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Preface

The thesis entited : " The Nyaya Concept of Prama : A critical study " is the result
of my research on Praméqés’éstra (Epistemology in Inidan Philosophy). | started
work on the thesis from 15th March 1996 as a Junior Research Fellow (UGC).
One of the lasting effect in studying Nyéya is the opening of my outlook towards
the larger perspective of my teacher, Professor Raghunath Ghosh, Dept of Phi-
losophy, North Bengal University, W.B. He has undertaken serious study of some
unique problems of Nyaya system, such as problems of indeterminate cognition
(nirvilalpaka Jhiana), Some reflections on the Nyaya theory of action, Aharyajfidna,

etc. and has presented novel solutions.

The thesis contains five chapters. The outlook in general, the need of epistemol-
ogy to present metaphysics in a sound way, the influence of ontological presup-
positions for theorisation and the need of valid cognition (Prama) have been

dicussed in chapter-I.

A number of definitions are found in Nyaya ststem itself. In the second chapter of
my thesis the background of these definitions is given in order to highlight which
one of these definitions is more consistent and suitable with the ontological pre-

suppositions of this system.

A comprehensive view on Prama given by different systems has been presented
as opponents (Purva paksa) so that one would get a general idea of the history of

the concept. Thereby the view of the Naiyayikas can be further substantiated.



In so far as the classical texts are concerned, the Naiyayikas have not taken the
Advaitins as opponents. But Dharmaraja Adhvarindra presents Advaita view fol-
lowing the Navya-Nyaya logic, and ¢hallenges Visvanatha in difining valid cogni-
tion (prama). But the Naiyayikas are yet to respond to this \challenge. Hence, the
Advaitins view with special reference to Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has been dis-

cussed in chapter- lll.

There are strong opponents (Parvapaksa) of the Na[lilayilgg in which we find the
Buddhist concept of prama, the Mimam'sa concept of prama, the gaina concept
of samyagjfiana etc. Some of the definitions given by the opponents have been
logically rejected by the Naiyayikas. But there are a few more difintions fiven by
Narayana Bhatta, Dharmakirti, Hemchandra etc. which are not taken into account
or rejected by the Naiyayikas in the works available so far. All these views are

discussed in chapter- V.

Finally, the specific task of this dissertation is to encounter these problems and
reject them with the help of some independent arguments provided by the Nyaya
systme. By doing this a strong defence of the system is undertaken in the last

chapter.

Research work, to my opinion, is the result of the fruitful dialogue with various
Research Personnel. | take this occassion to offer my heartfelt thanks to my teacher,
Prof. Ghosh, without whose guidance and supervision it would not have been

possible for me to write this thesis. In fact, the conclussion is the outcome of a



dialogue between him and me. My thanks are due to all my collgﬁues and teach-
ers of the Dept. of philosophy and Comparative Religion, Visva-Bharati and the
Dept of philosophy North Bengal Univesity, Darjeeling, W.B. Special thanks are
due to Dr. Pabitra Kumar Roy, NBU, Prof. Rita Gupta, Dr. Asha Mukharjee, Dr.
Sabujkoli Sen, Dr. Bijoy Mukharjee, Dr. George Pattery, S.J., Visva-Bharati with
whom?; | have discussed some of these problems and obtained suggestions and
suport. My sincere thanks are also due to Prof. Pradyot Kr. Mandal, Burdwan
Univesity, who was kind enough to give a patient hearing to my synopsis and gave
further suggestions. | would kLike to thanks to all my family members and myl
friends Sri Salil Mukharjee N.B.U., Bhaskan Jha (JRF), Dept of philosophy, N.B.U,
Bichitrabirya Mandal (JRF), Dept of Zoology, NBU who were always ready to lend

me their hel . ping hands.

Department of philosophy, Hnap Bopman

7-3. 20/,
North Bengal University. Anup Barman
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INTRODUCTION

Every human action (human as a self-conscious being) has
sorﬁe definite purpose (saprayojana). Ee!tch and every human action
_présupposes some prayojana or end-in-view in his own. It has been
stated - ‘prayojanamanudisya na mando’pi pravartate’ i.e, even a
blunt person does not engage himself to some activity until and
ﬁnless the purpose of performing such action is spelt out. For this
reason the knowledge of 4conducive_ness to that what is desired
(i§;a3ddhdnajﬁdna) is considered as the cause of human inclination
- (pravytti). Human action is of three. types : inclination (pravrtti),
refraining from (nivprti) and indifference (upeksa). If some 0’1_'1'e has
the knowledge of noh-;ﬁconducivcness to that which is desired
(anisthasadhanatajfiana). When there is no inclination or refraining
from, there arises the attitude of indifference or upeksa. Now a days
we find various persons from various walks of life to engage in
different activities keeping a particular purpose or prayojana in-
.mind. ‘That is why, end-in-view or prayojanar has been considered as
one of the sixteen categoriesAacceptéd in Nyaya. The definition of
prayojana goes as follows : ‘ydmdrthamadhikrtya prai)arttazfe ‘tat
'.prayoja'nam’.1 That is, the matter cohsidering which an individual
 gets involved in action is called prayojana or end-in-view. To
achieve that purpose right action is essential. Without the right
cognition of the purpose, man cannot find out the means for
achieving it. In Indian fradition, all most all the schools of Indian

philosophy claim that even for the attainment of liberation (moksa),



the highest sumum bonum of life, right cognition of the real or reals
(tattvajidana) is essential. This right cognition in Sanskrit is
technically called ‘Prama’. The word ‘Prama’ derives from the
suffix ‘pra’ meaning excellent (prakpsta) and the root ‘md’ meaning
measurement or sometimes means cognition. So, the etymological
meaning of prama is either ‘cognition par excellence’ or
‘measurement par excellence’. These two expressions may have the
same meaning, if ‘measurement par excellence’ is taken as a proper
one for achieving the goal. In this context ‘prama’ has a double role
in selecting the right purpose and the means for achieving that goal

also.

There is a controversy regarding the synonymy of the Sanskrit

words ‘jAana’ ‘pramad’, ‘aprama’ etc. The Sanskrit word fidna’

sometimes translated as knowledge, because the Sanskrit word
‘jaanin’ means a knowledgeable person. Consequently, some
lexicographers think that to select a synonymy for the word ‘prama’
an adjective is needed. Because, the Sanskrit word j7Adma’ includes
any awareness like, imagination, doubt, cognition, error, illusion,
reductio-ad-absurdum etc. Thus, the Sanskrit word ‘jAana’ i1s a
genus term of which ‘prama’ and ‘aprama’ are the species. So, they
translate prama as ‘valid knowledge’ or ‘true knowledge’ and
apramad 1s translated as ‘invalid knowledge’ or ‘false knowledge’.
But, in Western tradition ‘knowledge’ is by definition true and so
the expression false knowledge is self-stultifying and the expression
true knowledge is merely a tautology. To avoid such confusions
J.N.Mohanty and B.K. Motilal have taken for granted that ‘prama’
can be translated as ‘knowledge’®. Again, K.H.Potter advocates that
pramda can not be translated as knowledge, because in Western
tradition knowledge is generaly defined as justified true belief °.

But, in Indian tradition we do not find any corresponding word of

2



belief. Moreover, in Indian tradition prama is taken as aiming at
fulfiling human desire (purugdarthasiddhi). But in Western tradition
knowledge is for knowledge sake. Some thinkers édd an argument
more. They hold that prama is not justified true belief in Western
sense, because prama-related sentences (vdkya) are prescriptive
judgments (kriyaya pravartakam vakyam) which leads to liberation
(moksa). Hence, prama related-sentences are suggestions (vidhi) and
imperatives, they do not describe any state-of-affairs or facts. But,
this view is not satisfactory, because all prama-related sentences, at
least in Nydya system, are not prescriptive judgments. There are
some descriptive judgments (jAdpaka vakya) also which are

indirectly conducive to attain liberation (nihsreyasa).

K.H.Potter’s argument has some justification that prama
cannot be translated as knowledge. Because the philosophy of each
country (not necessarily politically confined country) posses its
uniqueness due to its own specific culture and tradition. Indian
philosophy has also its own uniqueness. Hence, it is not easy to find
out an exact synonyin for the word ‘prama’. But, thereby we do not
mean that intertranslatability of language is an impossible task.
Intertranslatability, for our opinion, of languages is possible only if
some pre-conditions are fulfilled. To be master to some language
means knowing the form of life * of that language users. Meaning
cannot be grasped from the surface of grammer, but it can be
grasped from the deep of grammer °. The form of life can be realised
only by participating to that culture and tradition. Margarate
Noble’s entrance to her new life as Bhagini Nivedita has some
significance in that way. Therefore, to avoid any confusion, we may
use the English word ‘cognition’ for ‘jAana’, ‘true. cognition’ or
‘valid cognition’ for ‘pramd’, ‘false cognition’ or ‘invalid

cognition’ for ‘aprama’ only for our functional purpose. One point



deserves a mention here that truth and validity in Indian tradition,

unlike Western tradition, has been taken in the same sense.

Valid cognition (prama) 1s an epistomolbgical problem.
Epistemology deals with the nature, scope, validity, origin, etc, of
knowledge. Now-a-days, epistomology, in Western tradition, from
the time of Kant, emerges as a special branch of philosophy. So, we
have to find out the reason for its emergence as a special branch and
if its emergence is necessary what role does it exactly play in
modern philosophy and finally whether pure epistemology 1s

possible in Indian tradition also.

The role of epistemology is to present metaphysics in a sound
way. But, how does epistemology play this role? Metaphysics
intends to study reality as such. It also studies the basic concepts of
science, like existence, negation, space, time, matter, substance,
energy, number, attribute, life, etc. Because, a particular science
studies only a part of worldly objects (relevant objects to that
science only). So, it has to depend upon some presuppositions. By
presuppositions, here, we mean, whatever points, principles, topics,
or propositions are used in a study but not themselves studied there,
though they are, or may be studied elsewhere. But these
presuppositions, upon which the conclussion of a particular science
depends, remain unreflclactive. For example, economics presupposes
that there are human beings with needs of certain kinds, that they
behave in such and such instinctive way, etc. While these
presuppositions are not studied in that discipline, studied in
sciences, like psychology, sociology, anthropology, etc. The latter is
not, however, second level studies. They are as first level as

economics itself. “Philosophy, thus, studies the presuppositions of



science as facts (reals) and yet facts of the second order, and that

makes a difference between philosophy and science”’.

But modern thinkers, once again, raise the question : As
metaphysics studies after all facts, though facts of second order, has
to presuppose concepts which are relatively removed in another
level, it also cannot guarantee both truth and falsity. So Kant like
thinkers developed a meta-metaphysical study, which is called in
modern terminology pure epistemology. Pure epistemology means
epistemology without the commitment to any ontology. Pure
epistemology studies the presuppositions of metaphysics or in
Kant’s language ‘the conditions of factuality (= knowability =
reality =existence)’, conditions which, therefore, are themselves no
facts. “Meta-metaphysical propositions are not assertive. In modern
language, they are not informative and analytic ........ They are
ontologically non-commital”’. Thus, pure epistemology is a non-
commital study, a study of no facts. Yet obviosly, it is a study, and
a theoritical study for that. So pure epistemology means a study
bereft of any ontological commitment. Therefore, this is the only
discipline, for these modern thinkers, that can guarantee both truth

and falsity.

