of that thing with the thing which exists in front of the knower.
‘Fault’, ‘impression’ and ‘the knowledge of the inherent part of the concern thing’
--- these are the causes of the erroneous knowledge.
The ‘adhyāsa’ or the erroneous knowledge is as such: The appearance of
any other object in another object like that object seen by the knower in previous
time. The meaning of the term ‘bhāsa’ is ‘knowledge’ and ‘ava’ is ‘avasanna’ (
apparent) which are included in ‘avabhāsa’. So, the meaning of the term
‘avabhāsa’ is ‘avasannajῆāna’ or ‘the apparent knowledge’. That is called
apparent which is taken as the depression. The depression of knowledge is to be
‘vādhita’ or to be proved false. After the knowledge of silver in the shell the
inclination may be originated to the knower but, the cognition in the form: ‘it is not
silver, it is the shell’ --- does not allow inclination to the thing. So, the knowledge
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of silver in the shell will be apparent. The apparent knowledge is known as the
erroneous knowlwedge.
According to the Advaita Vedānta, the object of erroneous knowledge is
‘indescribable’ or ‘anirvacanīya’. In this opinion, the erroneous object is a new
object like the object which was seen in previous time. For example, in the shellsilver case, the silver is a new object like that silver was seen in the previous time.

It is relevant to refer that, in accordance with the Advaita Vedānta, the real
entity

or

‘sattā’

is

three-fold

---

‘pāramārthika’,

‘vyavahārika’

and

‘prātibhāsika’.That is the ‘pāramārthika’ entity which exists in all time or which
does not prove false in any time. According to them, the ‘pāramārthika’ entity is
only ‘Brahman’ or ‘Paramātman’. That is to be taken as the ‘vyāvahārika’ entity
which is not proved false in the time of use (‘vyavahārikakāla’). For example, pot
etc. That is the ‘prātibhāsika’ entity which is not proved in the level of apparent
reality (‘prātibhāsikakāla’) but, it is proved false in ‘vyāvahārakāla’ or the time of
use. For example, in the case of illusion, the entity of silver exists on the shell. So,
it is proved that, in the shell-silver case, the silver is proved false in the time of use.
For this reason, it is not the ‘vyāvahārika’ entity, it is ‘prātibhāsika’ entity. Again,
the silver is not unreal entity like the ‘sky-lotus’case. Because, the perception of
the silver originates from the fault after shell and the knower’s sense-organ
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becomes related. The unreal entity is not a perceptual object. So, this new-born
silver may not be real or unreal or real-unreal. For this reason, the silver or the
erroneous object is ‘anirvacanīya’ or false. That is why, the Advaita theory of error
is known as ‘anirvacanīyakhyāti’.
According to this theory of error, all things impose on the Absolute Soul or
“Brahman”. In the rope-snake case, the rope imposes on the Absolute Soul. The
false snake also imposes on that rope. In this sense, ‘false’ means ‘anirvacanīya’ or
indeterminable. It is a technical term. That is called ‘anirvacanīya’ or false which
is not real, not unreal, even which is not known as real and unreal both. If the
snake were real then that thing may not become sublated by the cognition of rope.
Again, if the snake were unreal then it would not become perceptible like the son
of the barren woman. Again, that snake may not be known as ‘real-unreal both’.
Because, a thing may not be real-unreal both in the same thing these two terms
‘real’ and ‘unreal’ – are contradictory in nature. It may not be acceptable that, the
snake exists in another place in accordance with the Anyathākhyātivādīns. Again, it
also may not acceptable that, the snake exists in the cognition in accordance with
the Vijῆānavādīns. Because, the snake appears as the rope which exists in front of
the knower. So, according to the Advaitins, the snake creates from the ignorance in
that moment16.
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CHAPTER- II
Definition of ‘error’ in the light of the Naiyāyikas
The fundamental subject-matter of philosophy is ‘knowledge’ or ‘cognition’.
‘Knowledge’ is mainly two-fold namely, (i). memory or ‘smŗti’ and (ii). feeling or
‘anubhava’. ‘Anubhava’ is of two kinds namely, (i). valid cognition or ‘pramā’
and (ii). invalid cognition or ‘apramā’. It is understandable for us that, it is
necessary to know about the nature of invalid cognition for the sake of gaining
valid cognition. The main objective of this present thesis is to give the nature of
one of the forms of invalid cognition like erroneous cognition. So, at first, an effort
will be made to discuss about the definition of ‘error’ in accordance with the
Naiyāyikas.
It is necessary to know about the term ‘lakşaņa’ or ‘definition’. The term ‘lakşaņa’
is defined as “asādhāraņaṁ kᾱranaṁ karanatvaṁ” in Indian philosophy.1 The
extra-ordinary property of any category is called ‘lakşaņa’. This property is a
determinimg quality which separates the concerned category from others. This
determining quality also helps the concern category to be used. Because, the
important statement is: ‘vyāvŗttirvyāvahāro vā lakşaņasya prayojanaṁ” i.e. the
necessity of definition is to differentiate an entity from others and to use the same.
‘Definition’ is used in two cases namely, ‘vyāvŗtti’ or ‘to particularize the concern
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category’ and ‘vyavahāra’ or ‘to give the ability the concerned category for publicuse’. Actually, the meaning of the term ‘vyabhicāra’ or ‘use’ is ‘to apply such
terms by which the concerned category to be made known.2
Invalid cognition or ‘apramā’ may be classified into three kinds namely,
(i).saṁśaya, (ii). tarka, and (iii). Viparyaya.
The term ‘viparyaya’ or ‘error’ is defined by Annaṁbhaţţa in his famous book
Tarkasaṁgraha

as:

“Tad

abhāvavati

tatprakārakah

anubhavah

ayathārthānubhavah”. The significance of such definition is: If the feeling of an
entity becomes realized by the knower in any entity where actually the absence of
such entity exists then that feeling is called as ‘erroneous feeling’.3 If any category
becomes knowable to the knower qualified by any attribute but actually that
attribute does not exist in that category then that feeling is called ‘viparyaya’ or
‘error’. For example, the knowledge of the fire in the lake, the knowledge of the
silver in the shell, the knowledge about the snake in the rope etc. The ‘silverness’
does not remain in the shell at any time; rather the shellness exists in the shell in all
times. For this reason, the cognition of silver in the shell is called ‘erroneous’.4
Now, all the terms of the above-mentioned definition of erroneous cognition will
be separated and critically analyzed below.
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Annaṁbhaţţa

gave the definition of ‘invalid cognition’ or ‘apramᾱ’ as such:

“Tad abhāvavati tatprakārakah anubhavah ayathārthānubhavah”.
The above-mentioned definition has been signified as such: The term ‘tat’ is
signified by ‘adjective’ or ‘such property which exists in any subject and it
separates the subject from another subjects’. The meaning of the term ‘abhāvavati’
is ‘the locus of the absence’. The question may be raised in this connection that,
whose absence has been indicated? The answer is that, it is the absence of that
determining property which separates the particular thing from another. If the
cognition becomes

qualified by the determining property but actually that

determining property does not exist in that thing or subject then that is called
‘invalid cognition’ or ‘apramā’. For example, in the shell-silver case, the knower
gains the knowledge of the shell qualified by the silverness. But, the silverness
does not exist on the shell; rather the shellness exists on the shell. The cognition of
the shell by the silverness --- such cognition becomes originated on the locus
which is qualified by the absence of the silverness. For this reason, it is called as
‘invalid cognition’ or ‘apramā’.
Annaṁbhaţţa points out in his Dīpikā that, the above-mentioned definition of
‘invalid cognition’ also is not valid; it is a fallacious definition. Because,
‘saṁyoga’ or ‘connection’ is one of the category of twenty-four-fold qualities
accepted by the Vaiśeşikas. The ‘conjunction’ is such quality which exists on such
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locus where also exists the absence of that conjunction. For example, in the case of
the conjunction between the pen and the hand of the knower; there the absence of
the conjunction also exists on the hand of the knower. The ‘conjunction’ exists on
the three fingers of the knower despite that portion of the knower’s hand, the
absence of the conjunction exists on another portion of the hand. In this case, ‘the
conjunction of the pen’ is the adjective. The hand of the knower is the locus of that
absence of ‘the conjunction of the pen’. The cognition qualified by ‘the
conjunction of the pen’ becomes originated on such locus where ‘the absence of
the conjunction of the pen’ exists. So, ‘the knower’s hand is qualified by the
conjunction of the pen’ --- such cognition becomes fallacious.
To remove this blame, Annaṁbhaţţa said in his Dīpikā that, “Yadavaccede
yatsaṁbandhābhāvah tadavaccede tatsaṁbandhajῆānasya vivakşitatvāt”. In this
connection, the significance is that, the cognition of that relation in any space is
called as invalid cognition where actually the absence of that relation exists. For
example, if the cognition of the conjunction of the pen originates in that space of
the hand where ‘the absence of the conjunction of the pen exists then that cognition
would be erroneous. So, the definition of the ‘invalid cognition’ or ‘apramā’ given
by Annaṁbhaţţa is an accurate definition. 5
Now, we have to judge about the Naiyᾱyikas’ theory of error. We know that, the
main opponent school of the Ancient Naiyᾱyikas is the buddhist philosophers. For
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this reason, we have to highlight the Buddhistic theory of error at first. After that,
we have to try to establish the theory of ‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’ refuting the Buddhistic
theory of error.
There are mainly four schools in Buddhism namely, (i). Sautrāntrika, (ii).
Vaibhāşika, (iii). Yogācāra and (iv). Mādhyamika. In those four-fold schools, the
Vaibhāşikas accept the existence of the external things. These external things
become acceptable as they are capable of being known through perception in
accordance with the Vaibhāşikas. But, according to the Sautrāntikas, the external
things are known to be existence as they are cognised through inference. The
Yogācāra Buddhists accept only the existence of cognition or ‘vijῆāna’; besides
cognition, there is not

knowable entity. According to them, the knower and the

knowable entity--- those two categories are included in cognition or ‘vijῆāna’. This
‘vijῆāna’ or ‘cognition’ is temporal and it has a visible form. Again, the
Mādhyamika philosophers are known as ‘śunyavādīns’. Because, they do not
accept anything

- the existence of the knowledge and knowable entity. Their

theory of error is called as ‘asatkhyātivāda’. The others schools of Buddhism are
known as ‘atmakhyātivādīn’ concerning the theory of error. But, usually the
Yogācāra school of Buddhism is called as ‘ātmakhyātivādins’. According to them,
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all categories like shell, silver etc. are actually the forms of cognition. They say
that, “Vijῆānameva khalvetad gŗhņātyātmānamātmanā.
Vahirnirûpyamāņasya grāhyasyānupapattitah.”6

The main theory of the Vijῆānavādins is: the perceptible external things are
actually the internal forms of cognition.
According to the Vijῆānavādins, the identity between the knowledge and knowable
entity is proved through the inferential statement like “jῆeyaṁ jῆānabhinnaṁ
jῆānopalambhakşana niyatopalambhagrāhyatvāt.” The validity of this inferential
statement becomes proved through the concomitance invariable rule like ‘yad yena
niyatasahopalambhaṁ

tat

tato

na

bhidyate

yatha

ekasmaccandramaso

dvitiyascandramah’. So, the knowable entity and knowledge --- both of those are
actually the forms of cognition in accordance with the Vijῆānavādins.7

Besides that, the doctrine of ‘asatkhyāti’ is a theory of error upheld by the
Mādhyamika Buddhist philosophers. At first, we must know about the nature of
‘asat’ or ‘unreal’. Because, there are various meanings as to the term ‘asat’ in
Indian Philosophy. For example:-(i). According to the Nyāya-Vaiśeşika philosophers, substance, quality and action -- these three entities are the loci of the real entity or ‘satta’. ‘Satta’ or the real
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entity exists on these categories through the inherence relation. So, these categories
or substance, quality and action are real entities or ‘sat’. But, the real entity does
not exist on ‘universal’(sāmānya), ‘particular’(viśeşa), ‘inherence’(samavāya) and
‘absence’(abhāva) through the direct relation or the inherent relation. So, these
four-fold categories are not the loci of the real entity. As a result, these are the
different categories from the loci of the real entity. For this reason, the ancient
Naiyāyikas have been said that, the universal etc. four-fold categories are unreal or
‘asat’.
(ii). The absence which is the originator of any effect --- the counterpositive
(pratiyogī) of that absence is unreal due to the absence of that negatum in that
time. For example, the pot, cloth etc. are the effects. The originators of those
effects are the absences of the pot, cloth etc. The negatums of those absences do
not exist in the time of effects. As a result, these are the unreal entities or ‘asat’ in
accordance with the ancient Naiyāyikas.
(iii). The non-related categories with the time are unreal entities or ‘asat’. For
example, ‘the sky-lotus’ etc.
(iv). That is called ‘asat’ or unreal whose nature would not be indeterminable by
us. 8
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According to the Mādhyamika Buddhist philosophers, the ultimate real entity is not
real (sat), not real (asat), not real-unreal both (sadasat) even it is not the different
category from the real-unreal both. No alternative is left behind besides those
four-fold alternatives. As a result, the nature of the ultimate real entity is
undeterminable; and for this reason, the ultimate real entity is void in accordance
with the Mādhyamikas. With reference to this context, Mādhavācārya has been
said

in

his

famous

book

Sarvadarśanasaṁgraha

that,

“Atastattvaṁ

sadasadubhayānubhayatmakacatuskotivinirmukaṁ śûnyameva”. 9

Actually, all categories are imaginary or fictitious in accordance with the
Mādhyamikas. These fictitious entities are called practical real entities. These are
undeterminable entities in accordance with them. These are void of nature
(‘svabhavaśûņya’); as a result, these are undeterminable. All categories are void of
its nature; for this reason, their theory is called ‘śûņyavāda’ or ‘nihilism’.
In the erroneous cases, actually, a category imposes on another category. These
two types of category are unreal or ‘asat’ in accordance with the Mādhyamikas. In
the shell-silver case, the imaginary silver becomes imposed on another imaginary
shell; it is called the erroneous cognition in accordance with the Mādhyamikas. The
noun and adjective --- both of them are unreal in the erroneous statement10.
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It is mentionable that, the doctrine of ‘śûņya’ has been explained in various ways
in ancient time. According to Nāgārjuna, there is no existence and also nonexistence of any category. Because, the ultimate real entity is not real, not unreal,
not real-unreal both, not enough of real-unreal both also; the ultimate real entity is
something besides those four alternatives. Besides these no other entity is possible.
So, the ultimate real entity is actually ‘void’ or ‘nothing’ or ‘śûnya’. It is called
‘the doctrine of sunya’. Nᾱgᾱrjuna does not admit the theory of “sarvaṁ nāsty” or
‘nothing exists’. This doctrine may be called as ‘sarvābhāvavāda’, which is
supported by an another school of Buddhist philosophers. They are also known as
‘ānupalambhika’. According to Vātsyāyana, the opponent school of the ancient
Nyāya philosophy is the ‘ānupalambhikas’.
Maharşi

Gautama

in the Nyāyasûtra

mentioned the opinion

Ānupalambhikas with the following words:

of

the

“Buddhyā vivecanāttu bhavanaṁ

yathatmyanupalabdhistanttvapakarsane
patasadbhavanupalabdhivattvadanupalabdhih”11. The significance is that, the
nature of all things which are the objects of cognition may not be realized to the
knowers in accordance with the ānupalambhikas. For example, a piece of cloth
becomes proved to be non-existent thing if we divide the materials of that piece of
cloth i.e., the threads one by one. In the same manner, all things may be proved as
the non-existent things. In this way, it is proved that all things are unreal. So, the
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cognition with regard to all things may be erroneous in accordance with the
Ānupalambhikas.
To refute the argument of the Ānupalambhikas, Maharşi Gautama said in the sûtra
“pramāņānupapattyupapattibhyāṁ”. The significance is that, if the ‘pramāna’ or
evidence exists in respect of the statement like “sarvaṁ nāsti”, it may not be said
that, all things or categories are non-existent in accordance with Maharşi Gautama.
Again, there is no any evidence with regard to that statement then this argument
may not be proved. Because, any thing is not proved without any evidence.12

According to Maharşi Gautama, in the form ‘the cognition of human-being in the
tree’ the cognition is called ‘the false cognition’. On the other hand, the cognition
in the form ‘the cognition of the tree in the tree’ --- is called ‘the valid cognition’
or ‘the certain cognition’. The false cognition has been refuted through ‘the certain
cognition’. But, ‘the tree’ and ‘the human-being’ ---these two categories are not
refuted. Actually, the absence of reality of those categories is not possible to prove.
Even, universally all trees or ‘treeness’ and all human-beings or ‘humanity’ may
not be refuted. In the same manner, the absence of those categories of the state of
dream may not be refuted through the cognition of the awakened person.
According to Vātsyāyana, the significance of Maharşi is that, the erroneous
cognition becomes refuted through the accurate cognition but, the unreality of the
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erroneous objects may not be proved by means of such accurate cognition. The
accurate knowledge is the opposing entity of the erroneous cognition but, it is not
opposing of those erroneous objects. In this way, Maharşi established that, the
erroneous objects are real entities.
After that, Maharşi has established that, the erroneous cognition is real through the
statement like “buddheścaivaṁ nimittasadbhāvopalambhāt”(36// 446)13. The term
‘sadbhāva’ has been indicated with regard to the reality or the extra-ordinary
property of the real entities in the above-mentioned statement. The significant
meaning of such statement is as such: all human-souls perceive the erroneous
cognition through the minds after the origination of such erroneous cognition.
Because, the erroneous cognition also is the

knowable entity for the sake of

becoming the mental perception of the erroneous cognition. In this way, Maharşi
has established the existence of the erroneous cognition.
According to the explanation of Vātsyāyana, it becomes understandable to us that,
‘knowledge’ and ‘knowable entities’ --- both of them are non-existent in
accordance with the Śunyovᾱdīns. To refute their argument concerning error,
Maharşi has been established the reality of the erroneous objects and also the
reality of the erroneous cognition.
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Maharşi Gautama has pointed out in the 37/447 sutra that, the locus of the
imposing entity is called ‘tattva’ and ‘the imposing entity’ is called ‘pradhāna’ in
the erroneous case. So, the erroneous cognition is valid in so far as the part of the
locus is concerned and valid so far as the imposing property is concerned. In this
way, the erroneous cognition is of two-fold. In the erroneous case of the cognition
of the human-being in the tree’, the subject or ‘the tree’ is called ‘tattva’ and on the
other hand, ‘the human-being’ is called ‘pradhāna’. The erroneous cognition of the
human-being originates in the tree due to the similar perception between them. In
this present case, the tree is not actually the human-being, but, really it is tree. For
this reason, it is called ‘tattva’ in such cases where the human-being becomes
imposed on the tree. So, the main imposed object is called ‘pradhāna’. The error
originates from the similarity between them. So, the human-being is the main
object to create error.
Actually, ‘pramātva’ or ‘the property of the valid cognition’ and ‘bhramatva’ or
‘the property of the erroneous cognition’ --- those are not the opposing entities.
Again, there are such erroneous cases where the error is acceptable in all parts. The
Neo-Naiyāyikas

accepted such cases also. In those cases, the cognition of the

property of thisness does not become understandable in the part of the subject; the
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cognition of the subject originates from the determining quality which exists on the
another entity. 14
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CHAPTER – III
Elucidation of ‘Akhyātivāda’ and background of such theory
Prābhākara Mimāṁsaka and Sāmkhya schools of Indian Philosophy do not accept
the existence of erroneous cognition. So, their theory of error is known as
‘akhyātivāda’ or ‘vivekākhyāti’.
Vācaspati Miśra said in his Sāṁkhyatattvakoumudi that, “aksararthastu --tasmadanusravikadduksapaghatakaddhetoh viparitah sattvapurusanyatapratyayah
saksatkaro duhkhopaghātaka hetuh, atah eva śreyān”. (Kᾱrikᾱ1, page : 61, Gaya
Edition).
According to Sāṁkhya Philosophers, cessation of sorrow for ever is possible
with the laukika and Vaidika activities but, that result is not eternal. The better way
to get the eternal emancipation is the knowledge of an outward relation. Gaining
the metaphysical knowledge between the Prakŗti and Puruşa is the better way to
gain the eternal emancipation. We or all human-beings think that, ‘illness of the
body’ means ‘I am ill’. But,’I’ means only the ‘Soul’, not body. We do not
understand this fact. As a result, we inherit all worldly miseries. The absence of
this factual cognition is known as ‘sublation’ in Indian Scripture. It is the cause of
error. So, ‘error’ or ‘illusion’ means ‘the absence of the cognition of
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discrimination’ ( vivekājῆāna ) in accordance with the Sāṁkhya school of Indian
Philosophy. So, this theory is called ‘vivekākhyāti’ or shortly ‘akhyāti’.
An effort will be made to throw some light on ‘Akhyātivāda’ according to
Prābhākara school of Philosophy in this chapter.
‘Akhyātivāda’ is a doctrine about the erroneous knowledge advocated by
Mīmāṁsakācārya Prabhākara and his followers. They maintain that an invalid
cognition is not possible. All cognitions are valid according to them.
At the outset, we will try to gain as to the nature of ‘valid knowledge’
(‘pramā) in a nutshell. After that, we will go forward ‘invalid knowledge’
(‘apramā’) which is the subject-matter of my Ph.D thesis.
The kind of knowledge is called as ‘valid knowledge’ (‘pramā’) whose
contents (‘vişaya’) are property and possessor of property (‘dharma-dharmiī) and
their unattachment (‘asaṁsarga’) is not acceptable (‘agrīhita’) to the knower. As
for example, the knowledge about ‘this silver’ in the silver ---- the object of
‘dharmī’ is ‘thisness’ (‘idaṁ’) and the object of ‘dharma’ is ‘the silver’ (‘rajat’).
The unattachment of those is not accepted to the knower in this case. So, there is
the non-existence of the knowledge (‘agraha’) of the unattachment. It is also the
one knowledge (‘ekajῆāna’). So, it is a valid knowledge (‘pramā). On the other
hand, the knowledge about ‘this is silver’ in the shell ---- there also the nonPage 38 of 150

existence of the knowledge (‘agraha’) of the unattachment (‘asaṁsarga’) remains;
because, there is not the relation between the ‘dharma’ and ‘dharmī’
notwithstanding that, there is not also the knowledge(‘graha’) of attachment
(‘asaṁbandha’). If there the knowledge (‘graha’) of the unattachment
(‘asaṁbandha’) remains between the ‘this’ (‘idaṁ) and ‘the silver’(‘rajata’) then
the illusory cognition would not be possible like ‘this is silver’(‘idaṁ rajataṁ’).
But, it is not the ‘one knowledge’ (‘ekajῆāna’). So, it is not the valid knowledge
(‘pramā); it is actually the invalid knowledge (‘apramā’).
Śālikanātha Miśra in his Prakaraņapaῆcikā established the validity of all
cognitions before the establishment of the ‘akhyātivāda.’1 Because,

the

establishment of the ‘akhyātivāda’ is dependent upon the establishment of the
validity of all cognitions.
It is mentionable that, the Prābhākaras’ opinion about ‘cognition is that it is
actually ‘self-revealed’. Cognition may not become unrevealed. It is not imaginary
that, cognition becomes originated but it remains as unrevealed. So, all
cognitions are valid or non-erroneous.
According to Prābhākara, the ‘pramātva’ is the property of all cognitions.
According to him, all cognitions are valid. The property of the valid cognition is
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called ‘pramātva’. In the same way, the property of the invalid cognition is called
‘apramātva’. According to Prabhākara, the ‘apramātva’ or invalidity is not the
peoperty of cognition. Always the ‘pramātva’ or validity exists in cognition,
‘apramātva’ does not exist in cognition. The ‘apramātva’ or invalidity exists in
usages. The invalidity or ‘apramātva’ of the usages imposes on the cognition
which cognition is the originator of the usages. Prābhākara has pointed out that,
cognition is pure for ever and self-luminous. Besides Prābhākara all Indian
philosophers accept the erroneous cognition and also accept the existence of
‘apramātva’ or ‘invalidity’ in cognition.
At first, we have to know about the nature of valid knowledge or
‘yathārthajῆāna’ ?
The meaning of the term ‘yathārtha’ is ‘the similarity of the object’. But, a
question may be raised: that, ‘Is there any similarity between the external object
and the knowledge? The similarity between the external object and the knowledge
may not be accepted in all parts. So, we have to accept the technical meaning of
the term ‘yathā’. The technical meaning of the term ‘yathā’ is ‘arthāvyabhicāri’.
That is called ‘yathārthajῆāna’ or valid cognition which is practicing no adultery
with own object.
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If we accept the existence of the cognition then the object of the cognition
has also to be accepted. It may not be established through argument that a
cognition is possible without its object. Again a question may be raised: ‘what is
the object (vişaya) of knowledge ?’ It would be accepted by all that, that thing is
called the object of that cognition which is appeared to the knower after knowing.
So, the valid cognition is that which is practicing deviation from own object. So,
all cognitions are valid. The cognition of silver is originated in the shell.
Sometimes the silver is appeared in such cognition not the shell as accepted by all.
The shell may not be appeared like silver because, the essence of the shell like
silver is unreal. So, we have to accept that, the silver is the object in the shell-silver
case. For this reason, this cognition becomes valid. The cognition of silver in the
silver is valid cognition; in the same way, the cognition of silver in the shell is also
valid. If the cognition of silver in the shell becomes adulterous with it’s own object
then it would be doubtful to us that, all types of cognition are erroneous. As a
result, all knowable things would be doubtful to us. So, all cognitions are valid.
The invalidity may not exist in cognition due to the absence of cause. Our
sense-organs become able to generate valid cognition. So, those sense-organs are
not able to originate invalid cognition. An objection may be raised in this
connection that invalid cognition may be originated by the blemish sense-organs of
the knower.
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Afterwords Prābhākara said that, it is necessary to cast a glance to the
nature of fault (doşa) which is taken as an impediment to produce the new effect.
The fault does not produce the opposite effect. So, the invalid cognition may not be
originated through the blemish sense-organs.
The meaning of the term ‘akhyati’ is ‘nāsti khyātiryatra ah’,. That is called
‘akhyāti’ where the knowledge of ‘thatness’ does not exist.
The Akhyātivādins do not accept a particular cognition in the illusory case.
The ‘idaṁ’ or ‘this’ and the ‘silver’ are separate types of cognition known through
perception and memory respectively. At first, a perceptual apprehension becomes
originated due to the connection between the thing which exists in front of the
knower and the sense-organ of the knower. After that, the memory of silver
becomes originated due to the similarity between the shell and silver through the
arousal of the impression of the silver is apprehended to the knower earlier.
Though generally the objects of memory are those things which are really the
objects of that memory and the ‘thatness’ also is the object of that memory. But,
the ‘thatness’ becomes vanished in the erroneous case. The difference between
these two types of cognition like the perception and memory cannot be grasped due
to their simultaneous occurrence and due to the abolishment the ‘thatness’. This
knowledge of discrimination of two cognitions which is not grasped is the root for
the fruitless inclination. As a result, it is called ‘error’. Actually, the apprehension
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like ‘this’ and the memory like the ‘silver’ --- these two types of cognition are
valid; but not erroneous. All types of cognition are valid in accordance with the
Prābhākaras.
If any cognition becomes invalid then it would not be possible for us to
depend upon any cognition. It is Prᾱbhᾱkara’s opinion. In this connection
Sālikanātha Miśra said in his Prakaraņapaῆcikā that,
“Ahovata mahaneşa pramādo dhīmatamapi.
Jῆānasya vyābhicaritve viśvāsah kiminivandhanah”..
It becomes the object of perceptual cognition if there is a connection
between the object and the sense-organ of the knower. So, the ‘this thing’ or the
thing which exists in front of the knower may be the object of the perception due to
the existence of the direct connection between the ‘this thing’ and ‘the sense-organ
of the knower. But, there is no connection between the silverness and the senseorgan of the knower. So, how would ‘silver’ be an object of perception?
After that question, the answer would be as such that, the connection is of
two-fold --- direct and indirect. There is the indirect connection between the silver
and the eye-sense-organ of the knower in the silver-oriented erroneous case. This
connection is called ‘jῆānalakşaņa sannikarşa’ in Indian Philosophy. This indirect
connection is actually an impression or memory by nature.
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It becomes drawn out that, all types of cognition are axiomatically valid in
accordance with the Prābhākara school of Mīmāṁsakas. Bhavanātha in his
Nyāya-viveka and Śālikanātha in his Prakaraņapaῆcikā have elaborated the
opinion of Prābhākara. Śālikanātha asserts that, what appears in a cognition that
is the object of that cognition. For example, the silver appears in the cognition of
the form ‘this is silver’; so the silver surely is the object of that cognition, not the
shell. The matter of fact is that, we have two distinct cognitions here: the
perception like ‘this’ and the remembrance like ‘the silver’. These two types of
cognition are originated simultaneously. For this reason, these do not appear
distinctly. Actually, the memory of the silver produces by such kind of connection
of the silver which is previously cognized. This kind of memory is different from
another types of memory. In the case of other kinds of memory, the object of
memory appears as qualified by ‘thatness’. But, in the illusory case, a kind of
memory originates among the two objects which of them one is situated in front of
the knower and that object is similar with the

another object which was

perceptible in the previous time. In this memory, ‘thatness’ is erased. For this
reason, this kind of memory is known as ‘pramuştatattvākasmaraņa’ or ‘the
obscuration of memory’ in Indian Philosophy.
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The error consists of two cognitions--- perception and memory. In this case,
the memory is originated for the characteristic feature of thatness due to the
defects of the knower. So, the memory of the silver and the perception of ‘this’ are
not mutually discriminated due to the similarity between the objects of those
cognitions. The knower cannot understand the difference between the perception
and memory due to the absence of knowledge of discrimination between them2.

“All types of cognition are valid” –in this context of Prābhakara’s opinion a
question may arise from the opponent school that, all schools of Philosophy too
accept the four-fold cognition- ‘pramā’, ‘smŗti’, ‘saṁśaya’ and ‘viparyaya’. The
two-fold cognition ‘Saṁśaya’ and ‘viparyaya’,

among them are invalid in

accordance with public opinion and all schools of philosophers. In such cases
perception leads to the supreme pramāna. In case of perception, another variation
of knowledge is generated even though one object has been active alongwith the
senses. For instance, silver-related knowledge is generated in spite of the
sannikarsa of the sight to the shell.
A question may arise against the Prābhākara that if the shell-silver case is
considered valid why is it regarded as error in public parlance/use or in accordance
with the philosophers?3
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If the valid knowledge also called the erroneous knowledge then all valid
knowledge will be known as the erroneous knowledge. As a result, it is not
possible for us to establish the ‘prāmāņya’ of any knowledge.4
The Prābhākara school of Mīmāṁsaka say that in the shell-silver case two
types of cognition belong in fact and these two types of cognition are as such --perception and memory. At first, the perception of the form of ‘thisness’ is created
due to the connection between the knower’s sense-organ and the shell. But, the
perception of particular part of the object is not originated for the defective senseorgans of the knower. The glareness of the shell also becomes perceptible with the
perception of the form of ‘thisness’ in that case. The glareness of the object is
perceptible with the perception of ‘thisness’ due to having similarity between the
shell and the silver regarding the glareness.
The memory of the silver produces by such kind of ‘saṁskāra’ or the mental
residuum of the silver previously cognized. This kind of memory is different from
the another types of memory. In the case of other kinds of memory, the object of
memory appears as qualified by ‘thatness’ ( tattvāṁśa).
But, in the case of illusion a kind of memory is originated between the two
objects - one is situated in front of the knower and another

perceived in the

previous time. In this case of memory ‘thatness’ is erased. For this reason, this kind
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of memory is known as ‘the obscuration of memory’ in Indian Philosophy. So,
when a person uses the shell as silver then actually two types of cognition are
originated

of when one is ‘perception’ and another is ‘memory’ in view of

Prābhākara school. These two types of cognition are originated with
simultaneously. As a result, the knower fails to discriminate the perceived and the
remembered element. As a result, the ‘rajatārthī’ or the person who is interested to
collect the silver inclines to collect the object which is situated in front of the
knower for the sake of the absence of knowledge of discrimination.
From the Prābhākaras’ above-mentioned opinion, someone can think that,
the absence of knowledge of discrimination is illusion. If the Prābhākaras accept
that the absence of knowledge of discrimination is illusion then various problems
will be raised. If the absence of knowledge of discrimination is known as ‘error’
then the ‘susupti’ or the ‘deep-sleep’ would be known as ‘error’. Because, in the
time of deep-sleep, all kinds of discrimination are not understandable. In the time
of deep sleep, the living-beings even cannot understand the discrimination between
the another living-beings and the own self. So, the deep-sleep also is a type of the
absence of knowledge of discrimination. But, the deep-sleep is not the illusion. So,
it is not acceptable that, the absence of knowledge of discrimination is illusion.
Besides that, the absence of knowledge is not accepted as illusion by anybody. The
particular cognition is proved as illusion in the public use.5
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After this question the Indian school of Prābhākara

points out that,

actually the usages do not originate from the absence of knowledge of
discrimination. The ‘rajatārthī’ inclines to collect the object (the shell) due to not
grasping knowledge of discrimination of two cognitions. On the Prābhākara’s
view this inclination is illusory. But, the two types of cognition from what the
inclination originates like the perception and the memory are not illusory. So, the
Prābhākara do not accept the illusion in the cognition ---their opinion is that, the
illusion but it belongs to the usages.
According to the Prābhākara, the difference (bheda) between two types of
cognition is received with the sublating cognition in the subsequent time whose
‘difference’ was not grasped in the previous time. The invalidity of the previous
cognition is not proved with the sublating cognition.6

Some Philosophers are of the opinion that, the shell-oriented knowledge is
generated in the shell and hence the shellness belongs to the shell and in other time
the silver-oriented knowledge is generated in the shell and hence the silverness
also belongs to the shell sometimes. So, the two types of cognition in the form ‘the
shell-oriented knowledge in the shell’ and ‘the silver-oriented knowledge in the
shell’ ---are to be taken as valid. So, it leads us to accept that, all types of cognition
are valid.
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According to Prābhākara, actually two types of cognition originate in the
case of controversial cognition like ; this is silver’. In these two types of cognition
the universal perceptual cognition of ‘this’ and the particular remembrance of ‘the
silver’ are originated due to the connection between the shell and the sense-organ
of the knower. The discrimination of those two types of cognition is not grasped by
the knower. Because, these two types of cognition are originated simultaneously.
The person who is interested to collect silver inclines to the thing which exists in
front of the knower due to the absence of knowledge of discrimination.
But, if the inclination is possible from the absence of knowledge of
discrimination then the inclination would be too wide in the case of deep-sleep.
Because, the deep-sleep is naturally the absence of knowledge and any inclination
is not perceived in the case of deep-sleep.
If it is said that the inclination originates from the knowledge of the
universal form from a distance and the absence of knowledge of discrimination
then again the Naiyāyikas would object that any inclination is not possible from
only the perception of the universal form. 7

The

Prābhākaras

point

out

that,

the

particular

form

‘shellness’(‘śuktitva’) is not grasped due to the organal faults etc. after

like
the

connection between the shell which exists in front of the knower and the defective
Page 49 of 150

sense-organ of the knower. Only

the universal form qualified by shining like

‘thisness’ is accepted. The impression of the silver becomes awakened due to the
similarity between the universal form of the cognition and the silver. The memory
of the silver is originated from that impression of the silver. The remembrance of
the ‘this’ is not originated for the sake of defective cause from which the
impression of the silver becomes awakened. So, there are two types of cognition in
the case of the controversial silver-oriented cognition or ‘this is silver’ namely --perception of the universal form or ‘this’ and the remembrance of ‘the silver’. Only
the perception of the ‘thisness’ is originated from the connection of the senseorgan of the knower with that thing which exists in front of the knower. Because,
the perception of the universal form (thisness) is originated from the connection of
the sense-organ. The impression of the silver becomes awakened due to the
similarity of the silver which is perceived by the knower in previous time with the
universal perception of ‘this’ after its origination from the connection of the senseorgan of the knower. So, the connection of the sense-organ with that thing which
exists in front of the knower is not the direct cause of the memory of the silver, but
it is cause of causes. So, it is called ‘anyathāsiddhii’. So, the connection of the
sense-organ with an object is not the cause of the memory of silver. As a result, the
subject of the controversial silver-oriented cognition is not the thing which exists
in front of the knower. In this case, the Prābhākaras
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point out against the