In Indian tradition, if pure epistemology means a study bereft
of any ontological coinmitment, it 1s found in the Madhyamika
school of Buddhism. They studied in detail how on different
presuppositions (drsfi), none of which could be logically defined,
different metaphysics with different ontological commitments had
developed, and how, therefore they preferred to keep mum with the
non-commital meta-metaphysical study. This is why they claim th.at
the universe is mere void (§#nya). But mere void (S§inya) does not

mean absolutely void, rather it means that the real nature of the



universe is indescribable. As the universe is indescribable, they
remain non-commital (§i#inyavadi) towards the nature of the universe
(reality). This absolute non-commital attitude, according to them, is
the highest freedom attainable. As the universe is indescribable
($iinya), means of right cognition (pramana) and objects of right
cognition (prameya) both are unreal., and as such there is no need,
from their point of view, to prove any object of right cognition
(prameya) with the help of the means of right cognition (pramana).
Thus the Madhyamikas, like Kant, hold that epistemology is only a
study of the presuppositions (drsti) of metaphysics and these
presuppositions are all logically untenable, and unlike Kant they
remain non-commital necessarily to the whole of metaphysics and
identified this non-commital attitude with freeedom proper
(nirvapa). One point deserves a mention here that Kant regarded
non-commital attitude with regards to a part of metaphysics, viz.,
the study of soul, first cause, freedom, God, etc., not with regard to
what he has called ‘metaphysics of nature’. Thus the above
discussion shows that even in pure epistemology, in its strict sense,
right cognition (prama) takes a vital role. Because the Sunyavadins
have denied any ontological commitment regarding the univer.se, the
reality of valid cognition (prama), the reality of means of valid

cognition (pramapa), but they cannot deny right cognition (prama)

as such.

Pure episfomology, except Madhyamika school, is not found to
any other system or school of Indian philosophy. Classical Indian
philosophers have consistently fought against any concept of means
of valid cognition (pramana) that is not itself an object of valid
cognition (prameya)®. Goutama, the author of Nydya s#utra and
Vatsayana in his /Idibhdsya has established the non unique status of

the means of valid cognition (pramapa) and object of valid



cognitidn (prameya)®. This is evident from the fact that both means
of wvalid cognition (pramana) and object of valid cognition
(prameya) along with fourteen other categories are enumerated to
the list of categories. It is categorically explained, in Nydaya-sitra,
that the same thing in different circumstances can really be both a
means of valid cognition (pramana) and object of valid cognition
(prameya). Here, ontology (prameya) is inter-woven with

epistemology (pramana). Both are studied as a second level study.

Now the question is : Is the Sunyavadins claim not true that
different basic presuppositions (drsti) influenced in developing
different metaphysics with different ontological commitments ? It
cannot be denied that some basic presuppositions (drsti) prevail in
every school or system of philosophy and and that they also
influence in developing different metaphysics along with different
ontologies. But these basic presuppositions (drsti) are the minimum
for theorisation. Without these presuppositions (drszi) theorisation
1s not possible and that these basic presuppositions (drsti) are not
neutral at all, rather they are based on the cultural ground (sanskrfi).
We have already mentioned that due to this cultural ground, the
philosophy of each country has its own uniqueness. So to build up a
system of study which can guarantee both truth and falsity, it does
not mean that it should be totally presuppositionless, rather our aim
would be to minimize, these basic presuppositions (drsti). Every
system or school has its own basic presuppositions (drsti) and
epistemology (pramanasastra) presents it the logical form. These
basic presuppositions (drsti) are the special cause (mukhya sadhana)
in realizing the truth. Let us now see how are these basic
presuppositions of Indian Philosophy as a whole are determined by
some salient features. The salient features of Indian Philosophy

may be shown by the diagram in the next page.



¢ Salient features :

Orthodox Liberation/Gross Theory of | Distinction between appearance vs

/Heterodx pleasure oriented categories | reality or no distinction

Thus in Indian tradition theory of means of valid cognition
(Pramana) is interconnected with ontology or object of wvalid
cognition (prameya). So, puré epistemology, in Western sense, is

not possible in Indian tradition.

The Nyaya, like all other Indian schools of thinking, builds up
its system of philosophy on the foundation of theory of knowledge.
However, not all systems of Indian philosophy have given to the
problem of the origin of cognition, its due importance. But the
Nyaya found it very important. The Nyadya theory of knowledge, as
we see, begins with a critique of the origin of true cognition
(pramanpa). This is why Nyaya-Sastra is ascribed as ‘Pramana-
sastra’. “Pramanadhind prameyasiddhi” is a received opinion of the
Nyaya. The dictum means that the theory of ~re:ality follows upon the
theory of valid cognition or right cognition. Hence the theory of the
means of valid cognition (pramana) is but essential for its ontology
(prameya). That is why, Gautama has placed Pramdna in the first in
the list of sixteen cateéories, the right cognition of which leads us
to the attainmeﬁt of liberation (apavarga). Prameya is placed in the
second position preceeded by pramama which signifies that the
cognition of prameya depends on the cognition of pramana.
Actually highest good (nihsreyasa) is of two types - seen (drsta) and
unseen (adrsta). The cognition of pramama along with other
fourteen categories leads us to the attainment of seen welfare which

is connected with mundane prosperity. On the other hand, the
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cognition of the prameyas leads to the attainment of unseen welfare

or highest good.

The Advaitins have presupposed that there is only one entity
called Brahman or Atman covering the whole world. Each and every
object of this world is covered by one Consciousness. The small
individual manifestations of objects are the manifestations of the
Conscioushess. The Consciousness reflected in the phenomenal
objects is called the limiting adjuncts (updadhi) of the same
Consciousness. These limiting adjuncts are Pramana Caitanya
(consciousness limited by the means of knowledge), Pramaty
caitanya (Consciousness limited by the knower) and Visaya caitanya
(Consciousness limited by the object)'’. To the Advaitins the
perceptioﬁ is of two types - perception in respect of knowledge
(jianagata pratyakgsa) and perception in respect of object
(visayagata pratyaksa). They admit that a jar as well as the
knowledge of a jar are perceived. In the case of former the
amalgamation between Pramana caitanya and Visayacaitanya is the
cause of the perception of the knowledge when pramdtd remains
isolated giving scope to subject-object-relationship. In such case
there is the perception of the knowledge of something. When these
three types of consciousness are amalgmated, only Pramatrcaitanya
i.e, the knower in the form of consciousness remains, and the
consciousness in the form of mental mode (antahkarapavrtti) which
is technically called Pramadnacaitanya and consciousness in the
form of object are amalgamated in the knower who is also the form
of consciousness (pramatrcaitanya). Under the circumstances
knower extends itself to the object and mental mode in the form of
object. In this case the object is subjectified as we find in the case
of aesthetic enjoyment. When some one realisess the feelings of the

dramatic characters, he shares the feeling of them being identified



with them which is described by Abhinavagupta as the ‘melting of
the subjective charecter’ (Pramc'lt,rbhdvavigal‘ana) ' Such is the
case with the spiritual realisétion of the objects - in which objects
become subjectified due to the identification which is called
‘perception of an object’ but not knowledge. As consciousness is the
only entity which is real in this world, according to the Advaitins,
the amalgamation of two or more limiting adjuncts (upadhi) of
Consciousness is called perception which is otherwise known
Saksivedya. They have to define perception in this way after keeping

the presupposed entity-Consciousness in view,

In the same way, Dharmakirti, a celebrated Buddhist logician,
has defined perception as ‘kalpandpodham abhrantam pratyaksam’''?
1.e, perception is that which is non-erroneous and free from mental
constructions (kalpanda). To him perception is defined in such a way
that after bearing the presuppositions like theory of momentaryness
(ksanabhangavada), no soul theory (nairatmyavada) etc. in mind.A
As a real object is momentary, it must be of unique nature
(svalaksana) which is free from mental constructions like language,
universal etc. Such is the nature of perception of the Buddhists.
Hence the definition of perception and other theories are given in

such a way that their presuppositions are kept in tact.

Not only in the field of epistemology the influence of such
presuppositions is noticed, but in the metaphysical level also. As all
the systems of Indian Philosophy are liberation oriented, such
liberation or freedom must be taken seriously as the ultimate value
of man. Professor K.H.Potter thinks - “One necessary condition for
faith in the ultimacy of freedom is the belief that freedom is not
only logically possible, i.e, that at least one route is open which a

man can find and travel to complete freedom. There must be one
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route for every man, but not necessarily the same route. That 1s,
either there is one route which each and every man can find and
travel on to freedom, or else there are several routes on which men
with different personality charecterstics can travel - as long as for
each and every man there is a route. But this belief in turn has its

necessary conditions” .

Various Indian thinkers are of different opinion in propogating
the path of freedom according to their own presuppositions. There
are various ways through which the attitude of non-attachment
(vairdagya) can be acquired. Among the paths one is the path of
activity (karmayoga). This path is charecterised by the performence
of some actions as the means to attainment of non-attachment. These
actions are of three types - optional action (kamyakarma),
prohibited action (pratisiddhakarma) and required acts (nitya and
naimittika karma). Some think that freedom can be attained just by
avoiding first two types acts and practicing the third one. The

actions belonging to third constitute various forms of worship etc.

The path of devotion (bhaktiyoga) : The path involves
personal attitudes to devotion. The devotee is inspired to invent
some spontaneous means for expressing devotion to the God. This 1s

another path for God-realisation.

The path of knovlvledge (jianayoga) : Freedom follows from
the path of knowledge of God or Brahman. The realisation of
Brahman Who is the form of knowledge is possible through hearing
(sravana), reflecting (manana) and maditation (nididhyasana) of
what 1s described in the Upanisad etc. In Buddhism also one gathers

insight (prajia) which is nothing but knowledge.
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It has been shown earlier that metaphysical presuppositions
are embedded in different theories of valid cognition. Apart from
this, even the theories of false cognition which are technically
known as ‘khyativada’ (theories of error) are formulated after
keeping parity with such meta-physical presuppositions. Let us see
how such metaphysical presuppositions work in different theories of

CITOr.

When a rope is perceived as snake, it is described as percieved
wrongly and reject our earlier cognition as a false cognition. The
question in the following forms may generally arise. What is the
factor which constitutes the falsity of the error ? Is the falsity
ascribed to the apprehension itself or to both apprehension and
content ? These questions are solved by different systems of Indian
Philosophy in different ways after following their different

presuppositions.

As the false apprehension is possible due to having its
charecter as false from the nature of the content apprehended and as
there is the rejection of the content after correction, the nature of
false apprehension concerns primarily to the objective content rather
than subjective apprehension. Hence there lies the controversy
among different philosophers regarding the nature of false content.
There are six principal theories on such issues called
Asatkhyativada, Atmakhyativada, Akhydativada, Anyathakhyativada,
Anirvacaniyakhyativada and Satkhyativada.

The first view -- Asatkhydtivada is propogated by the
Buddhists who are the supporters of nihilism (§i#nyavada) who
maintain voidness or absolute nothingness of all experiences and

contents. Error, according to them, is the cognition of non-existent
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i.e. asat. In the case of énake—rope illussion the snake which is
falsely known is absolutely non-existent or asat. We should draw a
distinction between absolute non-existence and relative non-
existence. The former exists nowhere due to its unreality while the
later is partially non-existent i.e. existing in one place and non-
existing in other places. Sky-flower and hare’s horn etc. are to be
taken as absolutely non-existent objects. A jar may be a relatively
non-existent entity. Because it may remain in one place and may not
in other place. The imaginary or absurd entities (alikapadhartha) do
not exist anywhere. The imaginary fictions may be distinguished
into two types -- the factually non-existent and the logical
impossible. The hare’s horn etc. belong to the first category as they
do not exist as facts. A barren mother belongs to the second
category i.e. it is not only non-existent but can not but be so.
According to the nihilists, when someone is in error, he sees an
absolute non-existent object in any of the two given two senses.
When an individual perceives the rope as a snake, he sees not a
snake only but a rope that has expressed itself the properties of a
snake. In other words, he perceives not a snake as such, but rope-
snake. But a snake which is a rope as well is an absurdity. The
snake may exist, but a rope-snake is nowhere found except in

cognition of the false.

If the view ofi the Vijaanavadins which is known as
Atmakhyativada is reviewed carefully, it will be seen that they have
totally rejected the view of the nihilists regarding error as a
contentless cognition that cognises nothing. To the VijAaanavadins
such cognition is nothing must also be itself nothing. An error
which is identified with the nothingness must be nothing which is
not at all an error in the true sense of the term. According to the

/ftmakhy&tivc‘zda error arises from cognising the mental as an
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extramental real. Blue is the cognition of the blue, but our mind in
the case of errorcognises it as the extramental blue. The mental fact
is thus mistaken as a transcendent meaning. An object cognised is a
subjective image, but this is migtakenly taken to be the cognition of
an external object. The Atmakhydti which means the self cognition
of the psychie fact is imagined to be cognition of the object_ive_
trans-psychie being. Hence error is not asatkhyati, the cognition of
sheer non-existent, but is the cognition of the subjective state as an

objective fact.