Khyātivādins that the subjects of the two types of cognition are not cognized
separately in spite of the existence of the two types of cognition in the case of the
origination of erroneous use. According to the Prābhākaras, there is not also any
unitary cognition between the ‘this’ and ‘the silver’. Actually, there is no unity
because, the thing which exists in front of the knower is actually ‘the shell’.
The Prābhākaras said that, the perception of the ‘this’ is originated with the
connection between the object which exists in front of the knower and the
knower’s sense-organ. After that, the awareness of the silver is enlightened due to
the similar cognition between the silver which cognized in previous time and
‘thisness’. The remembrance of the silver is originated from that reformation. So,
the connection between the ‘this’ and ‘the sense-organ of the knower’ is not the
direct cause of the remembrance of the silver. That connection is the cause of
causes. So, the subject of the cognitive state -‘this is silver’ is not that object which
exists in front of the knower.
The Prābhākaras said that, there is not only the difference between the ‘this’
and ‘silver’ is not grasped but also the difference between those two types of
cognition does not appear. The Prābhākaras point out that it is necessary to know
that the objects of the two types of cognition are contradictory for knowing the
difference between the two types of cognition. The knower does not feel it.
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The Prābhākaras said that, both ‘this’ and ‘silver’ are valid knowledge,
though object is one. In this case the difference of them does not exist. For this
reason, the absence of knowledge of discrimination exists in the valid cognition.
But, the ‘difference’ between the ‘this’ and ‘silver’ is not grasped in the valid or
erroneous cognition in spite of the existence of ‘difference’.
According to the Prābhākaras, the usages are two-fold—mental use and
corporeal use. Again, a question may be raised: what kind of usages is called as
mental usages of an object in accordance with Prābhākaras? In response to this,
the Prābhākara say that determinate cognition of an object arises at first and after
the origination of the determinate cognition feelings

like sorrow-enjoyment,

desires etc. arise --- these are all called as mental usages concerning the objects.
The denoting words about the objects can also be applied after the origination of
the determinate cognition concerning those objects. Such usages of denoting words
are also called as ‘mental usages’ in accordance with the Prābhākaras.
Prābhākaras said that, quality, action—universal property remains in any
substance with the inherent relation. The substance is the possessor of that quality,
action aand universal property. As a result, quality, action and universal property
which are inhered in that substance. So, that type of cognition is called appearance
of an object which is necessary for the sake of use of that object. That is called
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object of a cognition which is appeared in that cognition. So, the

object which

does not appear in any cognition that may not be called the object of that cognition.
The Prābhākaras said that, when a piece of shell is accepted by the knower
then the impurity of the shell also is accepted. But, generally the impurity which
exists in the shell does not become the object of knowledge. So, it is not acceptable
that, which are capable of being used are the objects of knowledge. For this reason,
the Prābhākaras said that, the attribute of appearance with cognition is called the
attribute of object.
The Prābhākaras established that, the ‘silver’ is the ‘subject’ (vişaya) in the
shell-silver case. Because, the ‘silver’ is appeared in this cognition but not the
shell.

If the ‘shell’ is appeared in the cognition then the usages would be

successful for the public-usages are originated from that cognition. So, the ‘shell’
is not the subject of that cognition. The silver is the subject of that cognition.
The Prābhākaras main view is to show that, ‘a thing appears in another
appearance’ which is completely contradictory in nature.
The Prābhākaras established that a thing does not appear in another
appearance. The significance of this utterance is that, the shell does not appear as
the form of silver at any time. Because,the entity of the shell in the form of silver
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does not exist. For example, the ether does not appear as the lotus. Similarly, the
shell has not the non-existence in the form of silver so, the shell does not appear as
the silver. For this reason, the shell is not the subject of the statement ‘this is
silver’.
The Prābhākaras said that, the universal form of the shell is known in the
erroneous case after the contact of the sense-organ with object exioling in front of
the knower. The particular form of the shell is not known due to blames. The
particular part like ‘shellness’ is the separating property (bhedaka) between the
shell and silver. The remembrance of the silver is originated due to the similarity
between the universal form of the shell and silver. The ‘thatness’ of the memory
becomes unnoticed for the sake of mental blame. For this reason, the knowledge of
discrimination between the shell and silver is not originated.
The Prābhākaras said that, the shellness does not appear in this erroneous
case. As a result, the knowledge of discrimination does not appear in that case. The
Prābhākara school points out that, the perceptual cognition as ‘this’ gives rise to
inclination to the thing is lying in front of the knower and on the other hand, the
cognition of ‘the silver’ gives rise to inclination to the thing which is characterized
by the silverness. There are two types of cognition in this case. That thing is the
subject of that cognition which appears in our cognition. Each cognition gives rise
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to inclination to the respective subject. For this reason, these two types of cognition
are valid too. These two types of cognition are not invalid.
The Prābhākara school points out that, in the erroneous case, the universal
part of the shell is grasped by the knower with the connection between the his
sense-organ and that thing existing in front of the knower. The particular part of
the shell is not grasped by the knower for the blames etc. of the knower. The
particular part of the shell is the differentiator (bhedaka) between the shell and the
silver. The remembrance of the silver is originated due to similarity between the
silver and the universal part of that shell. The ‘thatness’ (tattvāṁśa) becomes
extincted owing to mental blame etc. of the knower For this reason, the difference
between the appearance of the silver and the appearance of the universal part of the
shell is not grasped by the knower.8

The Prābhākaras said that, the two different categories become appeared in
different cognition when there an ability exists to become the subject of such
cognition whose forms are different. On the other hand, if two categories have an
ability of becoming the subject of such cognition whose forms are non-different
then the non-difference exists in those categories. Such procedure to ascertain the
difference between the two categories is admitted by the Prābhākaras. According
to this procedure, some categories become qualified by unequal form by nature. As
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a result, they always are appeared by different forms. For example, colour, taste,
smell, touch etc. The significance is that, the colour does not appear as taste in any
time. Again, taste does not appear as smell in any time. So, those different types of
quality always appear as different forms. Again, the pot does not appear as cloth in
any time. So, the pot, cloth, colour, taste etc. are always having different forms.
But, in some cases, two categories are non-different in nature for the sake of the
absence of knowledge of discrimination of two contradictory properties in spite of
having different character by nature. For example, the difference between the ‘this’
of the shell and the silver is not grasped on account of the non-acceptance of the
shellness which is the different from shell in spite of having different character by
nature. The knower does not feel that, the perceptual cognition of ‘this’ and the
memory of the silver belong to completely two different subjects. The person who
is interested to collect silver inclines to set the shell due to the absence of proper
cognition of difference.
The significance of the Prābhākaras’ utterance is as such: the silveroriented knowledge in shell does not belong to perception, inference or any type of
apprehension. There is no sense-object-contact with silver. As a result, that
cognition may not become silver. In that case, there is no any measuring probans
or ‘hetu’. For this reason, there is no any inferential cognition. Testimonial
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cognition is also not possible in that case. So, that silver-oriented cognition may
not belong to any type of means of knowing (‘pramāņa’). For this reason,
necessarily it is called memory.
An objection again may be raised against the Prābhākara that, the silveroriented manifestation in the erroneous case is not the valid knowledge namely
perceptual cognition etc. due to the absence of the testimonies like sense-organs
etc. But, it may not be said that, this cognition is memory. Because, this type of
cognition may be as an erroneous one. It may be said by the Khyātivādins that, it
has not been demonstrated by the Prābhākaras that, no cognition is erroneous. So,
it also may not be proved by the Prābhākaras that, if any cognition does not
become valid one then it would become memory.
In response to, the Prābhākaras said that, the cause of memory exists in this
case. The impression of the silver becomes aroused due to the perception of the
similarity between the silver and the universal part of the thing which exists in
front of the knower. Memory is always originated from the impression. As a result,
in the present case also the memory may be originated from the impression. In this
case, ‘thatness’ becomes unnoticed owing to the blemish cause.
A question may be raised against the Prābhākaras that, if the cognition is
called memory in spite of the absence of the manifestation of ‘thatness’ then why
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second, third etc. types of cognition would not become ‘memory’ in the case of
incessant cognition?
In reply, the Prābhākaras said that, the second, third etc. types of cognition
also may be called perception like first cognition in the case of incessant cognition
owing to the existence of the causes of perception before the origination of the
second, third etc. types of cognition. For this reason, the second, third etc. types of
cognition cannot be called as ‘memory’. It is mentionable that, the collection of
causes

(sāmagrī) of the perception are stronger than those of another types of

cognition. For this reason, if the collection of causes of the perception exist then
the perceptual cognition must not originate in that case.
Again an objection may be raised against the Prābhākaras that, perception
and memory may be originated in the erroneous case. The difference between these
two types of cognition may be admitted by any knower due to having different
kind of two types of cognition. As a result, the difference between the two types of
object also may be admitted in the erroneous case.
The Prābhākaras pointed out that, there the difference between the silver
and the object which exists in front of the knower is not accepted but also the
difference between the two types of cognition is not also accepted in case of error.
According to the Prābhākaras, all types of cognition is self-luminous.
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It also is necessary to know that, the subjects of those two types of cognition
are contradictory with each other. The knower does not feel that the subjects of two
types of cognition like apprehension and memory are contradictory in the
erroneous case. According to the Prābhākaras, the cognition is self-luminous but,
the difference between those is not the same.
Again, a question may be raised against the Prabhakaras that, the form of
the valid cognition also is as such: ‘this is silver’. In this case also the
manifestation between ‘this’ and ‘silver’ may not have originated. Why the
difference between two types of cognition does not appear in that case?
After that question, the Prābhākaras would say that, the ‘this’ and ‘silver’ is
the same in the valid silver-oriented case. Actually, there is no difference between
the silver and the thing which exists in front of the knower in the valid case. For
this reason, there is the absence of knowledge of discrimination between the silver
and that thing which exists in front of the knower. So, the difference between the
valid and invalid cases is also accepted by the Prābhākaras.
After that the Khyātivādīns have raised an another heavier objection against
the Prābhākaras. The Khyātivādins would say that, the ‘sāmānādhikaraņyapratīti’
originates in the case where the absence of

knowledge of discrimination exists

between the universal part and particular part. The absence of knowledge of
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discrimination exists in the erroneous case like the valid case. As a result, the
‘sāmānādhikaraņyapratīti’

exists

also

in

the

erroneous

case.

The

‘sāmānādhikaraņyapratīti’ exists in both of the cases. So, the cognitive state in the
form:‘this is silver’ which originates in the erroneous case would also be said as
the ‘particular cognition’ like the valid silver-oriented knowledge. As a result, the
particular cognition would be grasped in the erroneous case. The erroneous case
may not be explained with two types of non-particular cognition.
After

that

objection,

the

Prābhākaras

said

that,

that

‘sāmānādhikaraņyapratīti’ of the erroneous case is not the particular cognition in
spite of having similarities ‘sāmānādhikaraņyapratīti’ of the valid case.
Afterwards, the Prābhākaras point out that, the person who is interested to
collect the silver set about to ‘this’ owing to the absence of knowledge of
discrimination between the silver and that thing which exists in front of the knower
and also between the silver-oriented knowledge and the cognitive state like
‘this’.The difference between the cognition of clod and the cognition of silver has
been accepted by the knower. The person who is interested to collect the silver
feels the difference between the clod and the silver. For this reason, the person who
is interested to collect the silver does not incline to the clod. Because, there is no
similarity between the silver and the

clod. For this reason, the person who is
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interested to collect the silver does not incline to the clod; but, he may be inclined
to the shell.
In this way, the Akhyātivādins tried to demonstrate the inclination to ‘this’ of
the person who is interested to collect the silver with the absence of knowledge of
discrimination.
After that, a question may be raised by the Khyātivādins against
Prābhākara; What is called the absence of knowledge of discrimination?
In response to this question, the Akhyātivādins

said that, the non-

acceptance of the particular form and the acceptance of the universal form is called
‘the absence of knowledge of particular’. For example, the particular form like
shellness of the shell is not accepted in the case of ‘this is silver’ in the shell. If the
shell were accepted as the shellness then the person who is interested to collect the
silver would not have inclined to the shell. For this reason, the difference between
the shell and the another thing and also between the cognition of shell and the
another cognition is not accepted in that case where the non-acceptance of the
particular form like shellness of the shell and the acceptance of the universal form
like ‘this’ exists. 9
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Again, an objection would be raised against the Prābhākaras that the
origination of the inclination is not perceived from the absence of knowledge of
discrimination in any time.
The Prābhākaras have said that, it is not accepted that if a thing is knowable
in another form then the inclination originates from that thing. The Prābhākaras
accept the absence of knowledge of discrimination in the erroneous case. And the
Khyātivādīns accept the acceptance of the thing which exists in front of the knower
in another form in the same case. If the Khyātivādins point out that, the inclination
does not originate from the absence of knowledge of discrimination in all time then
the Akhyātivādīns would apply a prativandī against the Khyātivādīns. That
argument is called ‘prativandī’ by which self-opinion is not established in spite of
having capability of refuting others.
The Prābhākaras have been said that, it is not acceptable that, the
inclination will originate from the acceptance in another form. So, the
Akhyātivādīns also may raise the same objection against the Khyātivādīns like the
objection of the Khyātivādīns against the Akhyātivādīns.
The Khyātivādīns again may raise an objection against the Akhyātivādīns.
The Khyātivādins point out that, the memory of silver is originated due to the
arousal of the impression of silver having the similarity between the silver and the
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universal form of the shell. From this ground why there does not originate the
memory of another shell due to the similarity between the universal form of the
silver and another shell?
The Akhyātivādīns may explain in a different way about the origination of
the inclination to the shell of that person who is interested to collect the silver in
the erroneous case. The Akhyātivadīns may say that, the cause of the inclination of
the knower to the shell is that cognition which is the form of dependent
(paratantrākār) of the form of non-dependent (aparatantrākāra). There is an
apprehension between the universal form of a thing and a memory of the particular
form of a property exists in any erroneous case. The locus or ‘dharmī’ is dependent
thing and the property is non-dependent entity both of them. The property which
becomes manifested in the erroneous case is not the property of that locus or
‘dharmī’ . There is the cognition of types of category in the erroneous case namely,
--- the cognition of such category which is dependent entity and the cognition of
such category which is non-dependent entity. The difference between those two
types of category is not accepted by the knower. And that two types of cognition
become originated simultaneously. The inclination of the person who is interested
to collect the silver to the shell becomes originated from these two types of
cognition. It is called ‘akhyāti’.
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The Akhyātivādīns would raise such objection against the Prābhākaras that,
if all types of cognition become valid then the sublation may not be demonstrated.
The falsity of the cognitive state ‘this is silver’ become accomplished with that
sublating cognition like ‘this is not the silver, but the shell’ which become
originated after the cognition like ‘this is silver’ in the shell. The absence of the
silverness in ‘this’ becomes accomplished with such sublating cognition. The
prohibition of an entity is not possible which is not connected at all. That can be
negated which is capable of being negated.The prohibition becomes possible of
that entity which is connected or attached with the negation. If the absence of the
silverness becomes accomplished in ‘this’ with the sublating cognition then it
becomes accomplished that the silverness was connected in the ‘this’ with that
sublating cognition. The ‘this’ is appeared qualified by silverness in that cognition
which is sublated. If ‘this’ does not appear qualified by silverness then the absence
of silverness would not be possible in the ‘this’ in the subsequent sublating
cognition. So, the previous cognition where ‘this’ was not appeared by self-nature,
it was appeared like the ‘silver’. That previous sublating cognition was a particular
cognition. That particular cognition was erroneous.
After that objection the Prābhākaras have pointed out that, actually the
usages become sublated with that sublating cognition which is originated in the

Page 64 of 150

erroneous case. According to the Akhyātivādins, the silver-oriented usages are
originated to the ‘this’. These types of usages are erroneous. These types of
erroneous usages become rejected with that sublating cognition. 10

The Akhyātivādīns have said that, the ignorance becomes ceased with the
cognition, another cognition is not sublated with that. All schools of the
Khyātivādīns accept that, any previous cognition become sublated with the later
cognition. But, it is not acceptable to the Akhyātivādīns.
After that argument a question may be raised against the Khyātivādīns that,
if it is accepted in accordance with the Khyātivādīns that, the cognition becomes
sublated with another cognition then is it a different the subject of the sublating
cognition and the same as the subject of the sublated cognition? This is the
question of the Akhyātivādīns against the Khyātivādīns. If the subject of the
sublating cognition and sublated cognition become non-different then it would be
said that, a cognition sublates another cognition whose subject is the same or nondifferent. But, if this argument is accepted then it also would be taken for granted
that, the first cognition becomes sublated with the second cognition in the case of
incessant cognition. But, actually the first cognition is not sublated with the second
cognition in the case of incessant cognition. So, a cognition is not sublated by
another cognition whose object is same or non-different. On the other hand, if it is
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accepted that, the subjects of the sublating cognition and sublated cognition are
different then it would be accepted that the cognition of taste would be sublated
with the cognition of form. But, it is not possible to accept the sublation of a
cognition with another cognition. As a result, the subject of the sublating cognition
and sublated cognition is not different. For this reason, Prabhākara or the
preceptor of the Prābhākaras said in his Vŗhatī that, ‘jῆānena jῆanaṁ nivartita iti
vadhavidah’. The significant meaning of this statement is: if the sublation of
cognition is accepted then it also would be accepted that, the ignorance become
ceased with cognition.
The Khyātivādīns have said that, it is accepted to all that, ‘this is silver’ --this cognitive state becomes sublated with the sublating cognition. As a result, in
which point of view the Akhyᾱtivadīns say that the ignorance becomes sublated
with cognition?
After this argument, the Akhyātivādīns said that, ‘this is silver’ --- this type
of cognition is the sublating cognition. The ignorance whose subject is really the
shell that is sublated with that cognition whose subject also is ‘the shell’. If this
type of ignorance is sublated then the usages like silver also would be sublated. So,
it may be accepted that the ignorance whose subject is really ‘the shell’ is sublated
with the sublating cognition.
Page 66 of 150