The Prabhakaras who advocate the view known as Akhyati
refute the Asatkhyati and Atmakhyati views of the Buddhists. They
contend that error always involves a given element, the error arising
from a confusion of what is so given with the memory-image it calls
forth. Hence, error involves both representation and representation-
something given or presented (grhita) and someA representation or
image which the presentation calls forth (smpta). The illusory
cognition occurs in the failure of the apprehension of distinction
between the perceived fact and the memory image (“yatra
vadadhyasastadvivekagrahanivandhano bhramah“)”. In = other
words, there 1is the wnon-apprehension of the distinction
(vivekagraha) between presentation and representation which is
called akhyati. In the case of snake-rope illusion the given element
lies on the ‘rope’ anfl the remembered content is ‘snake’. The
illusion lies on-the non-distinction of the rope represented as ‘this’
and the °‘snake’. This non-distinction gives rise to confusion and
leads to the false judgment -- ‘this is snake’. The two facts -- the
given and the remembered are thus amalgamated or confused as one
and certain false expectations are aroused as a consequence. The
1llusion is a negative non-distinguishing of the two experiences, the

failure to realise their distinction and duality. From this the
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Prabhakaras believe that illusion is not a positive experience, but a
negative non-distinction; it is the assertion of the distinction
through the cancellation of the confused non-distinction. As a result

there is no positive falsity in error anywhere.

The Naiyayikas who propound the Anyathakhyativada urge
that the intrinsic positivity of error as distinct from the negative
non-distinguishing or akhydti. Every illusion is a single complex
experience, but not two things -- given and remembered -- are
falsely confused and non-distinguished as Prabhakaras say. In the
snake-rope illusion we are not aware of two experiences but of a
single complex experience of a perceived °‘this’ appearing to be a
‘snake’. At the time of correction a single is rejected. That is, ‘this
snake’ that was falsely perceived. through the inference of the
defects of sense, media etc. The illusion is a unitary composite
presentation of this ‘snake’, the ‘this’ being presented through the
natural (laukika) contact of the visual sense and the object lying'
before it, and the ‘snake’ being also presented through the extra-
ordinary (alaukika) contact of the visual sense with the ‘snake’
perceived elsewhere. It 1s an error -as being a unitary presentative
experience of a presented ‘this’ in the form of an extra-ordinary
perceived ‘snake’ with which it is objectively unconnected. The
snake is perceived as a real snake, and the snake-character or
feature perceived in it iinheres in an elsewhere snake, i.e. not in the
locus of the ‘this’ which is presented to the eye by natural contact
but in the ‘snake’ that exists elsewhere. This error thus consists in a
complicated perception of the extraordinarily seen snake-charac;fer
of the jungle snake as inhering in the ‘this’ that is seen by the

external sense organ viz., the eye, by natural contact of sense and

objects.
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Now we may look at the metaphysical presuppositions as
found in the formulation of the Anirvacaniyakhyativada by S,an'lkaraf
Error, according to Samkarites, involves more than the experience
of a false relation. It is the experience of a unitary false content, not
the experience of a false relation between real contents. Samkara
concludes that every error involves an unreal positivity or positive
unreality. It is neither the cognition of a sheer negation as found in
Asatkhyativdada nor. a cognition of an object existing elsewhere as
found in the Anyathakhyativada. It is a positive experience and
hence it is the experience of a positive content. That which is
absolutely non-existent (asat) can not be the content of a positive
experience, while every error is a positive experience. When a rope
is cognised as a snake, the status of snake is not non-existent (asat)
as we cognise it in this way and it is not existent (saz) also as the
cognition of it is sublated by the subsequent valid cognition of rope.
Hence, the snake is niether existent nor non-existent which is
describ ed as indescribable (anirvacaniya). This illusory cognition

1s taken as a real which is of apparent type (pratibhasika sattd).

Ramanuja rejects the Anirvacaniyakhyativada of Samkara and
regards error as consisting in the apprehension of a partial truth as
the whole truth.Their theory is known as Satkhyativada according to
which error is neither the apprehension of the sheer nothingness nor
of any indescribable oli)ject. It is simply the cognition of a partial
feature as the only and the exclusive feature of an object. Thus when
a rope 1s cognised as a snake, the cogniser perceives a real snake-
feature in the rope existing before him. He does not perceive
nothing nor does he perceive any elsewhere smake-character nor
again any indescribable snake. On the contrary, he perceives a real
‘here and now’ snake charecter in the object lying before him ‘here

and now’. His migtake consists not in perceiving anything false or

16



unreal, but in considering the snake-charecter to be the only
charecteristics of the objects lying before. That is why, the
cognition does not work in life and the cogniser acting on the
suggestion of such imperfect cognition comes to grief in the

practical affairs of life.

Now the question is : If means of valid cognition (pramana)
and objects of valid cognition (prameya) belongs to the same level,
so to say, if both of them are studied as a second order fact (reals)
and if means of valid cognition (pramana) itself is recognised as an
object of valid cognition (prameya), why the dictum ‘mc‘mddhz‘nc'l'
meya siddhi’ 1.e. why the means of valid cognition (pramana) hits
the list ? Does it not mean that the presuppositions of objects of
valid cognition (prameya) are studied in the study of means of valid
cognition (pramana Sdstra) 7 This is not a tenable question in Nydya
system. Because, a second order discipline means a critical or
reflective discipline. The reals, here, are determined only if they
fulfills three criteria of reality, viz. ‘isness’ (astitva), ‘namability’
(abhidheyatva), ‘cognizability’ (jaeyatva). The Naiyayikas, unlike
Kant (knowability = reality = existence), have not equated these
three criteria. These three criteria are not identical. Each term have
different connotations, although they have the same extension. Thus,
it 1s not merely a reflection of one’s own thought and therefore,
uninformative. These i expressions, 1n Nydya system, are not
ontologically non-commital. They definitely refers to some external
objects and their co-existence is understood reflectively. This is the
reason to ascribe Nydya as anviksiki. The word ‘anviksiki’ derives
from ‘anu + iksa’. The prefix ‘anu’ means subsequent or critical and
the root ‘ikga’ means viewing or reflection. The literal meaning of
anviksiki is subsequent viewing or critical reflection. Thus there is

no need of any third level study or pure epistemology in this system.
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.Here, epistemology is inter-woven with ontology. The study of the
means of valid cognition (pramana), in Indian tradition, does not
deal with the presuppositions of metaphysical categories (prameya).
Here, there are no presuppositions except outlooks (drsti) at all,
because objects of valid cognition (prameya) deals with facts or
reals of second order. For this reason, it is possible in Indian
tradition to accomodate means of valid cognition (pramana) as an

object of valid cognition (prameya).

Now the question is : why the theory of the means of valid
cognition (pramana) is considered as the pivot in the Nyaya system
? The means of valid cognition (pramdna) is one of the sixteen
categories, the right cognition of which leads us to the attainment of
liberation (nih§reyasa) . A problem may be raised in this context.
How does the valid cognition of the means of valid cognition
(pramana) leads us to the attainment of liberation (nihSreyasa) ? A
section of Indian thinkers has objected to the thory that the right
cognition of the means of valid cognition (pramana) leads to this
state of liberation. The problem is : how the right cognition of the
means of valid cognition (pramana) has to be attained ? Is it
through another means of valid cognition (pramapa) ? It is not
possible due to the possibility of infinite regress (anavastha) and
mutual dependence (anyonyasraya). For cognizing the means of
valid cognition (pramdna) another one is resorted to and another one

1s also dependent on the present one.

Pramanpa, to Goutama, is an instrument of valid cognition.
When such awareness arises, it is very difficult to ascertain whether
the awareness is right or not. Hence, the validity of the means of
valid cognition (pramana) is not at all possible. Hence, Goutamas’

exercise on the Nyaya-sastra is a futile one.
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In response to the above Goutama is of the opinion that
ascertainment of validity of the means of valid cognition (pramana)
is not an impossible affair. This job can be accomplished through
inference which runs as follows. To him, means of valid cognition
(pramana) is meaningful (arthavat) i.e. constantly connected with
the object. This constant connection of the means of valid cognition
(pramana) with an object (artha) is called non-deviatedness
(avyabhicaritva). The nature or characterstics of an object revealed
by the means of valid cognition (pramana) which reveals the actual
characterstics of an object, which is technically called non-
deviatedness of the meaning revealed through the means of valid
cognition (pramana). 1f the reverse case is found, it is a case of
illusion. When the cognition of snake is attained in the case of rope,
it is a case of illusion. For, in such awareness there is the absence of
the qualifier snakeness in the place of the qualificand i.e. rope.
Hence, the means of valid cognition (pramana) will have its object
of valid cognition (prameya) as its pervader (vyapya) which is
otherwise called non-deviatedness (avyabhicaritva). In this form of
syllogistic argument the property of being non-deviatedness with the
object (arthavyabhicaritva) is the probundum (sadhya), the probans
(hetu) is ‘the capability of fulfilling successful activity’ (samartha
pravriti janakatvat). As the means of valid cognition (pramana) is
the cause of the successful inclination, it is non-deviated to its
object. This non-devia:tedness (arthavyacdritva) is explained later
on as “arthdvyabhicaryxanubhavajanakatvamityanthah »15 In fact, in
this 1initial statement Vatsayana tries to favour or propagate the
Nyaya theory of extrinsic validity of truth (paratah pramanya).
Through this argument someone can distinguish a pramana (means
of valid cognition) from pramanabhdsa (pseudo-pramana). From the
fact of successful inclination (pravriti samarthya) one can assume

the reality of pramanpa which is different from pramapabhasa.
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A man can acquire pleasure, pain, fun, etc. in a dream but as
soon as he wakes up he starts repenting considering the pleasant
incidents occurred in the dream are false. We may recall here
Madhusudan Datta’s poem — “Nisar svapan sukhe sukti ye tar jage
se kandile” i.e. the person who feels pleasure in a dream does not
really feel pleasure after his waking up. As in the awakened state
his pleasure is replaced by repentence. If we ponder over this, we
shall be able to distinguish between what is real and what is unreal.
Our feeling, activity, etc. are centered around the right cognition of
the external world as well as wrong cognition of the same. The
wrong cognition leads us to the world of pseudo-pleasure etc. that
ultimately brings repentence. Hence, we should be aware rightly of
the external world having right feeling of pleasure etc. We should
have right cognition, right attitude, right activity to regulate our
life. If we have real cognition, it can control everything. Hence,
Prama or right cognition is the primary factor in regulating our life.
If there is pramd or right cognition then there is the source of
knowing prama called pramana. Centering pramana or source of
right cognition prameya, pramata and pramiti become meaningful.
Hence, prama or right cognition is taken as an important concept

that covers the entire Sastra.

Though the concept of right cognition (prama) of the
Naiyayikas is desired to be substantiated, a comprehensive view on
pramd given by different systems would be presented as opponents
(purvapaksa) ffom which one would have an idea about the history
of the concept. Following Philosophical problems which have not

been raised so far are proposed to be investigated.

* ok k
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The Nyaya

Concept of Prama

The main task of this chapter is to highlight the Nyaya
concept of valid cognition (prama) in detail. We have already seen
in the earlier chapter that each and every concept has to be studied
within that conceptual scheme. The word ‘prama’ is used in Sanskrit
literature in a very technical sense. It is one of the species of the
genus term ‘cognition’ (jriana). The concept cognition (jfigna) in
Indian tradition, specially in Nyaya-VaiSesika, is wider than the
western concept of knowledge (JTB), and hence, it recieves a deep
significance. The word ‘jfiana’ and ‘buddhi’ is taken as synonymous
in Nyaya-Vaisesika system (‘Buddhirupalabdhi
jhianametyanarthantaram’)!. Buddhi, jiiana and upalabddhi belong
to the same metaphysical category (prameya padartha). It is the
fifth among the twelve metaphysical categories (prameya padartha).
Cognition of these; metaphysical categories (padartha) is necessary
for liberation. Human beings suffer or fall in bondage due to the
wrong cognition of these categories. Cognition (buddhi) is an
accidental quality of the self. Though it is an accidental quality of
the self, yet it posses some speciality than other twenty three
qualities (gunas). Its existence is proved by our experience
(anubhuti). It is the root of our all behaviour viz. desire to get
(Upadana), desire to leave (hana) and indifference
(upeksaniya).( “sarva vyavaharahetuh gunah buddhi jhdnam”)*. The

word “gupah” is used to prevent the definition from the fallacy of

25



over coverage (ativyapti) in terms of space (deSa), time (kala), etc.
And the word ‘heruh’ signifies that it is the special condition

(asddharana karana) of all our behaviour.

But the above definition is not a perfect one , since the
definition is unable to accomodate indeterminate cognition
(nirvikalpaka jiiagna) which has no behavioural usage. Thus the said .
definition suffers from the fallacy of under coverage (avyapti).
Annambhatta suggests that “sarva vyavahara hetuh” is not the
defining charecterstics of cognition. Cognition (buddhi) i1s a special
type of abstract concept. It cannot be defined by any synonymous
words. There are othef objects also which cannot be defined by
synonymous word, but they can be defined, at least, ostensively. For
example, the colour blue or red etc. cannot be defined by any
synonymy, but one may present them before the hearer and thereby
the hearer may be acquinted with the object in question. But,
cognition can neither be defined by any synonymous words, nor, it
can be defined ostensively. Yet, we have the experience of pleasure,
pain, etc. So Indian thinkers have advocated that illumination of
object (arthaprakasa) is cognition. Annambhatta holds as
“sarvavyavahara hetuh gunah” suffers from the fallacy of under
coverage (avyapti), it i1s cognitionhood (jfianatvajati) which is the
defining charecterstics (laksapa) of cognition (jfiana). Cognition
(jﬁc’zha) is the locus of cognitionhood (jfianatvajati). There cannot
be any cognition if it is mnot related with cognitionhood. The
existence (sattd) of cognitionhood (jfidnatvajati) is cognized by

subsequent cognition (Janami iti anuvyavasayagamyajiatvam)’.

Having the definition of cognition (jfiana), it is classified
under two heads-- viz. recollection (smrti) and presentative
cognition (anubhava). Recollection (smrti) is that cognition which

originates from the bare mental impression (samskara-matra-
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janyam- jhanam). Presentative cognition (anubhava) is defined
negatively, i.e. it is that cognition which is other than recollection
(tadbhinnam jianam). Thus recollection (smrti) is excluded from the
definition of presentative cognition (anubhava). Presantative
cognition, again, is of two types -- valid presantative cognition
(yathartha anubhava) and invalid presantative cognition (ayathartha

anubhava). Prama is presantative valid cognition.

Udayanacharya defines valid cognition as “yatharthanubhavo
manam”® and  suggests to accept the etymological meaning of
yatharthanubhava i.e. (yatha + artha). The etymological meaning of
yathartha signifies the similarity or correspondence. Yathartha is
the determinans (visesana) of presantative cognition (anubhava) . A
presantative cognition (anubhava) is valid or true (yathartha) only
if it corresponds with the external object i.e other than the subject
(self) having some content. But what types of correspondence ? Is
the correspondence partial or in full? If it is conceived as a partial
one, then the definition is affected by the fallacy of over coverage
(atii)yapzi) . Because in the case of invalid presantative cognition
(ayatharthanubhava) also  there is  partial similarity or
correspondence between presentative cognition (anubhava) and the
object having some content in question. For example, in the case of
perceiving a rope as a snake, there is some kind of similarity in
terms of common characterstics (sadhdarana dharma) between the
object in question i(artha) and the presantative cognition
(anubhava). On the other hand, if the meaning of correspondence or
similarity 1is accepted in full, then no presantative cognition

(anubhava) would be valid (yathartha).

As both the above mentioned views are extreme, and therefore,
unacceptable, some thinkers hold that the correspondence would be

determined by subsequent cognition (jfianantara). This explanation
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of the definition also affected by the fallacy of over coverage
(ativyapti) in terms of illusory cognition (bhrama). Since, our
illusory cognition (bhrama) is corrected only by a subsequent
veridical cognition, but, before that veridical cognition our illusory
cognition may be supported by immediate subsequent invalid

cognition.

Once again, presentative veridical cognition (yathartha
anubhava) could not even be defined as a cognition which leads to
successful activity (saphala pravrttijanakatva). Because, the
Naiyayikas, unlike the Buddhists, accept three types of cognition,
viz., desire to accept (hdna), desire to leave (heya) and indifferent
attitude (upeksaniya). Indifferent cognitions (upeksaniya jiiana), for
them, does not serve any purpose. So, the cognition of such object
does not lead to any succesful activity. So, if it is defined in terms
of succesful activity (saphala- pravrtti-janakatva), it would be

affected by the fallacy of under coverage (avyapti).

However, before going to explain the nature of presentative
veridical cognition (yathartha abubhava), let us examine the
similarity or dissimilarity between Indian concept of prama and
western concept of knowledge. It is already mentioned in the earlier
chapter that there is a controversy among the modern thinkers
regarding the exact western epistemological synonyfny of the Indian
concept of prama. Generally, knowledge in the sense of justified
true belief is taken as a synonymy of prama. Sutapa saha argues that
since ‘yathartha’ is the equivalent of ‘true’ and ‘anubhava’ is
equivalent to ‘justified belief ’, prama may be taken as the
synonymy of knowledge’. But, before going to have a decision, we

have to examine each component word.
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In western tradition, there are mainly two views regarding the
definition of knowledge.Traditional philosophers generally defined
knowledge in terms of belief. Belief, for them, may turn into
knowledge if the belief is true and the believer has some
Justification for his / her belief. There are some other philosophers,
on the other hand, like Cookwillson, Prichard, etc., who maintain
that knowledge cannot be defined in terms of belief, because the |
nature of belief and knowledge is totally different. Knowledge, for
Prichard, is by definition true. So, to ascribe ‘knowledge is true’ is
a tautology. Truth and falsity is predicated to belief only. As
knowledge is necessarily true, its propositions are a-priori and as
belief is only contingently true / false -- its propositions are a-
posteriori. Thus, the object of knowledge is totally different from
the objects of belief. Therefore, knowledge cannot be defined in

terms of belief.

Let us examine whether prama i1s equivalent to knowledge in
the sense of justified true belief. The first objection is that in Indian
epistemology (pramana S$astra) we do not encounter with such
concepts like belief which 1s a form of Ilife of Western
epistemology. J.N.Mohanty shows that there is some kind of hints of
the concept of belief in Indian tradition also®. He argues that prama
is a mnon-dubious cogniAtion (niscaya jfigna). A non-dubious
cognition (niScaya jfiana) may be either valid cognition (prama) or
invalid cognition (apra;vid), just as a belief may be true or false and
imniediately he concludes that the Indian concept of niscaya jiiana
and the Western concept of belief are synonymous. The comparison,
to our opinion, is a misleading one. The Sanskrit word ‘niscaya’
means ‘being confident of °. Mohanty comes to the conclusion thy
from the similarity that truth and falsity are predicated to both in

the case of the Western concept of belief and in the Indian concept
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of niscaya jiiana. But Mohanty’s logic in this regard is not so sound.
Truth and falsity are not the exclusive essential characterstics of
belief or ni§caya jfiana. So from the observation of the applicability
of some accidental characterstics it does not follow that the locus of
these characterstics are essentially identical. For example, red and
white colour may be predicated to clothes as well as flowers,

thereby we cannot séy that cloth and flower is identical. Moreover, |
it 1s already mentioned that some Western thinkers have not defined
knowledge 1in terms of belief. But, ‘being confident of* is a
necessary condition of knowledge even to these thinkers, hence
‘belief ’ and ‘being confident of ’are not synonymous. Again, a
niscaya j#iana in Indian tradition, as Mohanty observes, may be
either valid or invalid. Although, being confident of is a necessary
condition of the western concept of knowledge, yet these Western
thinkers like Coockwillson, Prichard, etc., are of the opinion that
truth and falsity can not be predicated to knowledge. Because
knowledge is by definition true, hence to ascribe knowledge as true
results a tautology and to ascribe knowledgé as false results a self-
stultifying position. Hence our opinion 1s that being confident
(niscaya jiiana) is merely a mental attitude towards a cognition. A
mental attitude cannot be predicated as either true or false. When
being confident (niscaya jiiana) is predicated as true or false -- it is
merely a case of transfered epithet. So niscaya jiiana should not be
translated as belief. But Mohanty is right in saying that “western
concept of belief is beli{ef in a proposition, whereas a niscaya jfiana,

if savikalpaka, i.e. a conceptual has a propositional structure”.

The above discussion shows that the concept of belief has
been neglected in Indian epistemology (pramdpa S$astra). Recent
Western thinkers also feel that the concept of belief in defining

knowledge is not so important. Chisholm and Keith Leherer, thus,
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introduce the concept of ‘acceptance’ instead of belief. Belief, for
them, is associated with our emotions, desire, etc. So if knowledge
is defined in terms of belief, then the so-called knowledge may be
‘affected by the defect of one-eyedness and hence may be an obstacle
in knowing the object as such. Ayer also instead of using the
concept of belief, introduces the concept of ‘being sure’and treats it

as a special state of mind.

Although recent Western thinkers also avoid the concept of
belief in defining knowledge, there i1s another point of difference
between knowledge and prama. Western thinkers hold knowledge
either as an act or as a disposition. If it is explained as an act, then
it cannot explain all sorts of knowledge which are recognised in
common usage. So some Western thinkers explain knowledge as a
disposition. Because, if knowledge be an act, for them, it would
cease to exist after some time. But the nature of knowledge is not of
that sort. For example, I may claim that I know the date of great
Ashoka’s coronation as a king, although, I cannot for the time being
recollect it and it may also happen that after some time although I
am not thinking about Ashoka now, yet all on a sudden I may
correctly recollect the said date. So, knowledge, for them, is a
disposition. Prama, in Nyaya, 1s neither a disposition nor a pure act
in Western sense. Pramad is propositional or determinate cognition
(savikalpaka jfiana). Western thinkers distinguish between a
proposition and a senténce. A sentence can neither be true nor be
false; a sentenée is either gramatically correct or incorrect. What a
sentence means is a proposition. A proposition is said to be a
neutral entity, since it is neither purely subjective, nor purely
objective. It subsists beyond space and time. So, some Western
thinkers hold that it is the proposition which is either true or false.

But, the problem is : if such neutral entity is conceived, we have to
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consider infinite numbers of proposition corresponding to each state
of affairs. So, Austine like thinkers hold that it is the judgment,
which is either true/ false. Because in judgment there is a mental act
directed to the correlative proposition which we believe or
disbelieve. Nyaya system does not distinguish between an act and a
proposition., because a proposition, in the above mentioned sense,
certainly is not a quality (guna) of the self. But cognition, in this
system, is considered as a quality, though accidental, of the self.
J.N.Mohanty rightly observes that “ a savikalpaka knowledge is
propositional though not a proposition ............ I call 1t
‘propositional’ for it is a logical complex analysable into
constituent elements and relations”’. Prama is used in the episodic
sense to denote an occurrence of an act, but never in the
dispositional sense. The Sanskrit term ‘samskdra’ is taken as a
synonymy for disposition. But what originates from the bare mental
impression (samskdra matra janyam) is exﬁluded from the purview

of valid cognition (prama).

Some opponents, once again, advocate that the Nyaya concept
of valid cognition (pramd) cannot even be spoken as an episodic
occurrence. Since God’s cognition is eternal (nitya jiiana). Whatever
is eternal cannot be ascribed as having origination. God is the
creator of the world, omniscience, and therefore, it would not be
rational to say that once He lacked cognition of something. This
objection may be overcome by a clear distinction between a
metaphysical pfoblem and an epistemological problem. The notion
of God’s cognition is a metaphysical problem and not an

epistemological problem.