Actually the Akhyātivādīns do not accept the cognitive state like ‘this is not
silver’ as the sublating cognition. According to them, ‘this is shell’ --- this
cognitive state whose subject is actually the shell is called the sublating cognition.
This type of cognition whose subject is actually the shell not only sublates the
ignorance whose subject is really the shell but also that usages like silver also is
sublated with that shell-oriented cognition. In this way the Prābhākaras have
established that, the usages like silver of that person who is interested to collect the
silver becomes ceasedbeing destroyed the ignorance whose subject is really the
shell with the sublating cognition. Before this the Prābhākaras also have
established that, the absence of knowledge of discrimination exists in both of the
cases valid and invalid. For this reason, the Prābhākaras have accepted the
absence of knowledge of discrimination as the cause of inclination in these both of
the cases of valid and invalid cognitions.
A question may be raised that, the inclination originates from cognition, but
it is not originated from the absence of cognition like the absence of knowledge of
discrimination.
Actually, the Prābhākaras’ main view point is that, the usages do not
originate from the absence of knowledge of discrimination. The person who is
interested to collect the silver set about to collect the object which is actually the
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shell from the knowledge of discrimination of two cognitions is not properly
grasped. 11

A question again may be raised against the Prābhākaras that, how do they
explain the dream-cognition? It is mentionable that, most of the Indian
philosophers accept the dream-cognition as the erroneous cognition. According to
the Khyātivādins, the dream- cognition is a type of particular erroneous cognition.
The usages of the dream-cognition like fear, etc. originate from this type of
particular erroneous cognition. But, the Akhyātivādins do not accept the erroneous
cognition. As a result, it may not be accepted by them that, the dream-cognition is
an erroneous cognition. Besides that, in the case of dream-cognition the thing is not
not perceived by the knower which was similar with that thing which was
perceived in previous time. So, there is no any stimulant (udvodhaka) of the
impression with regard to that thing which was perceived in previous time. The
memory of that thing which was perceived in previous time may not be originated
except the stimulant of the impression. For this reason, the Khyātivādins arised the
question to the Akhyātivādins that, how do Akhyātivādins explain the case of
dream-cognition ?
After that question the Akhyātivādīns would like to say that, the dreamcognition also is a particular memory. There is no absence of the stimulant in that
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case. There is no stimulant like the similar cognition but, there is such stimulant
like the unseen or invisible entity (adŗşta) etc. in the case of dream-cognition.
A question may be raised by the Khyātivadins that, if the dream-cognition
become memory then why does appear the object of memory like that thing which
is being taken (gŗhyamānas) ? The object of memory is appeared as that thing
which is being taken. From this it has been established that, the dream-cognition is
the third type of a spare cognition like erroneous cognition.
The Khyātivādīns have pointed out that, the impression is an extra-ordinary
cause in the case of the erroneous cognition. The impression gives rise to a third
type of cognition like the erroneous cognition with other causes in accordance with
most of the Khyātivādīns. The erroneous cognition is accepted as an intuition in
accordance with the Anyathākhyātivāda, Asatkhyātivāda, Ātmakhyātivāda and
Anirvacanīyakhyātivāda and so on. As a result, the object of the erroneous
cognition is

appeared as the previous thing which is being experienced

(anubhuyamāna). The dream-cognition also is a type of intuition in accordance
with all of the khyātivādins. As a result, the object of the dream cognition also is
realized as that thing which is being taken. It is mentionable that, all Khyātivādīns
accept the origination of a third type of cognition like the erroneous cognition in
the erroneous cases. There is an equal opinion about this. But, there are different
opinions concerning the procedure of the origination of that third type of cognition.
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According to the Anyathākhyātivādīns, the impression of a thing which was
perceived in previous time originates a memory also in the erroneous case but, this
type of memory is called as ‘pramuştatattvākasmŗti’. The ‘thatness’ of the memory
become vanished in the erroneous case. This type of memorial cognition connects
the memorial object with the sense-organ of the knower, and with this supernatural
connection the perceptual erroneous cognition becomes originated. According to
the Naiyāyikas, the erroneous cognition is a type of supernatural cognition. As a
result, the Naiyāyikas accept the erroneous cognition as as intuition. The dreamcognition also is a type of error. So, the dream-cognition also is a type of an
intuition in accordance with the Naiyāyikas. But, the Advaitins do not accept the
origination of a memory from the impression. According to the Advaitīns, the
impression gives rise to the erroneous cognition in association with blame aand the
universal cognition of that thing which exists in front of the knower etc. causes
such erroneous cognition. This type of cognition is called intuition in accordance
with the Advaitīns. The dream-cognition also is a type of error in view of the
Advaitīns. Actually, the erroneous cognition is a type of intuiotion in accordance
with all of the Khyātivādīns. But, the Akhyᾱtivādīns accept the error and dream as
the memorial cognition. According to the Akhyātivādīns the object of error and
object of the dream-cognition are called as that thing which is accepted by
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memory. But, the object of the error and object of the memory are always appeared
as that thing which is being taken by intuition.
Śālikanātha Miśra has accepted that, all memories are the comprehension of
that thing which is perceived by the knower in previous time. In the erroneous
case, cognition is originated about a thing which was perceived by the knower in
previous time that is called ‘memory’ in accordance with the Akhyātivādīns. But,
there is a difference between this type of erroneous memory and another type of
memory. The object of the erroneous memory does not appear at that time as that
object which was perceived in previous time. For this reason, the object is
appeared as that thing which does not take that type of memory whose ‘thatness’
becomes vanished.
A question may be raised against the Prābhākaras that, why does the
‘thatness’ of the erroneous memory vaanish?
In reply the Akhyātivādīns have said that, the ‘thatness’ has been vanished in
the erroneous memory due to the blames of the knower. For this reason, the
erroneous memory is appeared as the apprehension of the non-apprehended thing.
Again an objection may be raised against the Akhyātivādīns that, if the
Akhyātivādīns accept the apprehension of the yellowish which exists in the bile of
the knower’s sense-organ then why not the blackish nature of the collyrium which
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exists in the knower’s eye-sense-organ is not apprehended as such? But, actually
why the collyrium which exists in the knower’s eye-sense-organ and its black
colour is not perceived with the eye-sense-organ of the knower?
In response to this, the Akhyātivādīns have said that, the blaackish is not
taken for the sake of the obstruction of the eye-sense-organ of the knower. The
significance of the Prābhākaras’ view is: the eye-sense-organ of the knower
becomes proceeds through the passage of the eye-sense-organ existing in the
middle of the eye-sense-organ which is qualified by the black-colour. If the
collyrium exists in the middle passage of the eye-sense-organ of the knower then
the cognition of it would become obstructed with that collyrium. As a result, the
collyrium which exists in the middle passage of the eye-sense-organ is not grasped,
because, that collyrium be comes obstacle of the cognition of the eyelash.
The Khyātivādīns again raise an objection against the Akhyātivādīns that,
that collyrium may be taken which exists in front of the white part of the eyesense-organ. The significant meaning of the Khyātivādīns’ opinion is as such: the
ray of eye-sense-organ does not go through the white part of the eye-sense-organ.
As a result, if the collyrium exists in the white part of the eye-sense-organ then the
issuing ray of eye-sense-organ may not be obstructed with collyrium. As a result,
the collyrium which exists in the white part of the eye-sense-organ and its blackish
colour may not be taken for granted.
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After the above-mentioned objection the Akhyātivādīns would say that, the
white part of the eye-sense-organ is not metallic thing. So, the metallic ray of eyesense-organ does not go through the white part of the eye-sense-organ. For this
reason, any entity may not be taken through the white part of the eye-sense-organ.
So, the collyrium which exists in the white part of the eye-sense-organ and it’s
blackish colour have not been perceived.
Again a question may be raised by the Khyātivādīns that, if the issuing ray of
eye-sense-organ is obstructed through the collyrium which exists in the eye-senseorgan then why is not obstructed the issuing ray of eye-sense-organ through the
bilious-entity which exists in the eye-sense-organ of the knower?
In reply the Akhyātivādīns would say that, the bilious entity becomes
smeared on the top of the eye-sense-organ of the knower and it is transparent or
very clear. The bilious entity is not obstructed with the issuing ray of eye-senseorgan of the knower for the sake of it’s clearness. Śālikanātha Miśra has been said
in his Prakaraņapaῆcikā that, the bile and ‘kāca’ – both of these are blames and
these exist being smeared on the top of the eye-sense-organ. But, the difference
between the two types of blame is that, the kaca is not clear-entity but the bile is a
clear one. For this reason, the issuing forth of the ray of eye-sense-organ becomes
obstructed through the kāca but, the issuing ray of the eye-sense-organ is not
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obstructed through the bile entity. For this reason, it is possible to grasp the
yellowish which exists in the bilious entity through the eye-sense-organ.
The Khyātivādīns may raise a question again that, the internal part of the
collyrium which exists in the eye-sense-organ of the knower may be taken through
the ray of eye-sense-organ of the knower, because, the internal part of the
collyrium existing in the eye-sense-organ is connected with the ray of eye-senseorgan. But, anybody cannot perceive the internal part of the collyrium which exists
in the eye-sense-organ of the knower in any time. How do establish the
Khyātivādīns establish the absence of knowledge of the internal part of the
collyrium?
In response to this Akhyātivādīns said that, the internal part of the collyrium
which exists in the eye-sense-organ is not known through the ray of eye-senseorgan owing to its thinness. For example, the ray of eye-sense-organ is going out
through the passage of the eye-sense-organ of the knower, which is not perceived
for the sake of its thinness in spite of having its radiance.
The Khyātivādīns would raise an objection that, if the yellowish of the
bilious thing which is situated within the eye-sense-organ of the knower then why
does it not grasp the yellowish which is the shelter of the bilious thing? The
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organ becomes connected with the yellowish of the bilious thing. In the same
manner, the bilious thing which is the shelter of yellowish also becomes connected
with the ray of eye-sense-organ in that time. As a result, if it is possible to perceive
the yellowish which exists in the bilious thing through the eye-sense-organ then
why not the thing which is the shelter of the yellowish is perceived?
As a rejoinder Śālikanātha Miśra has given the answer in his
Prakaraņapaῆcikā that, the thing which is the shelter of an object may not be taken
for the sake of thinness. For example, the radiant thing which is the shelter of the
ray of light not being taken in spite of the acceptance of the ray of light in some of
the cases. In this present case the bilious thing also is not taken due to its thinness
which is the shelter of yellowish in spite of its connection with the ray of eyesense-organ. In the case of the yellow-conch the illusion becomes originated due to
the absence of knowledge of discrimination between an apprehension and a
memory.
Again an objection may be raised against the Prābhākaras that, the person
usages the sweet thing as the bitter thing if he feels this bitterness due to the
similarity of that bitter thing which he perceived in previous time.
A question may be raised that, in which manner that person will accept the
bitter-juice qualified by the bitterness which exists in the bilious thing?
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In reply, the Akhyātivādīns would say that, that person must have tasted the bitterjuice in another birth which was not tasted in previous time of the present birth.

Again an objection may be raised against the Prābhākaras that, the death is
proved as a destroyer of the impression. If the impression becomes destroyed
through the state of death then the bitterness may not be remembered by the newborn baby which bitterness was felt in another birth.
In response to this, the Akhyātivādīns would say that, they do not accept the
destruction of the impression through the birth and death. So, according to them,
the bitterness which was felt in another birth may be remembered by the new-born
baby in the present birth. The Prābhākaras have been pointed out that, the another
school also accepts the memory of those things which were felt in another birth.12

The Khyātivādīns may raise such objection that, the Prābhākaras may not give the
explanation about the case of ‘dual moon’ like the other erroneous cases.
The objection is encountered in the following way. Śālikanātha Miśra has
been accomplished that, they necessarily may explain the case of dual moon in
spite of the non-acceptance of any type of the erroneous cognition. They point out
that, if two fingers exist in front of the knower’s eye-sense-organs then the senseorgans become appeared in different forms. The cognition of dual moon is
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originated from the connection between the moon and rays of the eye-sense-organ
of the knower. In this case, the perceptual cognition of the dual moon is not
illusory; but, the usage of duality which exists in the moon is illusory in
accordance with the Akhyativadīns.
Śālikanātha Miśra has been pointed out that, no cognition can give its own
object. For this reason, there is no invalid or erroneous cognition.
The Prābhākaras said that, the ‘silverness’ does not exist in the shell. As a
result, it is not possible to co-exist between ‘this’ and ‘the silver’.
Subsequently, the Naiyāyikas said that, the person who is interested to
collect the silver, would not be induced to the ‘this’ if there was the absence of the
co-existent cognition. The person who is interested to collect the silver would be
induced to the ‘this’ if he identifies the ‘this’ with the silver. To establish this
conclusion the Naiyāyikas supplied an argument that is : “ Vivādādhyāsitaṁ
rajatavijῆānaṁ purovartivastuvisayaṁ, tadarthinastatra niyamena pravartakatvāt.
Yadyadarthinaṁ

yatra

niyamena

pravartayati

tat

tadvişayaṁ,

yathā

samīcīnarajatajῆānaṁ”.
The significance of this argument is : the subject of the cognitive state ‘this
is silver’ is ‘this’. Because, the person who is interested to collect the silver, he
induces to the ‘this’ regularly.
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The Prābhākaras said that, the perception of the ‘this’ originates with the
connection between the object which exists in front of the knower and the his
sense-organ. After that, the reformation of the silver is enlightened due to the
similar cognition between the silver which was cognized in previous time and
‘thisness’. The remembrance of the silver originates from that reformation. So, the
connection between the ‘this’ and the sense-organ of the knower is not the direct
cause of the remembrance of the silver. That connection is the cause of causes. So,
the subject of the cognitive state ‘this is silver’ is not that object which exists in
front of the knower.
The Prābhākaras said that, there is not only the difference between the ‘this’
and ‘silver’ is unaccepted but also the difference between those two types of
cognition is aalso not admitted. The Prābhākaras point out that, it is necessary to
know that the objects of the two types of cognition is contradictory for knowing
the difference between the two types of cognition. The knower does not feel it.
An objection may be raised against the Prābhākaras that, why does there not
appear of the difference between the ‘this’ and ‘silver’ in the valid knowledge?
In reply, the Prābhākaras said that, the ‘this’ and ‘silver’ are same in the
valid knowledge. The object is one in the valid cognition. There the ‘difference’
does not exist. For this reason, the absence of knowledge of discrimination exists
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in the valid cognition. But, the ‘difference’ between the ‘this’ and ‘silver’ does not
appear in the invalid or erroneous cognition in spite of the existence of
‘difference’.
There are different types of opinion between the Khyātivādins and
Akhyātivādins with regard to this question --- what is the subject of the judgement
‘this is silver’? For this reason, the Prābhākaras tried to prove about the nature
of ‘subject’ before the establishment of the theoty of ‘akhyāti’. At first, we have to

know that, what is the ‘subject’?
Śālikanātha Miśra defines the ‘subject’( vişaya) in his Prakaraņapaῆcikā as
such : “Ya evārtha yasyāṁ saṁvidibhāsate vedyah sa eva nānāddhi
vidyadvedyasya lakşaņaṁ”. The significance of this definition is : that which is
appeared in the presence of a particular cognition is the subject of that cognition.
The Prābhākara school established that, the ‘silver’ is the ‘subject’
(‘vişaya’) in the ‘shell-silver’ case. Because, the ‘silver’ is appeared in this
cognition and the shell does not appear in the same. If the ‘shell’ were appeared in
the cognition then the usages would be followed by the word ‘shell’, but actually it
is not seen. So, the ‘shell’ is not the subject of that cognition. The silver is the
subject of that cognition.13
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After the Prābhākara schools’ opinion, the Khyātivādīns may point out that,
in the ‘shell-silver’ case, actually the subject is ‘the shell’. But, the shell does not
appear by nature in that cognition, it is appeared in another appearance.
In reply, the Prābhākara school point out that, a thing appears in another
appearance which is completely contradictory in nature. Because, a thing does
not appear in another appearance.
The Prābhākara school established that a thing does not appear in another
appearance with an inferential statement that is: “Śukti rajatatvena na prakāśate
tadrûpenāsattvāt, yadvadrûpenāsat tattvenākarena na prakāśate, yathā vyoma
kamalarûpeneti”. The significance of this inferential statement is : the shell does
not appear as the form of silver at any time. Because, the entity of the shell as the
form of silver does not exist. The thing is non-existent as the form of a thing that
non-existent thing does not appear as that form. For example, the ether does not
appear as the lotus. Similarly, the shell has not the non-existence as the form of
silver so, the shell does not appear as the silver. For this reason, the shell is not the
subject of the statement ‘this is silver’.14

The Prābhākara school points out that, the perceptual cognition as ‘this’
gives rise to inclination to the thing which is lying in front of the knower and on
the other hand, the cognition of ‘the silver’ generates inclination to the thing which
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is specialized by the silverness. There are two types of cognition in this case. That
thing is appeared in which cognition that thing is the subject of that cognition.
Each cognition generates inclination to the respective subject. For this reason,
these two types of cognition are valid too. These two types of cognition are not
invalid . The Khyātivādīns’ significance regarding the above-mentioned opinion of
the Prābhākara school is : in the erroneous case, the thing which exists in front of
the knower is not the silver aand hence the silver-oriented appearance may not be
originated with the connection( sannikarşa) of the knower’s sense-organ. For this
reason, it is out of the question for the origination of the silver-oriented knowledge.
Considering above, the Prāhbakara school points out that, in the erroneous
case, the universal part of the shell is accepted to the knower with the connection
between the knower’s sense-organ and that thing which exists in front of the
knower. The particular part of the shell is not accepted by the knower for the
blames etc. of the knower. The particular part of the shell is the distinguisher
(‘bhedaka’) between the shell and the silver. The remembrance of the silver
originates for the sake of similarity between the silver and the universal part of that
shell. The ‘thatness’ (‘tattvāṁśa’) becomes extincted owing to mental blame etc. of
the knower. For this reason, the difference between the appearance of the silver
and the appearance of the universal part of the shell is not accepted to the knower.
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The Prābhākaras said that, the cognition become erroneous due to the futute
exercise of the use of cognition. The Prābhākaras point out with various examples
that, the valid cognition also cannot use as valid due to the fruitlessness of the use
of the cognition. For example, the ice is the water by nature. But, the ice does not
use as the water. But, the ice is actually the water in spite of the fact that ice cannot
perform for the necessity of the water. We cannot drink the ice etc. But, if anybody
thinks that the ice is equal with the water then the cognition would not be
erroneous. But, this type of feelings is used as erroneous for the sake of uselessness
of the use of water in the ice15.