Now, the last but not least objection in equating knowledge
with prama is the concept of justification or evidence. If some one

claims having knowledge, in general, we enquire for evidence to
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justify his / her claim. We use the word ‘pramana’, in our day-to-
day life, for the word ‘evidence’ or ‘justification’. But a serious
observation shows that the word ‘pramana’ has been used in a very
technical sense. Here, pramana does not mean evidence, rather it is
the instrumental condition of valid cognition (prama) . And as valid
cognition (pramd) means presentative veridical cognition (yathartha |
anubhava), the instrumental condition (pramana) is the yardstick of
verification (yathartha). The word ‘pramana’, again, is sometimes
translated as proof. The Western thinkers generally distinguishes
between evidence supported by reason and evidence supported by
senses. Evidence guided by reason, for them, gives the apedictic or
absolute certainty, where as evidence guided by the senses can give
us to 1its best effort the maximum probability. So the word
‘justification’ in Western tradition is used in two senses -- viz. in
the strong sense and in the weak sense . Justification, in the strong
sense, means ‘truth-ensuring’ and in the weak sense it means ‘truth-
conducive’®. But the question is : is reason really infallible ? Even |
1f reason is regarded as °‘the Divine element in man’, it is as
imperfect as any other human faculty. This is why Western
epistemology suffers from Gettier like problem. Gettier has shown
that it may happen that there may be justification in the strong sense
(Justification by applying the rules of logic, wviz.--Existential
Generalization and the rule of Addition), yet some cognitions may
not be ascribed as knowledge. This shows that the Western concept

of justification is not always truth hitting.

The Indian concept of instrumental condition (pramdna), on
the other hand, is always truth hitting. No such concepts of
instrumental condition (pramana) guided by reason is found in
Indian tradition. There is no distinction of instrumental condition

(pramana) in the strong sense i.e guided by reason and instrumental
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condition in the weak sense i.e. guided by the senses. Pure
mathematics and emperical sciences, in Indian tradition, have the
same logical status. Even the concept of Universal (jati), in Nyaya,
is cognized through perception, though through super natural
perception (alaukika pratyaksa). The Naiyayikas have accepted the
samanyalaksana as a super-normal connection (pratydsatti). To the
Naitayikas the cognition of vyapti is to be attained through the
cognition of all individual manifestations of probans and probundum
which 1s acquired by samanyalak?ana. Hence it is a connection or
pratyasatti. The inference of fire from smoke is possible when the
vyapti relation 1s apprehended between smoke in general
(dhumasamanya) and fire in general (vahnisamanya). Such type of
cognition is not possible by ordinary process of perception, because
an individual can know only the co-existence of a particular smoke
with a particular fire in a normal way. Hence the method of the
supernormal connection through universal
(samanyalaksanapratyasatti) is to be resorted to for acquiring the
cognition of vyapti between smoke-in-general and fire-in-general
(“samanyapratyasattya  sarvoposamharad  avinabhavagrahah”--
T.C., ‘samanyasya hi pratydasattitvam laghavat, na tu samanyatayad
jhatasya’. We find constant reference to the very general principles
of logic in Navya-Nyaya, but these principles are not regarded as
self-evident.. They are usually justified by a direct reference to
experience (pratiti). Thus in no way pramd be equated with

knowledge.

Prama, for the Naiyayikis, is presentative veridical cognition
(yathartha anubhava). Recollection (smrti) may be veridical also
(prdmc': janya yathartha, apramd janya ayathartha)'®, yet it is
excluded from the purview of valid cognition (prama). It is

excluded from the purview of valid cognition (prama), since the
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nature of presentative veridical cognition (anubhava) is explained as
that which originates after the intermediary (vyadpara) of the
instrumental condition (anu pramanavydparat param bhavati yah
sah anubhavah)''. But, there is no such intermediary condition for
the origination of recollection (smrti). Recollection (smrii)
originates from the bare mental impression only (samskara matra

janyam jiianam).

Presentative cognition (anubhava), in TS, is defined
negatively, i.e. ‘other than recollection’ (tadbhinnam jrianam) and
its nature is associated with the concept of the instrumental
condition of cognition (pramapa).Valid cognition (prama) and its
instrumental condition (pramana), in Nyaya, are inter-related terms.
Hence the Naiyayikas give a causal definition of valid cognition
(prama) -- the result of the instrumental condition is the effect -

valid cognition (pramayah karanam pramanam..)"?.

What is a instrumental condition (karana) ? From the point of
view of important in producing the effect, there are two types of
conditions in Nyaya-Vaisesika system --viz. common one
(sadharana karana) and uncommon one (asadharana karana) . By
common conditions (sddharana karana) means those conditions
which are necessary for the production of any effect. For example,
God (isvara), space (desa), time (kala), the unseen power (adrsta),
will of God (i$varecchd), in Nyaya ontology, are the common
conditions. Beside these common conditions (sadharana kdrana),
there are some uncommon or special conditions (asadharana
karana) which are only necessary for the origination of a particular
effect. These type of conditions are called uncommon or special

conditions (asadharana karana). Annambhatta defines instrumental

(19

»13

condition (karana) as

asddharanam kdranam karanam For

example, sense-object-contact (indriyarthasannikarsa),
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consideration (pardmarsa), cognition of significance (tatparya
jhana) and cognition of similarity (sadrSya jhiana) is the
instrumental condition of perception (pratyaksa), inference
(anumdna), verbal testimony (Sabda) and comparison (upamana)
respectively. A question may be raised why they are called
instruments (karana). Generally the uncommon causes along with
operative process (vydparavadasadharanam karanam karanam).
Consideration or paramarsa is called vyapara and the cognition of
Vyapti is an uncommon causes (karapa). The former is called
operative process or Vydpara because this cognition being caused by
the cognition of Vyapti becomes the generator of the inferential
cognition. In the form of consideration or pardmarsa --
‘vahnivyapyadhumavan ayam parvatah’ i.e. the mountain is having
smoke pervaded by fire, this piece of cognition is caused by the
previous cognition of Vyapti reflected in the portion -- vahnivyapya
(pervaded by fire) and generates the inferential cognition --
‘parvato vahniman dhumat’ (the mountain is fire-possesing). Hence
the definition of Vyapara in the form -- ‘tajjanyatve sati
tajjanyajanako vyaparah’ can easily be applicable here. In this way,
the existence of an uncommon cause along with operative process

can be admitted in other formsof inferential cognitions.

One point may be mentioned in this connection. The
perceptual cognition alone is called jaanakaranaka i.e. a cognition
not caused through theiinstrumentality of other cognitions. When a
jar is perceived, it does not depend on other cognitions to have
direct awareness of it. In other words, another cognition does not
serve as an instrument to this perceptual cognition and hence it is
called independent. But other forms of cognition are called
jhanakdranaka i.e. caused through the instrumentality of another

cognition. These cognitions are not independent by virtue of the fact

36



that they depend on some other cognitions for being the means of
valid cognition. Inferential cognition (anumiti), cognition through
comparison (upamiti) and testimonial cognition (Sabda) are
generated through the instrumentality of other cognitions like the
cognition of invariable relation (vyaptijfiana), cognition of
similarity (sadrsyajiiana) and cognition of word (padajfianam). In
the case of perceptual cognition the sense organ etc. are alone taken
asd instrument, but not any cognition. It is said in the Nyayabodhini
commentary on Tarkasamgraha --  “jiianam  vyaptijiianam
sadrsSyajfianam padajiianam ca. .Tadeva karanam yasem iani
jhianakaranakani  anumityapamitisabdani.  Tadbhinnamityarthah.
Pratyaksendriyanameva karanatvam, na jianasya. Tatha ca
jhanakaranakajfianatvasya pratyaksasamanya eva

vidyamanatvallaksanasangatih. ”**.

Now, the question is: what is the mark of selecting an
uncommon or specific condition (asadharana karana). The
Naiyayikas differ in maintaining the defining mark of uncommon
conditions (asadharana kdarana) . The ancient Naiyayikas criterion
for selecting the uncommon condition (asadharana karana) is --
“phalayogavyavacchinnam asadharanam karanam karaham »13 " This
means that an uncommon condition is that condition which being
present the effect originates without delay. Perception, for example,
takes place only when our sense-organ comes in contact with the
object. Hence the sensie-object-contact (indriyartha sannikarsa) is
the condition which being present the effect immediately follows.
Sense-object-contact (indriyartha sannikarsa) is thg non-inherent
condition (asamavayi kdarana). So, the ancient Naiyayikas indicate
that instrumental condition might be a non-inherent one (asamavayi

karana).
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The Neo-Naiyayikas criterion, on the other hand, for selecting
an uncommon condition (asadharana karana) is . ‘“vyaparavat
asadharanam karanam karanam”'®, What is a intermediary
condition (Vyapara) 7 A intermediatory condition (vydpara) is that
factor which being produced by something becomes the producer of
that entity produced by earlier one (Tajjanyate sati tajjanya
janako)'’. Let us take a symbolic example of X, Y and Z. Y is a
intermediary condition (vydpara) because Y being caused by X
becomes the producer of Z caused by X. Let us take a concrete
example, sense-object-contact, in the case of perception, is éaused
by the sense-organ produces the effect perception. Hence, sense-
object-contact is the intermediary condition (vyapara). An
intermediary condition (vydpara) is always either a quality (guna),
or an action (karma), but never a substance (drqua) --
“dravyetara”. But the instrumental condition (karana) is defined as

the locus of the intermediary condition (vyaparavat). The suffix

i ?

vat’ of the Sanskrit word “vydparavat” means that occupies. The
intermediary condition (vydpara) is occupied by substance (dravya).
So, a special condition (karana), for the Neo-Naiyayikas, might be a

substance or an inherent condition (samavayi karana).

A third view, once again, is found in Jayanta Bhatta who
presents another criterion for selecting an uncommon condition
(karana) taking clue from the famous grammarian Panini. Panini
defines an uncommon dondition (karana) as “sadhakatama”'®. The
word ‘sadhakatama’ derives from the root ‘sadhaka’ meaning the
instrumental and the suffix (pratya) ‘tamap’ m.eaning‘ excellence
(atisaya). The excellence of a condition, according to Jayanta,
neither prevails in an inherent condition (samavayri karana) nor in a
non-inherent condition (asamavay? karana), rather it prevails in the

conglomemoration of conditions (karana-samagri).
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Both the Old and Neo-Naiyayikas accept instrumentality
(karana?va) as an uncommon condition (asddhdraha karana). But
there are several uncommon conditions. For example, the presence
of the perciever (drastd), sense-organ (indriya), the object (artha)
and the sense-object-contact (indriyartha sannikarsa) -- all are
necessary conditions for perception. Independently, each and every
condition has its own speciality or uniqueness (asddharanatva).
There is no specific stipulation in Sanskrit literature regarding the
use of the third case-ending (trtiya vibhakti). 1t depends upon the
speaker’s intention (Vakta-vivaksadhina). The only stipulation is
that the third case-endding is neither used to the subject (karta), nor
to the object (karma). The Old-Naiyayikas emphasise upon the
extreme condition (carama karana) whose presence is immediately
followed by the emergence of effect. The Old-Naiyayikas, therefore,

think that the excellence (atisaya) remains to this condition.

But the Neo-Naiyayikas advocate that the excellence (atisaya)
cannot remain in the intermediary condition (vydpara), because, it
cannot produce the effect without taking co-operation from other
conditions. Uddyotkara, hence, admits the locus of intermediary
condition (vydpara-visista karana) as an instrument (karana). But,
this view also does not hold good, because, there are at least some
cases where intermediary condition is more important than the locus
of intermediary condition (vyapari), i.e. the excellence remains in
the intermediary condiiftion. Memory, for example, occurs in the
presence of mental trace alone (samskara matra). These mental
impressions, of course, are dependent upon the past experiences
(purvanubhava) that are desrroyed at that time. Or, a sacrificial rites
(vagadi kriyd) may be destroyed, yet the unseen power (adrsta)
arising out of these sacrificial rites is regarded as the excellent

condition of heaven (svarga).Thus, both the views accept excellence
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(atisaya) only in a subjective sense, because, the determination for
selecting the excellence depends upon the speaker (vakta) and,

hence unacceptable.

Jayanta tries to come out from the subjective determination
for selecting the excellence (atifayatva). He accepts the
instrumental condition in the extreme property of sense and
expressed it in the superlative degree (sadhakatama). An instrumeht,
for him, is that which is most effecient or operative to the
origination of an effect. The collocation of condition is collectively
essential for it . If one condition is absent, the effect does not take
place. No credit is to be given to any individual condition. It may be
argued that though all conditions are essential, yet one condition
whose immediate presence makes the cognition possible is to be
taken as distinct. Jayanta, to refute the above objection, cites an
example. In darkness flash of lighting, in the traditional sense, is
the instrumental condition of illumining a women. But had there
been no women, she would not have been seen, hence she is no less
important as object. Hence, collocation (samagri) is instrumental
condition (pramana). It acts not by independent status but by the
process of the condition included in it. When there is assemblage
each and every condition will not lose its own identity. The Old-
Naiyayikas concept of instrumentality (karanatva) fails to explain
the independent excellence (svadhina atisaya) of each condition.
The Neo-Naiyayikas coincept of instrumental condition (i.e. as the
locus of intermediary condition), on the other hand, fails to explain
the immediate emergence of the effect. Jayanta, as a consequence,
advocates that the collocation (samagri) alone can claim
inétrumentality (karapatva), because it can overcome both the

demerits of the Old-Naiyayikas and the Neo-Naiyayikas.
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" Now, one may raise the question that instrumentality
(karanatva) as the collocation of all conditions (sadhakasamagri)
also possesses the status of relative excellence (atisaya). Because
the collocation is nothing but all conditions taken together. Hence
the excellence of the collocation of conditions is dependent upon the
excellence of the individual conditions. Because the relation
between the collocation of conditions and an individual condition
seperately is not the relation between part (avayava) and whole
(avayavi). Part, 1n Nyaya system, is completely different
(atyantabhinna) from the whole. But, individual conditions are not
completely different (atyantabhinna) from the collocation of
condition. Being united the individual conditions form the
collocation and yet these conditions do not lose their uniqueness.
Jayanta would answer this problem in the following way.The
individual conditions seperately could not possess excellence
(atiSayatva), because the individual conditions seperately are
common conditions (karana) but not an uncommon condition
(karana). There is a difference between uniqueness (visesatva) and
excellence (atisayatva).The individual condition in isolation
possesses uniqueness (visesatva), but when these conditions get
together and form the collocation, it acquires the additional
property of excellence (atiSayatva) in relation to the isolated
members. Jayanta, hence, defines instrumentality of valid cognition
as an aggregate of certain conscious and unconscious conditions
which together make the apprehension of non-erroneous
(avyabhicarinim) and non-doubtful (asandigdham) cognition
possible (avyabhicarinim asndigdham arthopalabdhim vidadhati
vodhavodhasvabhava samagri pramc?;:zam)lg. The two adjectives of
non-erroneous (avyabhicarinim) and mnon-doubtful (asandigdhain)

constitute the definition (laksana) and the collocation of conscious
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and unconscious conditions constitute the nature (svaripa) of valid

cognition (prama).

Now a question raised by Jayanta himself from the point of
view of Grammarians. Instrumentality (karanatva) in Sanskrit
literature, for the Grammarians, 1s not used in the case of
collocation (samagri). Nobody says that he is seeing with the
coll.ocation of conditions (samagryd pasyati); but it is the common
usage that he sees with the eyes. Hence collocation is not an
instrument and i1f instrumentality is taken as the most effective
condition (sadhakatama), then the common sense of instrumentality
would be useless. Because, instrumental case, in common usage, is

only used to an individual condition.

This objection, for Jayanta, is not a serious one. Because he
never suggest to use instrumental case (karana) to a collocation of
condition (samagri). He only indicates that an instrumental case
ending (¢rtiyd vibhakti) is used to an individual condition only when
a isolated condition gets together for the production of an effect. So,
collocation of condition is only a pre-condition for the use of

instrumental case or third case-ending (¢rtiya vibhakti).

Once again, if collocation of both conscious and unconscious
conditions is taken as instrument in the-sense of most effective for
producing an effect (sddhakatama), then even the subject (karta)
and object (karma) of ciognition are also included to that collocation
(samagri). In darkness, for example, flash of lighting is the cause of
1lluminating a women. But had there been no women, she would not
have been seen, hence, she is no less important as object. But, in
collocation the presence of the women and the perciever is also
takén together. Consequently, we have to say that there is mno

cognizer and cognition without a cognizer is inconcieveable. Again,
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if the object is also included into the collocation of condition which
is taken as an instrument (sadhakatama), then the cognition would
be without any object. If this is accepted, the Nyaya epistemology
will lose its epistemic status. Jayanta in order to avoid this
problem, defines instrumentality (sadhakatama) as the collocation
of both conscious and unconscious conditions other than the subject
and object (tasmat kartr karma vilaksana) which is excluded from
doubt and error _ (tasmat
kartrkarmavilaksanasamsayaviparyarahitarthavodhavidhayinivodha

vodhasvabhdva samagri pramanamiti yuktam)®°.

Let us note the following observationons on Jayanta’s theory

of the instrumental condition (pramana) :-

(a) Instrumental condition in general means an unconscious
condition, even if it be conscious to some cases, it acts just as
an unconscious condition, because an instrument by itself has
no active role for the origination of an effect. But, Jayanta’s
concept of instrument of wvalid cognitidn is not solely
unconscious. Because by instrument of cognition (pramana)
Jayanta means the collocation of condition taking both the

conscious and unconscious conditions.

(b) The general concept of instrument is that it is an
uncommon condition (asadharana karapa) and refers to an
1solated conditio;l. But Jayanta’s concept of instrument of
valid cognition (pramana) is most effective condition for the
origination of an effect (sadhakatama), besides this concept
does not contradict with the stipulation of the Grammarians.
The Grammarians suggest that the third case-ending is always

used to a isolated condition. Jayanta has not opposed to this
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stipulation. He only suggests that the collocation makes the

ground for such usages.

(c) Though all conditions, in collocation, get together and
acquires the property of most excellence (atisayatva) than the
individual isolated condition, yet the isolated conditions are
not modified. Hence, each and every isolated condition 1is

capable of retaining its own uniqueness (visesatva).

(d) The 1isolated individual member has only 1its own
uniqueness (visesatva), but these isolated conditions never
acquire the property of excellence (atiSaya). It is the
collocation which acquires the property of excellence

(atisayatva).

But the question arises now is that though Jayanta is capable
of justifying that it is the collocation of condition which acquires
the property of most excellence (atisayatva), yet why he excluded
the subject (kartda) and object (karma) from the collocation of
condition in his concluding remark. Secondly, if the subject (karta)
and the object (karma) is excluded from the collocation of condition
(karana samagri), is it possible to maintain the nature of both
conscious and unconscious in the concept of instrument of cognition

(pramana) ?

If the subject and object is excluded from the collocation of
condition then from the point of view of both the Old-Naiyayikas
and Neo-Naiyayikas it would lose its property of being most
excellent. Because, such collocation being present fails to originate
the effect immediately i.e. without any temporal gap. Besides such
collocation has to depend upon the subject and object. Secondly, we

have to examine another crucial point also that if subjéct and object
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is excluded from the collocation of the condition then is it possible
to maintain the nature of the instrumental condition of cognition
(pramana) as the nature of both conscious and unconscious at all ?
Because, Jayanta explicitly maintains that the four, viz. the
instrumental condition of valid cognition (pramana), the object of
valid cognition (prameya), the act cognition (pramiti) and the
cognizer (pramata) are the main components of Nyaya epistemology
(pramana sastra). 1f the means of cognition (pramana) becomes
meaningful, other factors like cognizer (pramata), cognizable entity
(prameya), and right cognition (pramiti) becomes meaningful. All
these are always pramana-centre (‘arthavati ca pramane pramata-
prameyam pramitirityarthavanti bhavanti’)*!. An individual who has
got desire of attaining or forsaking something is called cognizer
(pramatd). The object which becomes an object of right cognition is
called prameya. The right cognition regarding some object is called
pramiti. Any type of cognition involves these four (“Tatra
yasygsdjihgsaprayuktasyapravyitih  sa  pramadta. Sa  yenarthanm
praminoti tat pramanam. Yo'rthah pramiyate .tat prameyam.
Yadarthavijfianam sa pramitih. Catusrsvevamvaidhasu  tattvam
parisamdpyate”)**. There may be other conditions also which are

not so important.

Visvanatha’s approach in explaining the nature of wvalid
cognition (prama) and its instrument (pramana) is very much
straight forward. He has not entered into the difficulty of the
instrumental condition (karana). He defines invalid cognition
(aprama) as ‘tacchunye’ and ‘tacchunye’ is explained ‘if something
is cognized as having some property, where as it does not have that
property, it is called invalid cognition (aprama)’ (tadbhavavati
tatprakarakam jiidnam bhrama ityartha). Invalid cognition (aprama)

is of two types -- viz. error (viparyaya) and doubt (samsaya)®>. For
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example, if I cognize my self as my body - such invalid cognition is
called error (viparyaya). But if something is cognized as having
both the opposite properties is called doubt (samsaya). For example,
in percieving something at a distance as having the property
manhood and treehood, | may cognize -- is it a man or a tree

(sthanurva puruso va) ?

Having the classification of invalid cognition (aprama), the
natﬁre of invalid cognition (apramd) . is explained as defect
generated (dosa-janya) and the nature of valid cognition (prama) is
explained as attribute generated (guna-janya)**. What is a defect
(dosa) 7 There are innumerable defects and as there is no generic
character (anugata dharma) among these, it has not been defined in
terms of any unique charecter. It could not even be defined as a
special condition (asadharana karana) of invalid cognition
(apramad), since, a special condition (asadhdrana karana) is, in
Nyaya system, either an inherent condition (samavay? kdrana), a
non-inherent condition (asamavayi karana) or a collocation of
condition (karana samagri). But, defect (dosa) always belongs to
the efficient condition (nimitta karana) . So, defect in the efficient
condition (nimitta karana) 1is the cause of invalid cognition

(aprama) is only extensionally true.

Though, defects (dosa) are innumerable, yet Gopinath
Bhattacharya observes that in the case' of perceptual cognition the
defect fall under threé headings viz., environmental, pathological
and psychical or cognitive?”. Defects in the environment includes
haze, the object being very distant and bad lighting; pathological
defects are faults in the visual apparatus, such as jaundice;
psychical defects include the mental state of the perciever,such as
being angry or inattentive. But Jonardan Ganery observes that

Bhattacharya’s explanation of environmental faults are ‘local’
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defects only, in that they are possible faults in the environment of
operation of the instrument to a particular occasion. So, Ganery also
includes the ‘global’ environmental defects, when the environment
in its totality in someway defeats the operation of the instrument®®.
He cites an example -- a person trying to see things at the bottom of
the ocean fails, not because of any local defect in the lighting, but
because the human visual system is not suited for such
environments. In such cases there is no capability of being seen
(darsanayogyatva). The question of visualisation comes if and only
if the particular object has got the capability of seeing. If there is
something which is not humanly possible to visualise
(prdtyak;ayogya), it is not seen due to having some global defect.
Human vision has got some limit. It can illumine those that are in
proximity with our sense-organs. If the objects are far away or

under some obstacle, they would not be seen.