A question is raised that, almost all Indian Philosophers explain the state of
dream as erroneous; so, in what sense the state of dream explained by the
Prābhākaras? According to the Khyātivādins, the state of dream is a type of
particular erroneous cognition. From this particular erroneous cognition, fear etc.
have been originated. But, the Akhyātivādīns do not accept the erroneous
cognition. So, they also do not accept the state of dream as the erroneous cognition.
In the state of dream, that type of substance is not perceived which is similar with
that any object perceived in previous time. So, there is no thing which enlights the
reformation. The memory cannot be originated

without the reformation. So, in

what manner the Akhyātivādīns will explain the dreaming state? This question can
be raised against the Prābhākaras.
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The Prābhākaras said that, the cognition of dreaming state also is a state of
memory. In that case, adŗşta etc. are enlighted the reformation. As a result, a state
of memory is originated in connection with the dreaming state.
The Akhyātivādīns said that, in what cases it is possible to think concerning
objects which are perceived by the knower in previous time. The thinking of
objects which were perceived by the knower in previous time and thinking of the
similar cognition of the thing which exists in front of the knower with the thing
which perceived in previous time --- these are the factors of enlightening the case
of dreaming state. For example, if anybody thinks about a thing before sleeping
then that thing is originated in dream.
Anyathākhyātivādīns have raised an objection against the Akhyātivādīns
about the opinion of the validity of all types of cognition. The Naiyāyikas said that,
the Prābhākaras cannot accept the validity of all illusory cases. Because,‘the
yellow conch’ ---this type of cognition originates the ‘white conch’ due to the
bilious fever of the knower. The illusion is originated by this type of blame. The
Naiyāyikas said that, the knower’s sense-organ being connected with the conch the
whiteness is not accepted by the knower due to the blame of the knower’s senseorgan. But, the conchness is accepted by the knower. The yellowish is accepted by
the knower’s sense-organ which exists in the knower’s sense-organ(eye) due to the
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bilious fever etc. The yellowish is connected with the knower’s sense-organ as the
indirect relation (jῆānalakşaņasannikarşa). After that, ‘the yellow conch’--- this
type of particular erroneous cognition originates. It is mentionable that, the
yellowish appears as the existence in the conch besides the non-appearance as the
existence in the yellow-thing16.

The Naiyāyikas point out that, in what way the Akhyātivādīns explain the
others erroneous case, in the same manner they cannot explain this erroneous case.
Because, the cognition originates after the connection between the knower’s senseorgan and the white conch which exists in front of the knower aand there is no any
similarity between this cognition and any yellow thing perceived in the previous
time. As a result, the Prābhākaras cannot say that, the reformation has enlightened
of this thing which perceived in previous time due to the similarity between that
thing and that universal cognition which is originated with the connection of the
knower’s sense-organ with the white conch. The Naiyāyikas say that, what factor
enlightens the reformation in this case in accordance with the Prābhākaras?
The above-mentioned objection is faced by Śālikanātha in the following way.
Śālikanātha Miśra said in his Prakaraņapaῆcikā that ‘the yellow conch’ would be
explained by them like the others erroneous case. They will explain this case with
the two types of valid cognition. But, there is a distinction between the others
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erroneous cases and ‘the yellow conch’ case. The fruitless inclination becomes
originated due to the absence of knowledge of discrimination between the two
types of cognition (perception and memory) and that two parts (universal and
particular) in the others erroneous cases. But, in ‘the yellow conch’ case, the
‘thisness’ of the conch and conchness are accepted by the knower due to the
connection between the sense-organ of the knower and the white conch. But, the
whiteness of the conch is not accepted by the knower due to the bilious fever of the
knower. In that case, the yellowish is also accepted by the knower which exists in
the sense-organ of the knower. But, the substance which is the locative case of the
yellowish is not accepted by the knower. So, in this case, two types of cognition
also are perceived. The first type of perception is of the substance like ‘this’ which
is qualified by ‘conchness’ and the second type of perception is of the quality like
‘yellowish’. But, in this case, the substance becomes perceptible if it is devoid of
quality. On the other hand, in this case, that quality becomes perceptible which is
devoid of substance. The ‘difference’ between the conch and yellowish also is not
perceptible in this case.
A question may be raised to the Prābhākaras that, why they accept the
‘difference’ between the conch and yellowish ?
In reply, the Akhyātivādīns said that, each substance is depending on any
quality and each quality is depending on any substance. In this case, a substance
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which is devoid of any quality and a quality which is devoid of any substance
become perceptible. As a result, the difference between the substance and quality
is not acceptable due to mutually desireness in both of them. So, ‘the yellow
conch’---this type of cognition originates due to the absence of knowledge of
discrimination between the conch and yellowish.
In the same manner, the cognition of bitterness originates in the sweetmeat.
The sweetness is not accepted in the sweetmeat due to bile in the sense-organ of
the taste; but the bitterness is accepted which exists in the sense-organ of the taste.
According to the Prābhākaras, the sweetmeat is accepted but, the sweetness does
not accept which exists in the sweetmeat. Again, the bitterness is accepted but the
bile-substance does not accept which is the locus of the bitterness. In this way, the
‘difference’ between the substance which is devoid of any quality and the quality
which is devoid of any substance is not accepted due to the mutually desireness in
both of them. The sweetmeat is used as bitterness due to the absence of knowledge
of discrimination.
The Prābhākara school of Philosophers points out that, the nature of senseorgans is as such that, they produce the valid knowledge.
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After that argument some philosophers point out that, distance, inability of
the sense-organs, inattentiveness etc. interrupt the natural ability of the production
of the valid knowledge and give rise to the invalid knowledge.
Prābhākara said that, there is not only the absence of two different
cognitions but also the absence of two different objects. Prābhākara said that, the
object of a cognition is ‘this’ and the another object of a cognition is ‘the silver’.
When a person who is interested to collect the silver, he would unable to get the
silver in spite of going forward, because he cannot differentiate the two cognitions
and also two objects.
To establish the theory of ‘non-error’ ( akhyātivāda ), Prābhākara gave an
argument that is as such : “ Yathārthah sarve vipratipannah saṁdehavibhramah,
pratyayatvāt ghatᾱdipratyayavat”. The inferential subject of this argument is ‘
sarve vipratipannah samdehavibhramah’, probandum is ‘yathārthatva’, probans is
‘pratyatva’ and example is ‘ghatᾱdipratyaya’. The significance of this statement is
the ‘jῆanatva’ and ‘yathārthatva’ exist in the knowledge of pot. In this way,
Prabhakara proved the concomitance rule between the ‘jāῆanatva’ or ‘the attribute
of knowledge’ and ‘yathārthatva’ or ‘attribute of validity’. In this way,
Prābhākara established that, all types of cognition are valid. There is no concept
about the erroneous cognition.
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Śālikanātha Miśra gave an argument in his Prakaraņapaῆcikā from the
above-mentioned view-point in order to establish the theory of ‘akhyati’ which
argument is as such : “Yadi cārthaṁ parityajya kᾱcidvuddhih pravartate.
Vyabhicᾱravati svᾱrthe katham viśvasakaranaṁ?”..66..
Jῆᾱnasya vyabhicare hi viśvasah kiṁnivandhanah?
Jῆᾱnasya vyabhicᾱre’ pi jῆᾱnaṁ yat satyameva tat”..69..
The significance of that argument is as such : if the cognition is being invalid then
we will loss our confidence to all cognitions. As a result, all usages concerning the
whole Universe would be interrupted17.

It is mentionable that ‘knowledge’ or ‘cognition’ is one type of feeling. The main
characteristic feature of this feeling is ‘truthfulness’. For this reason, the another
name of cognition is called accurate knowledge or ‘pramā’. The way of gaining
this accurate knowledge or ‘pramā’ is ‘pramāna’. If there is any obstacle in the
process of gaining knowledge, the knowledge will remain invalid. The obstacle or
sublation may become in different ways namely, defective sense-organs of the
knower, absence of sufficient light etc. These are not knowledge. These are the
sublating

categories of the procedure of gaining knowledge. If there is no

truthfulness in feelings, it cannot be considered as knowledge. So, the cognition
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may not become illusory. Western Philosopher John Hosperse also said in his
famous book An Introduction to Philosophical Analysis that, the knowledge has
to be true. Truthfulness is the necessary characteristic feature of knowledge.
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CHAPTER-IV
The establishment of the theory of ‘anyathākhyāti’ refuting
‘akhyātivāda’
Part-I
A Critique of ‘Akhyātivāda’ by the Naiyāyikas
We have to know as to the nature of valid knowledge (‘pramā’) in accordance with
Gangeśa before the establishment of the theory of ‘anyathākhyāti’.

Gangeśa defines ‘pramā’ as such: “Yatra yadasti tatra tasyᾱnubhavah pramā ”.
Actually, the intuition (‘anubhava’) of that entity in that locus(‘adhikaraņa’) is
called ‘pramᾱ’ which entity definately remains there.1 To exemplify it we may say
that, the existence of the silverness remains in the ‘this thing’ (‘idaṁ’) like the
silver in the valid knowledge like ‘idaṁ rajataṁ. So, the silverness-oriented
knowledge in the this thing is called ‘prama’. On the other hand, the silverness
does not remain in the ‘this thing’ (‘idaṁ’) like ‘the shell’ (‘śukti’) in spite of this
situation, the knower gains the knowledge of silver; it is called invalid knowledge
(‘apramā).
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Prabhākara upheld that, ‘nanu sarvajῆānānāṁ yathārthatvāt pramālakşaņe
viśeşaņavyavarttyapraasiddheh

viśeşaņavaiyarthyaṁ

anyathᾱkhyᾱtou

mānābhāvāt”. Actually, ‘tadabhᾱvavat viśeşyaka tatprakᾱraka’—such kind of
cognition is not proved in accordance with Prᾱbhᾱkara. In consideration of
Prᾱbhᾱkara, ‘thisness’ (‘idanta’) is a perceptual cognition and ‘the cognition of
silver’ is a remembrance in the ‘shell-silver’ case. The difference between those
two is not accepted to the knower by virtue of blames. Not only the difference
between these two kinds of cognition is not accepted to the knower on account of
blames but also these two types of things like ‘the shell’ and ‘the silver’. The
person who is interested to collect the silver (‘rajatᾱrthī’) undertakes to the shell
for the sake of those two kinds of cognition whose difference is not accepted. So, it
is not necessary to accept that shell-oriented cognition, shell is qualified by the
silverness. If we accept the shell-oriented knowledge then the shell is specified by
the silverness and the adjective like ‘tadvadviśeşyakatva’ is necessary in the
definition of ‘pramᾱ’ (‘valid cognition’) to differentiate it from the invalid
cognition (‘apramᾱ). But, someone who does not accept the erroneous cognition
(‘tadabhᾱvavadviśeşyaka tatprakᾱraka jῆᾱna’), according to them, such adjective
is unnecessary.
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In pursuance of the Prābhākaras that cognition would be necessarily
‘tadvadviśeşyaka’ which is ‘tatprakāraka’.
Why would not be accepted the theory of ‘anyathākhyāti’ ?
After the above-mentioned question Prᾱbhᾱkaras say that, ‘anyathākhyātau
mānābhāvāt’. Actually, there is no any evidence in the theory of ‘anyathākhyāti’ in
accordance with the Prābhākaras.
To refute the above-said argument, the Naiyāyikas deliberate that, ‘anyathākhyātou
mānābhāvāt’ means ‘there is no evidence in the anyathākhyāti’. So, the
Prābhākaras say that, there is the absence of the evidence in the locus like
‘anyathākhyāti’. But, the Prābhākaras cannot say it; because, they actually do not
accept such locus like ‘anyathākhyāti’. ‘The absence of anything’ is not
established in any unproved locus1.

For this reason, Mathurānātha, commentator of Gangeśa has given the meaning of
the term like ‘anyathākhyātau mānābhāvāt’ as such: there is no evidence as to the
term ‘otherwiseness’ (‘anyathātva’) which remains in the cognition. Actually,
‘otherwiseness’ (‘anyathātva’) means ‘that adjectiveness which is limited by the
attribute of the noun/subject which is the locus of the absence of that’
(‘tadabhᾱvavadviśeşyakatvᾱvaccinna tatprakᾱrakatva’). The Prᾱbhᾱkaras’ opinion
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is that: ‘that adjectiveness which is limited by the attribute of the subject which is
the

locus

of

the

absence

of

that’

(‘tadabhᾱvavadviśeşyakatvᾱvaccinna

tatprakᾱrakatva’) remains in the unsuccessful or abortive desire (‘visaṁvādi
iccā’). Such unfruitful desire does not remain in cognition. The person who is
interested to collect the silver (‘rajatārthī’) must undertake the shell once in a way
for the sake of such desire which is the cognition of the shell qualified by the
silverness. The silverness which is limited by the attribute of the subject/noun like
the shell (‘śuktiviśeşyakatvᾱvaccinna rajatatvaprakᾱrakatva’) remains in such
desire. But, the shell is such locus which is specified by the absence of the
silverness.. It is called ‘otherwiseness’’ (‘anyathātva’).
The Prᾱbhᾱkara school has refuted the above-mentioned argument by dint of the
statement as:

“ tathāhi--- rajatᾱrthipravŗttivişayatvaṁ rajatattvaprakᾱra-

kᾱnubhavavişayatvavyapyaṁ

rajatᾱrthipravŗttivişayamᾱtravvŗttidharmatvᾱt

rajatamᾱtravŗttidharmavaditi anyathᾱkhyᾱtivyapyaṁ siddhᾱtīti. Aprāptakālatvaṁ,
rajatamᾱtravŗttiῆcopᾱdhih”2 being doubted the Naiyᾱyikas’ opinion concerning
the ‘anyāthākhyāti’. The Naiyāyikas said that, the attribute of a subject of

the

inclination(‘pravŗţţivişayatva’) of the person who is interested to collect

the

silver(‘rajatārthī’) is pervaded with the attribute of the subject of that intuition or
cognition which is specified by the adjective ‘silverness’(‘rajatatvaprakᾱrakaPage 94 of 150

anubhavavişayatva’). Actually, there is an invariable concommitance relation
[‘vyāpti’] between the rajatārthī’s ‘pravŗţţivisayatva’ and ‘rajatattvaprakᾱraka
anubhavavişayatva’ ). If that statement is accepted then it also would be accepted
“the attribute of the subject of the intuition which is specified by the adjective like
‘silverness’ (‘rajatatvaprakᾱraka anubhavavişayatva’) in the shell”. Because, the
person who is interested to collect the silver (‘rajatārthiī) becomes unsuccessful
being engaged to the shell at some times. Such attribute of the subject of the
unfruitful or abortive inclination(‘viphala-pravŗttivişayatva’) is accepted to all. If
the attribute of the subject of the unfruitful inclination is

pervaded with the

attribute of the subject of that cognition which is qualified by the silverness then
the attribute of that subject of the knowledge which is qualified by the silverness
would be accepted in the shell. The shell-oriented intuition which is qualified by
the silverness, is called ‘theory of error with regard

to otherwise’

(‘anyathākhyāti’). In that intuitive cognition, the ‘probans’ or ‘the attribute which
remains only in the subject which is the subject of the inclination of that person
who

is

interested

to

collect

the

silver

(‘rajatᾱrthipravŗtti-

vişayamᾱtravŗttidharmatva’ ). As a result, the ‘probahdum’ or ‘the pervasiveness
which is the characteristic feature of that intuition which is qualified by the
silverness’ ( ‘rajatatvaprakᾱrakᾱnubhavaviśeşyatvavyᾱpyatva’ ) also remains in
the shell-oriented intuition which is qualified by the silverness. In this way, the
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attribute of the subject of the inclination of the person who is interested to collect
the silver, that is proved as pervaded of the characteristic feature of that intuition
which is qualified by the silverness. If the invariable concommitance relation is
accepted

in

the

shell

then

the

‘anyathākhyāti’

or

‘tadabhᾱvavadaviśeşyakatvᾱvaccinna tatprakᾱrakatva’ is accepted.
The Naiyāyikas demonstrated another argument to establish the theory of
‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’.