The nature of valid cognition (prama), on the other hand, is
explained as attribute generated (guna-janya). If invalid cognition
(aprama) is defined as defect generated (dosa janya), why valid
cognition (prama) could not be defined as due to the absence of
defect (dosabhavajanya) 7 Because, it is already mentioned that the
Naiyayikas consider three types of conditions for the production of
any effect, viz., inherence (samavdyi), non-inherence (asamavayi)
and efficient condition (nimitta karana). So the absence of defect in
the efficient conditions !(nimitta karana) does not imply the presence
of other causai conditions, viz., inherence (samavayi) and non-
inherence (asamavayi). So, Visvanatha, for the economy of thought,
rightly advocates that valid cognition (prama) is due to attribute
(guna). If there is absence of defect in the efficient condition
(nimitta karana), then the presence of a particular attribute (guna)

to a particular cognition is sufficient in producing valid or veridical
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cognition (prama). There is, for Visvanatha, only one attribute to
each type of cognition. For example, sense-object-contact
(indnyartha sannikarsa), consideration (pardmars’a), cognition of
significance (tatparya jiiana) and cognition of similarity (sc'idrs’ya
jAiana) is the attribute of perception (pratyaksa), inference
(anumana), verbal testimony (sabda jhdna) and comparison
(upamana) respectively. Thus, it seems that by attribute Visvanatha
means the non-inherence condition (asamavayi karana), hence, he
supports the concept of instrumental condition of the Old-

Naiyayikas.

Again, 1f valid cognition (prama) is defined as absence of
defect (dosabhava janya), then a qualified cognition (visista jiidna)
comprising component cognitions of which one component is true
(yathartha) and the remaining component / components is /are false
(ayathartha), could not be explained. For example, when some one
cognizes a white conchcell (Svetosamkhyah) as a yellow conchcell
(pitasamkhyah) due to jaundice, here the cognition of the yellow
colour is false (ayathartha), but the cognition of the conchcell as a
conchshell is true (yathdartha) inspite of the presence of some defect
in efficient condition (nimitta karana). Here the components of a
qualified cognition (viSista jfiana) are not in relation of conjunction
which would mean that the falsity of either components logically
entails the falsity of the whole qualified cognition (visista
jiiana).The relation of component parts, here, is in relation of
inherence (sam.avﬁya). Inherence (samavaya) is a special type of
relation in Nyaya-Vaisesika system in the sense that though here the
components are related by the relation of inherence (samavaya), yet
each component is capable of keeping its own uniqueness. Once
again, if valid cognition is defined as due to absence of defect

(dosabhavajanya), then we have to cite innumerable defects, which
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is an impossible task. So the nature (svaripa) of valid cognition
(pramda) could not be explained in terms of absence of defects

(dosabhavajanya).

Moreover, although the nature (svarupa) of invalid cognition
(aprama) is explained as defect-generated (dosdjanya), the nature of
valid cognition (pramd) could not be explained as due to absence of
defect (dosabhdvajanya), because valid cognition (prama) and
invalid cognition (apramad) are not the whole of cognitions. Besides
these two types of cognitions there are other types of cognit-ions
also, e.g. indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpaka jfiana) which is
niether considered by the Naiyayikas as valid cognition nor as
invalid cognition. Indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpaka j#iana) is
excluded from the purview of valid cognition (prama) since it is not
cognized as having any property by any relation (prakaratadi

sinyam hi samvandhanavagahi tat)*’.

Attribute (gupa) is the instrumental condition of wvalid
cognition (prama) is justified by inference (anumdna). The
argument runs thus :- the common conditions (sadharana karana),
viz., self-mind-contact (atma-manah-saniyoga) etc. are present both
in the case of valid cognitions (prama) and invalid cognitions
(aprama). Therefore, wvalid cognition (prama) and invalid
cognitions (apramd) is due to some conditions other than common
conditions (sadhdarana I:cc?rana bhinna). Now valid cognition (prama)
and invalid cognition (apramd) is not of the same nature. Hence,
valid cognition (pramad) is due to attributes (gunajanya) and invalid
cognition (aprama) is due to defects (dosajanya).This type of
pervaded relation (vyapti sambandha) is ascertained by the method
of agreement and disagreement (anvayi-vyatireki) which runs thus --
where there is defect there is invalid cognition (aprama) and where

there is attribute (guna) there is valid cognition (prama). (prama
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jhdana samanyakdranabhinna karanajanya janyajiatvat apramavat).
Hence, the presence of attribute (guna) along with the absence of
defects (dosa), for Visvanatha, makes the sufficient ground for the

origination of valid cognition (prama).

Now , one may raise the question that if the absence of defect
(dosabhava) and the presence of attribute (guna) makes the ground
for fhe origination of valid cognition (prama), then the definition is
affected by the fallacy of overcoverage (ativydpti). Because the
above mentioned criterion is fulfilled in the case of indeterminate
perception (nirvikalpaka pratyaksa), but it is not recognised as valid
cognition (prama) in Nyijra system. One point deserves a mention
here that Visvanatha presents the above mentioned criterion in the
context of explaining the nature (svaripa) of wvalid cognition
(prama), but not in the context of defining it. So, the above
mentioned criterion merely explains the nature (svaripa) of valid
cognition (pramad), but not a definition (laksana) at all. Visvanatha
defines valid cognition initially as “bhramabhinnamiti”, and finally
“tatprakarakamyajatamtadvisesyakam”. This expression, Visvanatha
himself holds, is similar to “radvati tatprakaraka anubhavah
yatharthah” *®. Gangesa also initially supports this definition and
finally presents a logical modified version of it. Hence, “radvati
tatprakaraka anubhavah” become the centrifugal force of the Nyaya
definition of valid cognition (prama).

|

Let us explain the meaning of this definition. The word ‘rat’
means the determinate property (prakara) which is the yard stick of
measuring valid cognition (pramd), and the word ‘tadvati’ (the
suffix ‘vat’ means the locus) means the determinandum or the locus
of the determinate property (viSesya). Thus, the meaning of the
definition is :- a cognition is valid (yathartha) if we cognize

something as having some determinate property where it actualy
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exists. Naturally, a cognition would be invalid (ayathartha) if we
we cognize something as having some determinate property where it
actually does not exist. For example, when someone cognizes a rope
as a rope and expressed it in the form of ‘this is a rope’ (idam rajju)
-- here ‘this’ (idam) is determinandum (viSesya) and ‘rope’ (rajju) is
the determinate property (prakara / visesana) i.e. he /she is
cognizihg the rope as having the property ropeness, hence the
cognition is a valid one (yathartha). Since ropeness actually exist in
rope and not to any other object. When someone, on the other hand,
cognizes the rope as a snake and expressed it in the form ‘this is a
snake’ (ayam sarpah) -- here he / she is cognizing the rope as
having the property of snakeness which actually does not exist,

hence, his / her cognition is an invalid one (ayathartha).

One point deserves a mention here that in Nyaya-Vaisesika
system when someone cognizes an individual (vyakti) side by side
he / she cognizes the universal (jati) also of that individual by super
natural perception (alaukika pratyaksa). the above mentioned
example has mainly two components, viz., ‘this’ (idam - visesya)
and ‘rope having the property ropeness’ (rajjutva - viSesana

/prakara).

Professor J.N.Mohanty shows in explaining this ‘real

definition’?’

(tadvati tatprakaraka anubhavah) has two parts -- viz.,
epistemological and ont{:ological. “The expression ‘tatprakarakatva’
refers to an epistemological situation, namely to the fact that the
knowledge under consideration has ‘that’ (tat) as its qualifier. The
expression °‘fadvati’ refers to a correlative ontological situation,
namely to the fact that that which is a qualifier of the knowledge
under consideration (also) really belongs to the object of that

knowledge”. The cognition “tadvati tatprakarakatva”, for him, is a

“hybrid” entity. Truth or validity (pramanya), for the Naiyayikas,
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could not be the exclussive property of cognition alone, side by side
it is designation of real property. This is the reason that word “rat”
has been used twice in the definition. And as truth (pramanya) 1s a
hybrid entity beside these two components, namely the
determinandum (visesya) and the determinate property (visesana),
there is another component viz., relation (sambandha) which is
technically called ‘samsarga’. The above mentioned definition of
valid cognition (prama), hence, fails to accommodate relation
(samsargatd) explicitly. Any cognition of the form “X is Y”, here,
‘X’ is the determinandum (viSesya), ‘is’ is a relation (samsarga) and
‘Y’ is the determinate property (prakara) -- this cognition though
apperantly has only three components actually has six components,
viz., ‘the cognition of X’, ‘the cognition of X-ness’, ‘the cognitio of
is’, ‘the cognition of Is-ness’, ‘the cognition of Y’and ‘the cognition
of Y-ness’. Hence, the explicit logical form of the definition of
valid cognition (prama) would be “tannistha visesyata niripTta
samavaya sambandhavacchinna prakdratdnistha prakaratd visista

anubhavah yathartha°.

Gangesa concludes that if the truth is apprehended
intrinsically, there would not have the doubt about it in the valid
cognition in the non-familiar cases. As soon as a cognition is
apprehended, its truth would also be apprehended. If the truth is not
surely apprehended, the ascertainment of truth cannot be taken as
intrinsic. If the valid cognition is not apprehended at all, there is no
question of doubt due to not having the cognition of something
having attributes (dharmijfianabhavat). (siddhantastu pramanyasya
svato  grahe’nabhyasadasotpannajiiane  tatsamsayo na  syat,
jhanagrahe pramanyanicayat. Aniscaye va na svatah

pramapyagrahah. Jianagrahe dharmijfianabhavat na samsayah. )3,
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In the unfamiliar cases we, after having a cognition, ask — ‘Is
this cognition true or not’. But so far as familiar cases are
concerned, there does not arise doubt as the previous experience
serves as an assurance, which is supported by Vacaspati Mishra in
the Tatparyatika (‘abhyasadasapannasya tajjatiyatvena

- = b)
pramanyanumanam’).

Doubt presupposes (a) cognition of the substantive (dharmi)
(b) remembering two which are mutually contradictory as alternative
qualifiers and (c¢) lack of the perceptionof any specific feature
through which either of the alternatives is universally concomitant.
(“samdnanekadharmopapattervipratipatterupalabdhyanupalabdhyav

./ . ¢« 7/
yavasthatascavisesapekso vimarsah samsayah”*?

The doubt in the form - ‘Is this cognition true or not ?’
presupposes (a) cognition of the qualificand or substantive which in
the present context is the cognition whose truth-value is doubted,
(b) remembering two mutually contradictory properties like truth
and falsity and (c) the absence of the perception of any specific
“character which can establish one specific character i.e. true after

excluding another.

According to the presupposition (a), the above mentioned
cognition (dharmijfidna) must be apprehended, because a cognition,
according to the Mimamsakas, is apprehended together with its
truth. Hence, there isl no possibility of doubt. As one of the
alternative qualifiers is known before, doubt about it cannot come.
The certainty in the initial stage about truth can remove doubt in the
following moment only. This doubt remains in the subsequent

moment.

53



There may be three possible situations. Either cognition is
apprehended along with its truth or cognition is apprehended
without its truth or cognition is not apprehended at all. In the first
case doubt is not at all possible. The intrinsic theory of validity
(svatah pramanyavada) has to be given up if the second alternative
1s possible. In the concluding stage doubt is not also possible due to

the ignorance of the substantive.

Gangesa concludes that the possibility of doubt about truth
cannot be explained by the Mimamsakas. For the Mimamsakas the
conditions that generate the apprehension of a cognition are also the
conditions of the apprehension of the truth of the cognition. These
conditions are present and hence they like the apprehension of truth

would ward off the possibility of doubt about the truth.

It may be argued that in the case of inference the truth is
apprehended extrinsically in as much as it is free of doubt about all
kinds of error. In an inference the property of the valid cognition of
fire in the locus of smoke is determined by the rule accompanied by
truth and it is cognized through apperception (anuvyavasaya). As
this is specifically seen, there is no doubt of its non-validity. As
there prevail the certainty of the truth, which is again, ascertained
through the absence of doubt of its non-validity, one has an
unwavering inclination (niskampa pravriti) towards an object. It is
possible because one las the correct inferential cognition of an
object. In fact, as per the theory of extrinsic validity (paratah) the
ascertainment of truth is not the cause of activityin the form of
inclination. In the same way, there cannot be the doubt of validity in
the case of apperception (gnuvyavasaya) due to having truth as per
rule. One who does not really cognize does not have the awareness —

‘I cognize’. In another way it can be said that no body can acquire
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the valid cognition of a cloth in the case of the valid cognition of a

jar in the form — ‘I really cognize a cloth’.