The

argument

arajatavŗttijῆᾱnavişayatᾱvaccedakaṁ

is

as

such:

“Rajatatvaṁ

arajatavişayapravŗttihetujῆᾱnaprakᾱra-

katvāt, śuktitvavat”. In this argument, the inferential statement (‘pakşa’) is ‘the
silverness’(‘rajatatva’), the probandum is ‘the attribute of the limitor of the
subjectness

of

that

cognition

which

silver(‘arajatavŗttijῆᾱnavişayatᾱvaccedakatva’)

remains
and

the

in

the

probans

is:

non‘the

adjectiveness of that cognition which is the cause of that inclination whose object
is the non-silver’(‘arajatavişayapravŗttihetujῆᾱnaprakᾱrakatva’).
‘The

attribute

of

the

limitor’(‘avaccedaka’)

means

‘adjectiveness’

(‘prakᾱrakatva’). So, actually the probandum is: ‘the adjectiveness of the
objectness of that cognition which remains in the non-silver’(‘arajatavŗttijῆᾱnavişayatᾱprakᾱrakatva’). In the shell-silver erroneous cognition, ‘the silverness’ is
the inferential subject(‘pakşa’). The adjectiveness of the attribute of the subject of
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that

cognition(‘jῆanavişayatᾱ’)

which

remains

in

the

shell

and

such

adjectiveness(‘prakᾱrakatva’) remains in such inferential subject (‘pakşa’). The
probans(‘hetu’) is : ‘the adjectiveness of that cognition which is the cause of that
inclination whose object is the non-silver’. The person who is interested to collect
the shell’ (‘śuktyᾱrthī’) goes forward to collect the shell. The object of such
inclination (‘pravŗtti’) is non-silver (‘arajata-vişayaka pravŗtti’).
‘This is shell’ ---such cognitive state is the cause of that shell-oriented inclination.
The shellness is the adjective of this cognition. As a result, the adjectivenss of the
cognition (‘jῆᾱnaprakᾱrakatva’) remains in the shellness (‘śuktitva’). So, the
probans remains in the shellness. The attributeness(‘prakᾱratva’) of the attribute of
the subject of the cognition (‘jῆᾱnavişayatᾱ’) also remains in the shell or nonsilver. So, both the probandum and probans remain in the shellness. The shellness
is the example of this inferential statement.
It is necessary to clarify the above-mentioned statement. The inferential subject
(‘pakşa’) is ‘the silverness’ (‘rajatatva’) in this statement. The probandum
(‘sᾱdhya’) is: ‘the attribute of the limitor of the subjectness of that cognition
(‘jῆᾱnavişayatᾱvaccedakatva’’) which remains in the non-silver (‘arajata’). The
attribute of the limitor (‘avaccedakatva’) means ‘the adjectiveness’ (‘prakᾱratva’).
So, the probandum is ‘the adjectiveness ascertained by the subjectness of that
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cognition which remains in the non-silver’ (‘arajatavŗttijῆᾱnavişayatᾱnirûpita
prakşratva’). Actually, ‘the adjectiveness is ascertained by the subjectness of that
cognition which remains in the non-silver like the shell etc.’ is the probandum in
this cognition. If the adjectiveness ascertained by the subjectness of that cognition
which remains in the non-silver’, it remains in the silverness. The cognitive state
also would be accepted like ‘the cognition of non-silver qualified

by the

silverness’ (‘arajata-viśeşyaka rajatatvaprakᾱraka jῆᾱna’ ). It is an erroneous
otherwiseness cognition (‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’)3.

The Prābhākara school of Mimāṁsaka has shown the fallacy of ‘upādhi’
after that argument. The Prābhākaras point out that, the ‘rajatavŗttitva’ or ‘the
non-existenceness of the silver’ is the ‘upᾱdhi’ in this argument. We know that, the
definition of ‘upᾱdhi’ is as such: ‘sādhyavyapakatve sati sādhanāvyāpakatvaṁ’.
In this case, the ‘rajatavŗttitva’ or ‘the non-existenceness of the silver’ is pervasive
than the probandum or ‘the adjectiveness ascertained by the subjectness of that
cognition

which

remains

in

the

non-silver’

(‘arajata-vŗtti

jῆᾱnavişayatᾱnirûpitaprakᾱratva’). This probandum remains in the shellness or
non-silverness in accordance with the Prabhakara. Hence, the theory of
‘otherwiseness’ or ‘anyathākhyāti’ is not applicable.
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The Naiyāyikas pointed out

another argument to accomplish the

‘anyathākhyāti’. The argument is as such:
“Vivādapadaṁ rajatajῆāna Śuktivişayakaṁ
Śuktau pravartakajῆᾱnatvᾱt”.
The significance of the above-mentioned argument is as such: the cause of
the inclination to the shell of that person who is interested to collect the silver is as
such form of cognition: ‘the substantive cognition of the shell which shell is
qualified by the silvertness’ (“śuktiviśeşyaka rajatattvaprakᾱraka jῆāna”) in
accordance with the Naiyāyikas. But, it is impossible for the Prabhakaras to accept
as such cognition; because, they do not accept the erroneous cognition. For this
reason, the Naiyāyikas point out that, the shell-oriented cognition which is
qualified by the silverness is a matter of doubt. It is the cause of shell-oriented
inclination. The silverness-oriented cognition (‘rajatatvaprakᾱraka jῆāna’ ) is the
inferential subject (‘pakşa’) in this statement. ‘The subjectness of the shell’
(‘śuktiviśeşyakatva’) is the probandum. ‘The attribute of that cognition which is the
cause of the inclination whose subject is the shell’(‘śuktiviśeşyaka-pravŗttijanakajῆᾱnatva’) is the probans in this cognition.
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The Prᾱbhᾱkaras admited that, the above-mentioned argument also is fallacious.
Because, the probandum like the subjectness of the shell’ (‘śuktiviśeşyakatva’)
does not remain in the inferential subject4.

Actually, the Nyᾱya-thinkers upheld that, the identical cognition between the shell
and silver is the cause of the unfruitful inclination to the shell of the person who is
interested to collect the silver. But, the Prabhakaras do not accept such kind of
‘theory of otherwiseness’ (‘anyathākhyāti’). According to them (Prābhākara), the
knowledge of difference (‘bhedāgraha’) between ‘the silver’ and ‘thisness’ and
also the presence separately between the ‘this’ and ‘silver’ are the causes of that
unfruitful inclination.
The identical cognition of the desirous thing (‘iştabheda jῆāna’) is the cause of the
unfruitful inclination in accordance with the Nyāya-thinkers. In this respect, ‘işta’
means ‘the object of desire’. If any person is desirous to collect the silver then that
person goes forward to the ‘this thing’ (‘idaṁ’) which remains in front of the
knower for the sake of the identical cognition of the silver to this thing. But, if we
accept the cognition whose subject is the identical with the desirous thing as the
cause of the inclination then we also have to accept it in the cause of unfruitful
inclination. As for example, when the person who is interested to collect the silver
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(‘rajatᾱrthī) goes forward to collect the shell in that case, the identical cognition of
the silver in the shell is the cause of that inclination.
Actually, the cause of the fruitless inclination (‘visaṁvᾱdipravŗtti’) which is
characterized by the silverness to the shell of that person who is interested to
collect the silver is the identical cognition between the shell and the silver or the
knowledge which is qualified by the shell and characterized by the silver in
accordance with the Nyᾱya-thinkers. On the other hand, the Prabhakaras’ view
concerning error, the fruitless inclination which is characterized by the silverness
originates in the shell by reason of the absence of knowledge of discrimination
between the ‘idam’ or the foremost thing and the silver which exists far from the
knower and the presence of the shell and the silver separately.
That the absence of knowledge of discrimination of the desired thing (
‘iştabhedᾱgraha’) is the cause of inclination is accepted by the Prᾱbhᾱkara school
of Mīmᾱṁsᾱ. Refuting this argument, the Nyᾱya-thinkers say that, in which case,
there is the knowledge of difference of the desired thing on account of the
particular blame etc. in that case and also seen the inclination. For example, ‘the
conch is yellow, not white’ … in this case, if ‘śvetatvavyᾱpya śaṁkhyatvavᾱn
ayaṁ’ or ‘this is full of conchness which is to b e pervaded by whiteness’. In the
same manner the knowledge of pervasion of whiteness in the conch has to be
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originated. In consequence of this particular perceptual knowledge ‘śaṁkyah
śvetah’ or ‘the white conch’….. the inclination originates of that person who is
interested to collect the white thing etc. to the conch. The white-thing is the desired
thing to that person who is interested to collect the white thing. This identical
knowledge of the white is the cause of the inclination in accordance with the
Naiyᾱyikas. Because, the Naiyᾱyikas’ point of view is that, the identical
knowledge of the desired thing is the cause of the inclination. But, behind such
point of view, the absence of knowledge of discrimination is the cause of
inclination. According to them, it is not possible to become inclined to this case.
The Mīmᾱṁsakas’ point of view is that, if we say that, the identical
knowledge of the desired thing is the cause of inclination then the desired thing is
yellow to whom it is not possible for him to become inclined for the knowledge of
‘the conch is yellow’. Because, the person who has bile-disease, he knows that, the
conch is not yellow. So, he infers that, ‘ayaṁśaṁkhah no pītah śaṁkhatvᾱt’ or
‘this conch is not yellow’ as it is known with the conchness’. With this inference
the knowledge of difference of the desired thing exists by that person who is
interested to collect the yellow thing. As a result, the cause of the inclination as the
absence of knowledge of discrimination in accordance with the Prᾱbhᾱkara does
not exist. But, according to the Naiyᾱyikas, there is an identical knowledge of the
desired yellow of that person who is interested to collect the yellow thing with the
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knowledge ‘the conch is yellow’. So, the Nyᾱya-thinkers accept this inclination.
Yet, it is not accepted to all that, the inclination originates from the knowledge ‘the
conch is yellow’ for the particular blames etc. The Naiyᾱyikas’ opinion is that,
the identical knowledge of the desired thing which is the cause of inclination that
exists in this case. But, in the Prᾱbhᾱkara’s opinion, the absence of knowledge of
discrimination of the desired yellow that does not exist in this case; because, the
knowledge of difference (‘bheda-graha’) becomes with the conchness (‘probans’)
in that case. For this reason, the Prᾱbhᾱkaras raised the opposite the standpoint and
say that, the absence of knowledge of discrimination of the desired thing is the
cause of inclination which is reasonable.5
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Part-II

‘Anyathᾱkhyᾱtivᾱdasiddhᾱntapakşa’
Both the Prᾱbhᾱkaras and the Naiyᾱyikas upheld that, the desired silver (‘işta
rajata’) and the cognition of thisness (‘idaṁ’) are the causes of the valid
inclination like ‘the cognition of silver qualified by the silverness’. But, there is the
dersiation (‘vyᾱbhicᾱra’) between ‘the inclination’ and ‘the cognition of thisness’.
Because, the inclination of the knower also is created by ‘the adjectiveness which
is the limitor of the desireness’ (‘iştatᾱvaccedaka prakᾱraka’ ) and ‘the cognition
of thisness’ (‘idaṁviśeşyaka jῆᾱna’) in ‘the cognition of this is not silver’ (‘idaṁ
na rajataṁ’). But, ‘the inclination concerning thisness’ (‘idamviśeşyaka pravŗtti’)
may not be created by anybody in ‘the cognition of this is not silver’. Nevertheless,
both the object (’vişaya’) and also the subject (‘viśesşya’) are the desired thing
(‘işta’) in ‘the cognition of this is not silver’ (‘idaṁ na rajataṁ’), So, it is
necessary to accept the inclination in this case also. to refute this, we have to
accept such cognition which is ‘iştatᾱvaccedaka rajatatvaniştha prakᾱratᾱnirûpita
idaṁnistha viśeşyatᾱśalī’ as the cause of that inclination.
The Prᾱbhᾱkaras said after that, ‘the attribute of the absence of knowledge of
discrimination’ (‘bhedᾱgrahatva’) remains in the cognition of ‘this is silver’. So,
‘the attribute of the absence of knowledge of discrimination’ (‘bhedᾱgrahatva’)
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may be the limitor (‘avaccedaka’) of the causation (‘kᾱranatᾱ’) in such cognitive
state.
The Naiyᾱyikas said after the Prᾱbhᾱkaras’ above-mentioned argument that, the
acceptance of ‘the attribute of the cognition of thisness qualified by the silverness’
(‘idaṁviśeşyaka rajatatvaprakᾱraka jῆᾱnatva’) is lighter (‘lᾱghava’) than the
acceptance of ‘the attribute of the absence of the knowledge of discrimination’
(‘bhedᾱgrahatva’) as ‘the limiter of the causation’ (‘kᾱranatᾱvaccedaka’) in the
causation of ‘this is silver’.
The certainty of the cause-effect relation is dependent upon the knowledge of coexistenceness between the cause and effect. If we accept the cognition of this
qualified by the silverness as the cause of inclination then this kind of cognition
will remain in previous time of that inclination and we will give the
‘anuvyavasaya’ of this cognition in the time of inclination. We also will give ‘the
attribute

of

such

cognition

of

this

qualified

by

the

silverness

(‘rajatatvaprakaratanirupita-idam-visesyaka jnanatva’) as the subject (‘vişaya’) of
that ‘anuvyᾱvasaya’ of the cognition. By dint of this ‘anuvyãvasãya’ the cause and
the limiter of the cause (‘kᾱraņatᾱvaccedaka’) regularly (‘niyata’) remain in the
time of inclination. On the other hand, ‘the attribute of the absence of knowledge
of discrimination (‘bhedᾱgrahatva’) does not regularly remain in the time of such
inclination. For this reason, it is more justified to accept ‘the attribute of
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knowledge of this qualified by silverness’ (‘idaṁviśeşyaka-rajatatvaprakᾱrakajῆᾱnatva’) as the limitor of the causation (‘kᾱranatᾱvaccedaka’).6

According to the Nyᾱya-thinkers, ‘the cognition of silver qualified by the
silverness’ (‘rajata-viśeşyaka-rajatatvaprakᾱraka jῆᾱna’) is the cause of ‘the
inclination of silver qualified by the silverness’ (‘rajata-viśeşyaka rajatatvaprakᾱraka pravŗţţi’). So, the valid cognition is the cause of the valid inclination.
On the other hand, the false cognition is the cause of the false inclination. With
reference

to

this

context,

Gangeśa

established

an

argument

like:

“Visaṁvᾱdipravŗţţih viśiştajῆᾱnasᾱdhya, pravŗţţitvᾱt, satyapravŗţţivat”.7

According to the above-mentioned argument, the subject and adjective of an
inclination they also will be the qualificand (‘vişaya’) and adjective (‘prakᾱra’)
respectively of that cognition which is the cause of that inclination. By dint of this
inferential statement, ‘the inclination of the shell qualified by the silverness’
(‘śuktiviśeşyaka rajatatvaprakᾱraka jῆᾱna’) --- it has been established. As a result,
it is proved that, the erroneous inclination (‘visaṁvᾱdī pravŗţţi’) is the effect of
‘the erroneous cognition of otherwiseness’ (‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’). Gangeśa said that,
any effect cannot be created without its cause.
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The Prᾱbhᾱkaras apprehended that, if we accept the erroneous cognition as a cause
of the invalid inclination then it would not be possible to assurt the cause of the
erroneous cognition. Because, the object and the operative relation of the senseorgans of the knower are the causes of the valid cognition. But, these do not remain
in the erroneous cognition. For this reason, it would be necessarily accepted that,
the erroneous cognition is deprived of the cause. if the erroneous cognition is
deprived of the cause then it also would be accepted that, this erroneous cognition
is eternal. Because, we know that, any existing category which is deprived of any
cause that actually is an eternal category. Because the eternal entity aare only
uncaused.
After that argument, Gangeśa said that, the particular cognition (‘viśişta jῆᾱna’) is
the cause of the erroneous inclination. Through this particular cognition the blame,
sense-organs etc. are proved as its causes. Actually, the blemished sense-organs are
accepted as the particular cognition.
To refute the above-mentioned argument, the prabhakaras apprehended that,
‘blame’ actually is the sublating entity (‘vᾱdhaka’) of an effect, it may not be the
cause of any effect at any time.
After that argument, Gangeśa pointed out that, ‘sarvato valavati hi.....’ as on.
According to him, even though ‘blame’ (‘doşa’s) may not be proved as the cause
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besides ‘error’ notwithstanding that, the effect as the erroneous cognition which is
proved by the inclination that may be the effect of the blame.8

Gangeśa

Upᾱdhyᾱy

pointed

out

that,

“na

ca

bhedᾱgrahᾱt

pravŗttyupapatterapi” to prove that, the absence of knowledge of discrimination
may not be the cause in the case of the fruitful and non-fruitful inclination both.
Gangeśa said that, “viparītacatuşke yugapat pravŗţţi-nivŗttyapatteh…………….”
etc. The meaning of the technical term ‘viparitacatuşka’ is as such: the case of the
illusory cognition where the silver is the subject qualified by the attribute of tinfoilness (‘rajate raṁgatvaprakᾱraka bhramajῆᾱna”). In the case of this illusory
cognition, the qualifier is in the silver and on the other hand, the qualifier is the
silverness in the tin-foil. This is the explanation of the Nyᾱya-philosophers. But,
the Prãbhãkara Mῑmãṁsakas pointed out with regard to this explanation in another
way. Because, there is nothing any illusory cognition in accordance with the
Prᾱbhᾱkaras . According to the Prᾱbhᾱkaras, the perceptual cognition of the shell,
the presence of the silverness and the absence of knowledge of discrimination
between the shell and the silver---- this is the illusion in the shell-silver case. The
person who is interested to collect the silver (‘rajatᾱrthī’) goes forward to the shell
and on the other hand, he comes back from the shell in the presence of such
illusory cognition. Because, the perceptual cognition of the locus, the presence of
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the silverness and the absence of knowledge of discrimination between the shell
and silver ---these are the causes of the inclination of the desired person as to the
silver in accordance with the Prᾱbhᾱkara school. In this case, the perceptual
cognition of the locus as the shell, the presence of the silverness and the absence of
knowledge of discrimination between the shell and the silver presented. For this
reason, there is the inclination of the knower. Similarly, there is the completion of
the knower also is presented. Because, there are the causes of the completion of the
knower have also been presented. Because, there are the perceptual knowledge of
the shell, the presence of the shellness and the absence of knowledge of
discrimination between the shell and the substratum like ‘this’(‘idaṁ). So, there are
the inclination and completion both are presented in the substratum like ‘this’.
Those above-discussed cases are the unfruitful inclination and completion both.
Now, we will discuss the fruitful cases in accordance with the Prᾱbhᾱkara school
of Mīmᾱṁsakas. In the same manner, the perceptual knowledge of silver or ‘this’,

the presence of silverness and the absence of knowledge of discrimination between
the silver and the substratum like ‘this’ ( ‘idaṁ’) --- these are presented in the case
of inclination. Again, there are the perceptual knowledge of the substratum, the
presence of shellness and the absence of knowledge of discrimination between the
shell and the substratum or ‘this’. So, there is the completion also in the substratum
like ‘this’ ( ‘idaṁ’). So, it is established by the Prᾱbhᾱkaras that, the inclination
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and completion both remain in the identical substratum simultaneously. But, it is
not possible. For this reason, the absence of knowledge of discrimination may not
become the cause in the case of fruitful and non-fruitful inclination and completion
in accordance with the Nyᾱya-philosophers.
The Prᾱbhᾱkara school of Mīmᾱṁsakas said that, the absence of knowledge of
discrimination (‘bhedᾱgraha’) is the cause of the inclination and completion both
of the fruitful (‘saṁvᾱdī’ ) and fruitless ( ‘visaṁvᾱdī ) . Refuting this argument
Gangeśa demonstrated another objection. That argument is as such: “Na ca
bhedᾱgrahᾱt

pravŗttyupapattirapi.

Viparītacatuşke

yugapat

pravŗtti-

nivŗttyapatteh……..”. ‘Viparītacatuşke’ is a technical term. It means ‘the illusory
cognition of this silver qualified by shellness’. The silver and the shell are
presented as the locative cases which are qualified by thisness. The silverness and
the shellness are presented as imposing entities. In this illusory cognition, the
shellness is the adjective (prakᾱra’) in the silver which silver is presented by
thisness again, the silverness is the adjective in the shell which shell is presented
by thisness in this illusory case. This is the view of the Naiyᾱyikas. The
Prᾱbhᾱkaras pointed out this illusory cognition in another way. According to the
Prᾱbhᾱkaras, the perceptual cognition of the shell like thisness ( ‘idantena
śuktipratyakşa,) the presence of silverness and the absence of knowledge of
discrimination between the shell and the silver --- this is the illusion of the silver in
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the shell by thisness. Similarly, the perceptual knowledge of the silver which silver
is presented by thisness, the presence of the shellness and the absence of
knowledge of discrimination between the shell and the silver --- these are the
causes of this illusory cognition. The inclination and the completion are created of
that person who is interested to collect the silver (‘rajatᾱrthī’) in the case of this
illusory cognition. Because, according to the Prᾱbhᾱkaras, the perceptual
knowledge of the substratum (‘dharmī’), the presence of the silverness and the
absence of knowledge of discrimination between the substratum and the silver --these are the causes of the inclination of that person who is interested to collect the
silver. In this case, the perceptual knowledge of the substratum as the shell which
shell is presented by thisness, the presence of silverness and the absence of
knowledge of discrimination of the silver in the shell which shell is presented by
thisness. Because, the knower accepted the shell as the silver, so, the inclination
creates in this way. Similariy, the completion also creates in this way. Because, the
perceptual knowledge of the substratum (‘dharmipratyakşa’), presence of the
shellness and the absence of knowledge of discrimination between the ‘thisness’
and the shell --- all of these remain in this case which are the causes of the
completion(‘nivŗţţi’). So, in the case of silver which silver is presented by thisness
that silver is qualified by the shellness. And which shell is presented by thisness
that shell is qualified by the silverness --- this is the illusory cognitive case which
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is known as ‘samuhalambana bhrama’. Because, the subjectness ascertained by
the adjectiveness as the silverness (‘rajatatvaaprakaratanirupita visesyata’)
remains in the tin (‘ranga’) and the another type of

subjectness ascertained by

the adjectiveness of the tinfoilness (‘raṁgatvaprakᾱratᾱnirūpita viśeşyatᾱ’)
remains in the silver. The tin (‘raṁga’) and the silver (‘rajata’) both of them are
the objects of that cognition mainly. So, it is called ‘samuhᾱlambana’.9

According to the Naiyᾱyikas, there is the knowledge of discrimination (‘bhedagraha’) of the silver in the illusory case of the tin in the silver. And there is also the
knowledge of discrimination (‘bheda-graha’) of the tin in the illusory cognition of
the silver in the tin. It would not be possible the apprehension like ‘idaṁraṁgaṁ
rajataṁ vᾱ’ in the substratum like this for the sake of the existence of the
knowledge of discrimination (‘bhed-graha’) of the silver in the silver. In the same
manner, it would not be possible the apprehension like ‘idaṁ raṁgaṁ rajataṁ vᾱ’
in the substratum like this on account of the existence of the knowledge of
discrimination of the tin in the tin. On the other hand, the Prᾱbhᾱkaras accept that
apprehention. According to them, there is nothing any knowledge of discrimination
between the shell and the silver due to blames; there is actually ‘the absence of
knowledge of discrimination’ (‘bhedᾱgraha’). If we accept the knowledge of
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discrimination ((bhed-graha) of the tin in the tin then it also would be accepted the
theory of ‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’.10

According to the Prᾱbhᾱkaras, ‘the absence of knowledge of discrimination’
(‘bhedᾱgraha’) is the cause of the inclination and completion both. According to
them, the tin is presented to the knower by virtue of the attribute of glistening
which remains in the silver. On the contrary, the silver is presented to the knower
for the sake of the same attribute of glistening which also remains in the tin.
The Nyᾱya-thinkers upheld that, the difference of the silver is accepted in the
silver due to blames; and for this reason, the illusion of that tin is created in that
silver in the subsequent time. Again, the difference of the silver is accepted in the
tin for the sake of blames.
According to the Naiyᾱyikas, the silver is not known by the silverness and the tin
is not known by dint of the tinfoilness. Because, if it would not be possible then the
illusory cognition of tin in the silver and also the illusory cognition of the silver in
the tin in the subsequent time. So, this illusory cognition has been created through
the blames. The silver is not known to the knower as silverness and the tin also is
not known to the knower as tinfoilness for the sake of blames.11
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The Prᾱbhᾱkaras said that, ‘the blame’ is the cause of the inclination aand
completion both which ‘blame’ is accepted by the Naiyᾱyikas as the cause of the
erroneous cognition. Actually, the ‘blame’ is necessary in accordance with both of
them. But, the Prᾱbhᾱkaras cannot accept the argument given by the Naiyᾱyikas;
because, there is nothing any erroneous cognition in view of the Prᾱbhᾱkaras.
According to the Prᾱbhᾱkaras, ‘truthfulness’ ( ‘satyatva’)

may not be the

differentiator (‘vyᾱvartyaka’) of any cognition.
According to the Prᾱbhᾱkaras, the particular cognition ( ‘viśiştajῆᾱna’ ) is the
cause of the fruitful inclination. But, there is no any particular cognition in
previous time of the unfruitful inclination regularly in accordance with the
Prᾱbhᾱkaras. If it would be accepted by the Prᾱbhᾱkaras then the theory of
‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’ also would be accepted. For this reason, the absence of knowledge
of discrimination is the cause of the unfruitful inclination. ‘The absence of
knowledge of discrimination (‘rajata-bhedᾱgraha’) of the silver’ means: the
absence of the attribute of the subject/noun (‘viśeşyatvᾱbhᾱva’) of the difference
cognition of the silver (‘rajata-bheda-jῆᾱna’).12

The Naiyᾱyikas said that, “jῆᾱnaṁ svavişaye pravartakaṁ”. Or, the
cognition originates the inclination to the subject of ownself. Being accepted this
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rule, the cognition also would be ‘the shell-oriented qualified by the silvereness’
(‘śuktiviśeşyaka-rajatattva-prakᾱraka’ ) which is the cause of that inclination
which also is ‘the shell-oriented qualified by silverness’ (‘rajatatva-prakᾱrakaśuktiviśeşyaka pravŗţţi’). This kind of unfruitful inclination (‘visaṁvᾱdipravŗţţi’) is
accepted by all. So, the unfruitful cognition also would be accepted which is the
cause of the unfruitful inclination. It is called ‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’.
The Naiyᾱyikas have been concluded their theory of error in this manner that,
“Tatah iştajῆᾱnaṁ śuktou pravarttakaṁ tadvişayakaṁ tadvyᾱvahᾱrahetutvᾱt.
“Svavişaye tasyᾱsamarthyᾱt”. Aaccording to this argument ‘the shell-oriented

cognition qualified by silverness’ (‘śuktiviśeşyaka rajatatvaprakᾱraka jῆᾱna’ ) is
the cause of that ‘shell-oriented inclination qualified by the silverness’
(‘śuktiviśeşyaka-rajatattva-prakᾱraka pravŗţţi’ ). Because, any kind of cognition
does not create the inclination in the non-subject (‘aviśeşya’) of own. Actually, the
Naiyᾱyikas’ point of view is : the subject/noun (‘viśeşya’) of the limiter
(‘avaccedaka’) of the desireness (‘iştatᾱ’) is also the subject (‘viśeşya’ ) of the
inclination (‘pravŗţţi’).13

The Prãbhãkaras tried to refute the theory of ‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’ by dint of the
argument: “rajatajῆᾱnaṁ na śuktivişayakaṁ tatprativaddhavyᾱvahᾱrahetutvᾱt”.
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The inferential subject of this argument is: ‘the silver-oriented cognition’ (‘rajatajῆᾱnaṁ’). Or, that ‘silverness-oriented cognition’ (‘rajatatva-prakᾱrakajῆᾱna’) is
the subject of this argument which is the cause of the silverness-oriented
inclination (‘rajatatvaprakᾱraka pravŗţţi’). Because, the Naiyᾱyikas have been
accomplished the theory of ‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’ accepting that cognition whose
adjective is the silverness and subject is ‘the shell’. The present argument is the
opposing of this. The probandum of this argument is ‘na śuktivişayakaṁ’ or ‘the
shell which limited by the absence of the subjectnes(‘viśeşyakatvᾱbhᾱva’). The
probans is ‘tatprativaddhavyᾱvahᾱrahetutva’ or ‘the non-probansness of that
inclination whose subject is the shell’.
The Naiyᾱyikas have been shown the ‘svarûpᾱsiddhi’ fallacy in that abovementioned argument. Because, the probans does not remain in the present
inferential subject in accordance with the Naiyᾱyikas.
The Prᾱbhᾱkaras said that, “jῆᾱnaṁ yathᾱrthaṁ eva”. Or, ‘where is the
knowledgeness (‘jῆanatvaṁ’) there also is the validness/validity (‘yathᾱrthatvaṁ’).
It is the concommitance rule in this context. This concommitance rule is the
obstacle to establish the theory of ‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’.14
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The Naiyᾱyikas presented two-fold arguments to refute the above-mentioned
concommitance rule given by the Prᾱbhᾱkaras. In the case of fruitful inclination
(‘saṁvᾱdipravŗţţi’). We see that, if there ‘the silverness-oriented cognition’
(‘rajatatvaprakᾱraka jῆᾱna’) remains then actually ‘the silverness-oriented
inclination’ (‘rajatatvaprakᾱraka pravŗţţi’) also remains. This cause-effect relation
is effective depending on that agreement-disagreement. the form of this first
argument is as such:
“śuktiviśeşşyakarajatatvaprakᾱrakapravŗţţi” or ‘that inclination whose subject is
the shell and the adjective is the silverness’. the probandum of this argument is ‘the
subjectness which is the same of that subjectness of the inclination
(‘samᾱnaviśeşyatᾱsambandhena

rajatatvaprakᾱrakajῆanajanyatva’).

The

inclination which is the inferential subject of this argument remains in that place
through the subjectness (‘vişayatᾱ’) relation if the silverness-oriented cognition
(‘rajatatvaprakᾱrakajῆᾱna’) remains in the same locus then the silverness-oriented
cognition (‘rajatatvaprakᾱraka jῆᾱna’) also remains in the same locus by dint of
the same relation of being a qualificand (‘samᾱnaviśeşyatᾱ sambandha’) to the
shell-oriented

inclination

qualified

by

rajatatvaprakᾱraka pravŗtti’).
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silverness

(‘śuktiviśeşyaka

The cause-effect relation (‘kᾱrya-kᾱrana-bhᾱva’) is possible between ‘the
shell-oriented

inclination

rajatatvaprakᾱraka

qualified

pravŗtti’)

and

by

the

‘the

silverness’

(‘śuktiviśesyaka-

silverness-oriented

cognition’

(‘rajatatvaprakᾱraka jῆᾱna’) for the co-existenceness (‘sᾱmᾱnᾱdhikaraņya’)
through relation of being qualificand (‘visayata sambandha’). ‘The shell-oriented
inclination qualified by the silverness’ (‘śukti-viśeşyaka-rajatatvaprakᾱraka
pravŗtti’) remains in the shell through ‘the subjectness relation’ (‘viśeşyatᾱ
sambandha’);

for

this

reason,

‘the

silverness-oriented

cognition’

(‘rajatatvaprakᾱraka jῆᾱna’) also will remain in the same locus through ‘the
viśeşyatᾱsambandha’. If the silverness-oriented cognition (‘rajatatva-prakᾱraka
jῆᾱna’) remains in the shell through the ‘viśeşyatᾱ’ relation then it is necessary to
accept that, the ‘adjective’ (‘prakᾱra’) of this cognition is ‘the silverness’
(‘rajatatva’) and the subject/noun is ‘the shell’ (‘śukti’). This kind of cognition is
actually illusory.
The form of the second argument given by the Naiyᾱyikas is as such:
“Śuktou pravartakaṁ rajatatvaprakᾱrakajῆᾱnaṁ śuktiviśeşyakaṁ
rajatatvaprakᾱrakaśuktiviśeşyakapravŗttihetutvᾱt”.
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The inferential subject of this statement is that silverness-oriented cognition which
is the cause of the inclination to the shell’. The probandum is: ‘the probandumness
of the inclination whose subject (‘viśeşya’) is the shell’ (‘rajatatvaprakᾱraka
śuktiviśeşyaka pravŗttihetutva’). Through this argument ‘the subjectness of the
shell’ (‘śuktiviśeşyakatva’) has been established in the silverness-oriented cognition
(‘rajatatva-prakᾱraka-jῆᾱna’) which is the cause of the inclination whose subject
(‘viśeşya’) is ‘the shell’. It is an erroneous cognition. So, such rule as ‘each
cognition is valid’ (‘jῆanaṁ yathᾱrthameva’) has been sublated by dint of the
above-mentioned two-fold arguments given by the Nyᾱya-thinkers.
Prᾱbhᾱkarean statement “jῆᾱnaṁ yathᾱrthameva” would be refuted with the
above-mentioned argument given by the Naiyᾱyikas.
The form of the second argument given by the Naiyᾱyikas as such:
“Śuktou pravartakaṁ rajatattvaprakᾱrakajῆᾱnaṁ Śuktiviśeşyakaṁ
Rajatattvaprakᾱrakaśuktiviśeşyakapravŗţţihetutvᾱt”.
The inferential subject of this statement is ‘that knowledge which is the
originator of the inclination to the shell qualified by silverness’. The probandum of
this argument is ‘śuktiviśeşyakatva’ or ‘the term particularized by shell’. The
probans of this argument is ‘rajatattvaprakᾱraka śuktiv iśeşyaka pravŗţţihetuttva’
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or ‘the attribute of the cause of that inclination which is particularized by the shell
and that shell is qualified by the silverness’. The particular shell has accomplished
in that cognitive state which is qualified by silverness and which cognition is the
originator of that inclination which inclination is particularized by the shell. So, the
cognitive state which is particularized by the shell and that shell is qualified by the
silverness is necessarily called erroneous. The Prᾱbhᾱkaras’ statement “jῆᾱnaṁ
yathᾱrthaṁ eva” become refuted with the Naiyᾱyikas’ second argument too.15

A question may be raised that, if the knowledge is recognized to us as
invalid then by what means we accept the knowledge confidently in accordance
with the Prᾱbhᾱkaras. The Prᾱbhᾱkaras strongly established the theory of nonerror with this argument.
After that, Gangeśa said that, the truthfulness of all cognition become
ejected with the sublating cognition in accordance with all of us too. So, when the
sublating cognition does not originate then we accept the truthfulness of cognition.
The Naiyᾱyikas refuted some others arguments given by the Prᾱbhᾱkaras.
The Prᾱbhᾱkaras raised an argument on behalf of the non-acceptation of the
illusory cognition. That is: when in the case of ‘this is silver’, the subject would be
the shell yet the silver-oriented knowledge would be originated then this type of
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cognition would be refered as illusory. It is unreasonable to accept that, ‘this is
silver’ --- the subject of this cognitive state is ‘the shell’. Because, the shell may
not be appeared in this cognitive state. So, it is not reasonable to accept the theory
that, the silver-oriented knowledge has become concerning the shell. So, the
illusory cognition may not be accepted.
In pursuance of the Naiyᾱyikas, when the set of conditions of the cognition
would be combined with then the nature of veridical cognition (‘pramᾱtva’) would
be originated in the cognition. According to the Nyᾱya philosophy, the operative
relation (‘sannikarşa’) of the sense-organ (‘eye’) with an object which object or
noun is qualified with an adjective is known as ‘guna’ or ‘quality’. In the shellsilver case, yet, the operative relation with the shell there does not originate the
operative relation with the shell which shell is qualified by silverness. So, that
conjunction is not known as the ‘quality’ or ‘guņa’. For this reason, it is not
possible to accept the origination of the valid knowledge (‘pramᾱ’) from the
absence of the producer of the quality. So, the cognitive state as the shell-silver
case is not unknown as the valid cognition or ‘pramᾱ’. In this way, it is called as
the invalid cognition or ‘apramᾱ’ or the erroneous cognition.
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END NOTES:
1.

Tattvacintᾱmaņi, Pratyakşa paricceda, anyathᾱkhyᾱtivᾱdaprakaraņa, page:
430,

“Nanu

sarvajῆᾱnᾱnᾱṁ

viśeşaņavyᾱvarttyaprasiddheh

yathᾱrthatvᾱt

viśeşaņavaiyarthyaṁ

pramᾱlakşaņe
anyathᾱkhyᾱtou

mᾱnᾱbhᾱvᾱt”.
2.

Ibid.

page:

431,

“Tathᾱhi

Rajatᾱrthiravŗţţivişayatvaṁrajatatva-

prakᾱrakᾱnubhavavişayatvavyᾱpyaṁ
vŗţţidharmatvᾱt rajatamᾱtravŗţţidharmavaditi

rajatᾱrthipravŗţţivişayamᾱtraanyathᾱkhyᾱti -

vyᾱpyaṁsiddhᾱtiti. Aprᾱptakᾱlatvaṁ, rajatamᾱtravŗţţivaῆcopᾱdhi.
3.

Ibid., page: 433-435, “rajatattvaṁ arajatavŗţţijῆᾱnavişayatᾱvaccedakaṁ
arajatavişayapravŗţţihetujῆᾱnaprakᾱratvᾱt,
rajatavŗţţitvaṁ upᾱdhi”.

4.

Ibid., page: 436-437

5.

Ibid., page: 452-455 “Ibid., page: 477,

6.

Ibid., page: 480-485

7.

Ibid., page: 485---486,

8.

Ibid., page: 486---487,

9.

Ibid., page: 489,
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śuktitvavat-ityatra-

10.

Ibid., page: 491---492,

11.

Ibid., page: 497---498,

12.

Ibid., page: 501---502,

13. Ibid., page: 508,
14. “Ibid., page: 509---510,
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CHAPTER-V
CONCLUSION
From the previously mentioned chapters now I am arriving at the conclusion.

A question may be raised that, why is the theory of ‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’ advocated by
the Naiyᾱyikas highlighted in this thesis?

After the above-mentioned question, I will point out that, all the theories of error
are reasonable from various angles. But the Nyᾱya theory of error in accordance
with Gangeśa Upᾱdhyᾱya, founder of Navya-Nyᾱya is more reasonable for me.
Because, we know that, critical thinking is the accurate way for gaining the
knowledge of absolute reality of any category. The Nyᾱya philosophy is known as
‘anvīkşikī’ which means ‘critical thinking’. The term ‘Nyᾱya’ derived from the
Sanskrit root ‘in’ (motion) after ‘nī’ alongwith the inflection ‘ghaῆ’ with an
instrumental case. So, it is the way to gain the signified meaning of any category.
The Navya-Nyᾱya philosophy founded by Gangeśa Upᾱdhyᾱya is more critical
and more logical than the Ancient Nyᾱya-philosophy. Gangeśa minutely has
investigated the Nyᾱya-theory in his famous book Tattvacintᾱmaņi.
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The main subject-matter is the discussion about ‘the Nyᾱya-theory of error’ or
‘anyathᾱkhyᾱtivᾱda’ in accordance with Tattvacintᾱmaņi of Gangeśa. Gangeśa has
been established ‘the Nyᾱya-theory of error’ or ‘anyathᾱkhyᾱtivᾱda’ in the
‘anyathᾱkhyᾱtivᾱdaprakaraņa’ of the ‘pratyakşaparicceda’ of Tattvacintᾱmaņi
refuting the Prᾱbhᾱkaras’ theory of ‘Non-error’.

It is necessary to know the nature of cognition in accordance with the
Mīmᾱṁsakas and the Naiyᾱyikas before the establishment of the nature of
erroneous cognition in accordance with both of them. For this reason, the nature of
cognition in accordance with the Prᾱbhᾱkaras and the Naiyᾱyikas will be
explained in this chapter.

The Mīmᾱṁsakas and the Naiyᾱyikas—both of them accept that, ‘cognition is
such category which is a sheltered thing in the soul. According to them, cognition
originates from the causes like the connection of mind etc. According to both of
them, cognition reveals the subjects of the World.

A question may be raised that, how does the cognition reveal to oneself?
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After that question the answer is that, cognition also reveals to oneself when it
reveals all objects in accordance with the Sᾱṁkhya philosophy, Vedᾱnta
philosophy, Buddhism, Jainism and Prᾱbhᾱkara Mīmᾱṁsᾱ. On the other hand, the
Naiyᾱyikas, Vaiśeşikas, Kumᾱrila Bhaţţa and Murᾱri Miśra accept that cognition
reveals only objects of that cognition, it is not able to reveal oneself. According to
the Naiyᾱyikas, cognition is revealed by another inferential cognition.1

A question may be raised that, if any cognion becomes valid then the validity of
that cognition will come from which source?

After the above-mentioned question, someone say that, cognition will necessarily
become valid when it is originated. They are known as ‘svatahprᾱmᾱnyavᾱdīns’.
Again, someone say that, the validity of a cognition depends on another cause.
They

are

known

as

‘paratahprᾱmᾱnyavᾱdīns’.

According

to

the

svatahprᾱmᾱņyavᾱdīns, the validity of a cognition is originated from those causes
from which of the causes that cognition originates itself. On the other hand,
according to the paratahprᾱmᾱņyavᾱdīns, the validity of a cognition is originated
from spare cause besides those causes from which of the causes that cognition
creates itself.
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The doctrines of erroneous cognition have been reduced from the doctrines of
validity of cognition. The Prᾱbhᾱkaras’ opinion is that, when a thing becomes
knowable to us then we understand about that cognition like valid. And we uses
that knowable thing in such way. So, this doctrine is called as ‘self-validity of
cognition’.

On the other hand, the Naiyᾱyikas say that, when the knower says a silver in front
of his eye-sense-organ then some causes are necessary to generate the silveroriented cognition namely, the knower, the eye-sense-organ of the knower, the
connection between the object of the cognition and the mind of the knower, the
object or the silver, light, magnanimity etc. But, this silver-oriented cognition may
be a valid cognition if it being noticeable that, there is no any blame in any cause
of this cognition. According to the Naiyᾱyikas, the silver-oriented cognition
becomes valid owing to the presence of ‘the absence of blame’. ‘The absence of
the blame’ is an additional cause of the silver-oriented cognition. It is not the cause
of the origination of that cognition on. So, the Naiyᾱyikas’ doctrine is called
‘paratahprᾱmᾱņyavᾱda’. Again, the silver-oriented cognition may be an invalid
cognition if there any blame exists in the cause of that cognition. So, ‘the blame’ is
an additional cause to create the invalidity of this cognition.2
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According to the Naiyᾱyikas, the validity or invalidity of a cognition becomes
knowable to us through a mental perception which is known as ‘anuvyᾱvasᾱya’ in
Indian Philosophy. When the knower perceives a thing which exists in front of him
like the another thing which exists in far from the knower then actually any blame
exists in the procedure of the origination of this type of cognition. After some
times, the knower becomes unable to take the silver. Because, actually the silver
does not exist in front of the knower. The silverness is connected with the
shell’ or ‘this thing’ which exists in front of the knower. But, it is not possible;
because, the silverness may not exist in the shell; the silverness may exist in the
silver. In this case, the silverness became connected with the shell through the
jnanalaksana sannikarsa being aroused the previous impression of the silver in the
knower’s mind. It happens owing to the similarity between the shell and the silver.
And, the knower is desired to take silver. As a result, the knower goes forward to
the shell. But, after some times, the knower may not take the thing as silver.
Because, that thing actually is not the silver. The knower went forward to the ‘this
thing’ thinking as the silver due to his diffective eye-sense-organs, the absence of
the light, greedness or desireness of the knower etc. These are the blamish causes
of the erroneous cognition. So, this silver-oriented cognition is an erroneous or
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invalid cognition. The invalidity of this cognition becomes knowable through the
mental perception or ‘anuvyᾱvasᾱya’ of the knower.

It is mentionable that, the jῆᾱnalakşaņa sannikarşa becomes acceptable owing to
the demonstration of the mental perception or ‘anuvyᾱvasᾱya’. With reference to
this context, we have to know about ‘anuvyavasaya’. The mental perception of the
determinate perception is called ‘anuvyᾱvasᾱya’. The determinate perception
reveals the self-object, but, it does not reveal itself. This determinate perception is
revealed by the mental perception of the knower or ‘anuvyᾱvasᾱya’. Actually, our
mind does not accept the external things separately. The object of the determinate
perception may not be connected with knower’s mind through the ordinary
perception. The object of the determinate perception may be connected with
knower’s mind through the extra-ordinary perception. This extraordinary
perception is called ‘jῆanalakşana sannikarşa’.

The above-mentioned ‘jῆᾱnalakşaņa sannikarşa’ connects the attribute of the
things which exists far from the knower with that thing which exists in front of the
knower. As a result, the knower thinks the desired thing exists in front of him in
spite of it’s non-existence in front of the person. So, it is called erroneous or
invalid cognition.
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According to the Nyᾱya-Vaiśeşika schools, the locus which is appearing on the
error, the imposing entity and the relation between them --- these all categories are
real. But, according to Vᾱcaspati Miśra and Bhaţţa Mīmᾱṁsakas, the ‘relation’
between the locus and the imposing category is unreal notwithstanding the reality
of the locus and the imposing entity in the erroneous case.

“Anyasyakhyᾱtih

anyathᾱ-anyadharmaprakaşena”

is

‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’.

This

opinion has been accepted by the Nyᾱya-Vaiśeşika philosophers, Yogaphilosophers, Jaina philosophers and also Bhᾱţţa Mīmᾱṁsakas.

In the erroneous case of ‘this is silver’, the knower knows the shell which is
qualified by the silverness. But, we know that actually the shell becomes qualified
by the shellness; and the silver is qualified by the silverness. The silverness is not
the property of the shell. In spite of this situation, the knower knows the shell
which is qualified by the silverness. So, it is called ‘anyathᾱkhyᾱti’.

A question may be raised that, that thing becomes the perceptual object in which
thing the contact of the sense-organ with object exists. In the erroneous case of
‘this is silver’ the contact of the eye-sense-organ of the knower exists on the ‘this
thing’, as a result, the locus like ‘this thing’ may be the perceptual object. But, a
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question may be raised that, why does the perceptual cognition occur about that
thing which exists in front of the knower in spite of the non-existence of the
ordinary connection like ‘saṁyukta samavᾱya’ between the silverness and that
thing? So, the cognition of the shell qualified by the silverness may not be
possible.

The answer after the above-mentioned question may be as such: the connection (
sannikarşa ) is mainly of two-fold namely, (i). the ordinary connection and (ii).
The extra-ordinary connection. Notwithstanding the non-existence of the ordinary
connection like ‘the conjunctive inherence relation’ between the silverness and the
eye-sense-organ of the knower, there the extra-ordinary connection like ‘the
jňãnalakşana sannikarşa’ exists between them. This type of ‘sannikarsa’ is
actually the impression by nature in accordance with an opinion; again, it is the
memory by nature in accordance with another opinion. In ‘the shell-silver’ case,
the impression of the silver becomes aroused due to the similarity between the ‘this
thing’ and the impression of the silver which had been cognized by the knower in
previous time. This type of silver-oriented impression is called as ‘jῆᾱnalakşana
sannikarsa’ in accordance with an opinion. Again, the memory which is originated
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by the impression that memory of the silver is known as the ‘jῆᾱnalakşaņa
sannikarşa’ in accordance with the another opinion.3

The view of the Prᾱbhᾱkaras has been challenged by the Naiyᾱyikas who
has

defined

error

as

‘yatra

yadadhyᾱsastasyaiva

viparītadharmatvakalpanamadhyᾱsadh’. That is, the superimposition is nothing
but the assumption of the opposite character on something. It is the imposition of
the opposite character i. e. silverness in place of shell. These arguments are not
developed by Gangesa but they are very strong to support the Nyᾱya standpoint.

The Naiyᾱyikas argue how the Mīmᾱṁsakas prove the absence of the
knowledge of discrimination between the remember content (smŗta) and acquired
content (grhīta). From the fact of one’s inclination towards getting silver it is
proved that there is cognition of non-discrimination between ‘thisness’ (idantᾱ)
and ‘silverness’ (rajatattva). Such inclination proves and absence of doubt about
its nature of object and its causal efficiency.

Secondly, if there is the cognition of non-discrimination (bhedᾱgraha)
between the two aas told earlier, how does an individual know the same as ‘two’?
‘The cognition of the non-discrimination of the two’ proves that there is the
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knowledge of ‘two’ leading to the contradiction of the knowledge of nondiscrimination.

Thirdly, it may be argued that the knowledge of the similarity between shall
and silver may lead an individual to the knowledge of identity. It is not tenable,
because if someone has got the knowledge in the form: ‘Tiger is similar to cat’,
does an individual being desirous of tiger incline to have cat?

Fourthly, if it is argued that one inclines to have silver, as it was not known
as non-silver, the Naiyayikas are of the opinion that the object was neither taken as
‘silver’ nor as ‘non-silver’. If it is so, there would have been an ‘indifferent
attitude’ (upekşᾱbuddhi) towards the object. But a clear inclination is found instead
of indifference which proves one’s cognition of what is conducive to the desired
(işţa-sᾱdhanatᾱ-jῆᾱna). It ultimately proves the object as silver.

Lastly, it has been told by the Prᾱbhᾱkaras that if there is a defect in the
cause, it cannot produce and effect, but it is not true that it produces a different
type of effect. The Naiyᾱyikas do not agree with this. To them a defective cause
may produce a different type of effect (kᾱryᾱntara). For it is found that a particular
creeper called Betralata, if burnt by forest-fire (dᾱbᾱnala) can produce a banana
tree. This is an example taken from the botanical world. Another example is put
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forth from the physiological world. It is pointed out that an ulcer in the stomach
increases the humger of an individual instead of loss of it.

In fact, the theories of error are formulated in such a way so that their notion
of pramᾱ (right cognition) is protected. If the nature of right cognition is
determined in a particular system, error is also to be determined in the light of that.
In each and every theory something is superimposed on something else (sarvathᾱpi
tu anyasyᾱnyadharmᾱvasatᾱm na vyabhicarati’). The Vijῆᾱnavᾱdin-s have
imposed extra-mental things on mental one, the Prᾱbhᾱkaras impose silver on shell
due to the cognition of non-discrimination, and the Naiyᾱyikas impose the opposite
properties to something else (anyathᾱ). In all the cases error is nothing but
superimposition of one thing on another.

The Prᾱbhᾱkaras do not believe in the existence of any erroneous cognition
while the Naiyᾱyikas believe in illusory cognition or error. We would like to point
some points which indicate the pragmatic value of error. From the fact of its
pragmatic value it is known to us that there is the existence of the phenomenon of
error, which ultimately disproves the Prᾱbhᾱkara position.

First, error has been taken as invalid cognition, because it can only mislead
an individual. Now an effort will be made to show that error serves a virtuous role
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also in our life as evvisaged in Mᾱrkandeyapurᾱņa where error has been taken as a
form of Mother Goddess existing in all creatures (‘yᾱ devī sarvabhūūteşu
bhrᾱntirūpeņa samsthitᾱ’). In fact, forgetfulness can also be included under the
causes of error. An individual would be able to survive in this empirical world
amidst sufferings, arising out of lust, misunderstanding, ego etc. due to having the
forgetfulness (bhrᾱnti) in his life. Had there been no such quality, he would have
been mad being overburdened by the sorrows aand sufferings. Hence bhrᾱnti or
error sometimes occupies a prominent role for psychological balance. Sometimes
the tranquilizers are applied to make a man psychologically normal after removing
his over-concerned situation towards a particular matter. That is why; we come
across a definition of human being which runs as follows: ‘To ear is human’. In
fact, error lies in the very nature of a human being. In other words, vthe essential
characteristic of a man is to commit error. In other words, we cannot get rid of this
error as it is in the very nature of a man.

Secondly, error has got a positive value in the sense that it serves as a
rectifier of certain policy or principle. Error provides us certain lesion through
which we can correct ourselves. Hence error can be taken as a means of
rectification or correction. That is why, the trial and error method is still a
valuable method in the filed of learning or Psychology.
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Thirdly, it is found in our life that error which is not a reality provides us
some picture of reality indirectly. As for example, when the driver sees the
reflection of a following caar in the looking glass, he becomes cautious of it.
Though the reflection is not the real object, it provides an idea of the real object.
Though the photograph pasted in an application form does not entail reality yet it
can provide some idea of the real applicant to the authority. Even now-a-days a
computer sketch which is not a reality can help the investigating officer to identify
a criminal. In the Advaita text Paῆcadaśī Vidyᾱraņya Muni has taken the help of
picture which may act as a lamp to illumine the Ultimate Reality (Brahman) in aa
section called Citradīpaprakaraņa. Moreover, Sankara in his Adhyᾱsabhᾱşya has
admitted the necessity of falsity or superimposition. To him, all our behaviours,
Vedic or secular, all the usages of means of knowing (pramᾱņa) and knowable
objects (prameya), injunctions and liberation are possible due to the falsity
(superimposition) between self and non-self. In order to go beyond the range of
duality we must begin with duality which is nothing but falsity between self and
non-self.

Lastly, the theory of error is taken as one of the methods of philosophizing.
If any error in the opponent’s arguments is not shown, the proponent’s standpoint
cannot be substantiated. Therefore, error is to be pointed out only to save-guard our
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own philosophical position. No philosophical position is final and hence each and
every standpoint is subject to challenge. To challenge means to show error in a
theory. That is why; philosophy becomes a flowing water, but not stagnant. Had
there been no error, no new philosophical standpoint would come up. In Indian
Philosophy the fundamental function is the show fault or error to other’s view
(paramatadūşana) and establishing one’s own standpoint.

END NOTES:
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Annaṁbhaţţa, Tarkasaṁgraha with Dīpikᾱ, Sri Narayana Chandra
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page: 508-511

2.

Goswami, Sitanatha (Trs. in bengali), Adhyᾱsabhᾱşya,Sanskrit Pustak
bhandar, Kolkata,2012, p: 103

3.

Miśra, Vᾱcaspati, Brahmasûtra Śaṁkarabhᾱşya Bhᾱmati, Bhattacarya,
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