This is true as per rules of extrinsic validity but not intrinsic
one. We generally express in our introspection those that are really
known. It is not possible to say an object as known though it is
unknown. Hence, there is no reason for doubt. Even when a shell is
enormously known as silver, its introspection is so i.e. erroneous. It
describes an object existing in the primary cognition. Though
silverness does not remain in a shell, we have introspection as a
silver as being a content of primary cognition. In other words,
silverness has become a qualifier of the initial cognition
(vyavasaya) and hence there is no bar of having its apperception or

introspection in the same form.

Gangesa has also considered the view of Vacaspati regarding
the intrinsic apprehension of truth of the cognition arising in the
state of habitual cognition (abhydsadasd). In this context the
validity or truth is apprehended ab initio, as our unwavering
inclination is possible very swiftly’’. In the cases other than these
there is the extrinsic validity of truth (paratah). This view of
Vacaspati is not acceptable. Gangesa is of the opinion that the truth
or validity is ‘the property of not being limited by the chief
qualifier which is the absentee of the absolute negation existing in a
qualificand’ ; (visesya-nisthatyantabhava-
pratiyogiprakaranavacchinna-tvadikam pramanyam), which is not
possible in an intrinsic validity of truth. It may be explained with
the help of a concrete example. In the case of the knowledge of a
jar, the truth of it is the property of not being limited by the
qualifier i.e. a cloth which is an absentee of the absolute negation of
a cloth remaining in the qualificand i.e jar. In a simple way, when a

jar is known as such but not as otherwise is a truth which is not
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available through extrinsic cognition (paratah). The quick
inclination is possible due to having initial cognition free from the
doubt of invalidity and it is possible through the apprehension of its
by introspection of the qualificand possesing the property of being a
knowledge of body having hands, legs etc. Even if one has the

knowledge of truth (pramanya), it does not incline us to activity.

The quick inclination to an individual’s own work depends on
his own causes. Gangesa gives his own explanation as to how there
could be such spontaneous activity in the case of habitual cognition
through the truth is not intrinsically apprehended. Mathuranath
explains the matter in the following manner and has given two
suggestions. The first goes as follows. The introspection
(anuvyavasaya) apprehends the initial cognition — ‘this is a body’ as
characterised by a cognition of body having limbs. The latter part or
character is the mark through which the truth of the knowledge is
apprehended. Perception of something pervaded by truth leads to the
inference of the truth which accounts for our activities. The second
suggestion goes like this. The initial cognition, if not disturbed by
any doubt about its falsity directly leads us to the world of activity.

In such a case the knowledge of truth does not lead to activity.

It may be asked how could there be a quick inferential
cognition of truth. Gangesa is of the opinion that the circumstances
are favourable to the qI%lick inference of truth. A thirsty person has
an immediate and unfailing tendency to quench thirst on the
perception of water. From this it does not follow that the thirsty
person has a perceptual cognition of the power of water to quench
thirst. In another way it is not necessary to apprehend the truth of
his knowledge of water for him. Before the involvement in an
activity he had perceives it as something having the characteristics

of having the property of being similar with others. It is the mark of
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removing doubt and due to the absence of doubt the appropriate
activity follows without any delay. From this it can be concluded
that in the case of extrinsic validity of truth there no cause for
apprehending truth is found (vastutastu paratah pakse na kacidapi

pramanyagrahah pravartatkafz)34 if there is prior doubt in the truth

of the knowledge.

%ok
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definition but real definition in the same that they are
designation of real properties that serve to distinguish
the difiniendum from all that is other than it. Hence a
definiens may be said to designate an entity. In present

case it may be said to designate an entity only when the
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31)

32)

33)

variable has been , given a value,”--- Gangesas theory of
Truth  ---  Introduction- P.43. (Footnote  35),
J.N.Mohanty, Santiniketan, V.B 1966.

“Tannistha vis'e;yatc’i niriplta samarvaya
sambandh@vacchinna prakarifanistha prakarata visista
anubhavah yathartha.” Tarkasamgraha-
adhyapanasahitah, P-223 (Bengali version), Narayan
Chandra Goswami Sanskrit Pustaka Bhandar, 2nd revised

edition 1390 Bangabda.

Siddhantastu pramanyasya svato grahe
nabhyasadasotpannajfiane tatsamsayo na syat, jianagahe
primanyaniscayat. Aniscaye va na svatah
pramanyagrahah. Jiianagrahe dharmijiianabhavat na
sanis/ayai.z. ” Gangesa’s Pramanya (jAapti) vada, Para No.
22.

“samananekadharmopapatte-
rvipratipatterupalabdhyanupalab dyavyavast_hﬁtas’ca

viscesapeksovimargah salﬁs/alyah”- N.S. 1.1.23.

“Yattvanumanasya nirastasamastavibhramasandasya
svata eva i pramanyagraha ityuktam; tat- dhumavati
vahnijfianatvamanumiteh
pramanyaniyatamanuvyavasayenopanitam, ato
vis’egadarsananna tatraprimanyasanketi,
préfmﬁpyaniscayédevaprama‘u}yasankavirahadartharﬁ
nis'cityanigkampavyavahc'lra ityabhiprayah. Vastutastu
paratahpakse na kvacidapi pramapyagrahah pravartaka

iti.  Evamanuvyavasdyasya  pramanyaniyatatvat  na
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34)

primanyasarka. Na hyajanan Janamiti pratyeti, no va
ghatajiiagne patam Janamiti. Bhramepi anuvyavasayena
rajatatvadikam vyavasdyaprakaratvenollikhyate tacca
tathaiva. Yattvabhyasadasdydm Jhatiti
pracuratarani.gk‘ampapravrttidarsimc’zt pramanyam svata
eva grhyate, anyatra tu parata iti.” Ganges'a’s

Pramanya(jnapti)vada Para No 55.

visesyanigthatyantabhavapratiyogiprakaranavacchinnatva
dikam primanyam svatograhitumasakyamiti parata eva
grhyate. ~Jhatiti pravritistu karacarandadimati

7/ - .~ - - . - -
sarirajiidnatvadervisesasyanuvyavasdyena

grahadaprimanyasankasunyddvyavasayddeva, na
pramanyajfianam pravartakamityuktam. Jhatiti

tatsamavadhdnantu svakaranadhinam. Na hi pipdsunam
Jhatiti  pracuratard samartha ca pravrttirambhasiti,
pipdsopasamanasaktirasya pratyaksa iti. Ibid, This part
1s also elucidated by J.N. Mohanty in his book
‘Gangesa’s Theory of Truth® P-227-229.

* kK koK
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The Advaita

" Concept of Prama

Nyaya and Vedanta both are authoritarian ration'allistic systems
of philosophy, since both believe in the authority of the Vedas.
Consequently, both the systems have given more emphasis on
suffering of man rather than the change of worldly objects or the
distinction between appearance and reality. The subject matters like
the - distinction between appearance and reality, also change or
evolution of worldly objects, specially in Vedanta, come under the
purview of philosophical discussion secondarily as they are
primarily akin to explain the end of suffering and goal of liberation
(moksa). Although both the systems have the common goal, the
approaches of explaining the Universe as a whole (drsti) being
different they come in conflict in each other regarding the concepts
and also technical terms (paribhdasa) of the Vedas. Interestihgly,
inspite of these conflicts the Nyaya, so far the classical texts are
concerned, has not taken Vedanta as opponents (puarvapaksa)
seriously. Vedanta, al;nong the authoritarian systems, had an
important place in the history of Indian philosophy. But the
emergence of the Neo-Naiyayik.as have shadowed the glamour of
Vedanta. Navya-Nyaya becomes the lamp or search light of studies
(pradz'pasarvavidyﬁnamupayah)1. Dharmaraja Adhvarindra follows
the Nyaya logic for explaining Advaita-Vedanta in his monograph
(prakarana) “Vedanta-paribhaga” and presents a fitted answer to

the Naiyayikas. But the Naiyayikas have yet to respond to
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Adhvarindra. Thus re-examination of Vedanta-paribhasa, for
explaing Nyaya epistemology in modern times, becomes en essential

one.

The term ‘advaita’ means non-dualism. By ‘non-dualism’,
some thinkers understood monism. But ‘non-dualism’ and ‘monism’
are not synonymous. The term ‘monism’ signifies the trend towards
definite description. But the Advaitins seems to describe Brahman in
an obscure way. Brahman, in this system is described in a negative
way (by the method of ‘neti .. . neti’). It is described as
attributeless (mirgupa), having no limiting adjuncts (nirupadhika),
having no limited existence i.e. all pervading (vibhu), not capable of
being described (anirvacaniya). The Advaitins, however, have
accepted three types of reality, viz. transcendental (paramarthika),
phenomenal (vyavaharika) and apparent (prc‘xtibhd.gikd) as a starting
point of theorization only. The transcendental reality (paramarthika
sartd) 1s the ultimate goal of life. And, this transcendental reality is
indescribable (anirvacaniya). Hence, the term ‘advaita’ should be

understood as ‘non-dualism’ rather than ‘monism’.

This Absolute Reality is Pure Consciousness (Visuddha
Caitanya) i.e. something positive and at the same time it is
indescribable (anirvacaniya). It is not just an apex of thought which
signifies the unattainability of that imaginary object. Absolute
Reality of the Advaitins is very much attainable and enjoyable but
this enjoyment cannot be described by words. As the enjoyment of
the Absolute Reality (Brahman) cannot be incarnated by words, it is
not within the purview of epistemology (pramanasastra). Now, the
question is : what is the need of epistemology in Advaita Vedanta?
It is earlier mentioned that epistemology (pramanpasastra) presenfs
meta-physics in a sound way. Now the question is : How does

epistemology play this role in this system? Real, in this system, in
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our opinion, is a unified substratum underlying many, but not one,
because it is indescribable. Hence, without the acceptance of
diversity one cannot say that within these apparent diversities there

is harmony. This harmony is in terms of Brahman or Atman.

Common people cannot cognize this attributeless Brahman
without its conception. This is why the Vedantins advocates for
theorization that Brahman has two types of charcterstic feature --
essential (svarupa) and secondary (tatastha). The essential
characterstics of an object remains as long as the object remains

("Yavallakgyakala manavasthitatve sati yadsyavartakam”’,

But the
secondary characterstic feature is essentialto give a panorama of
realityso that one becomes acquainted with it. These seconmdary
features are true only in the phenomenal level bit false in the
transcendental level. After cognizing the true nature of phenomenal

objects a tendency to transcend these arises in one’s mind. Unless

one cognizes the phenomenal world, one cannot reach the .

transcendental world. Thus epistemology (pramanasastra), in
Advaita Vedanta, vouches for falsity only but not for truth.
Phenomenal world is just the laddar for the origination of a
tendency to acquire the Absolute Reality. Hence the Upanisadic
seers have suggested three methods of the self—reélization — hearing
(sravana), thinking (manana) and meditation (nidhidhyasana). The
Gita also suggests to adopt the best method of learning “paripdtena
pariprasnena sevaya”. iThus, epistemology (pramanasastra), in this
system also, is ‘essential to present the metaphysical part in a sound

way.

Advaitins hold that non-contradiction (avddhita) is the crucial
mark (laksana) of valid cognition (pramd). Dharmaraja Adhvarindra
is in a little bit of doebt, in the first chapter of Veddnta-paribhasa,

whether non-contradiction (avadhita) is taken as the only mark of
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valid cognition. Because some Indian thinkers also advocate that
‘prior unknown’ (anadhigata) is also one of the mark of valid
cognition (prama). If memory (smrti) comes under the purview of
valid cognition then that cognition lacks the property of mnovelty,
since memory originates from bare mental impressions only
(samskara matra) cognized before. So these thinkers exclude
memory from the purview of valid cognition (prama). But, some |
thinkers argue that even in memory there is novelty. Because, in the
case of memory the object is past experience itself and it is known
as different in different moments and the objects are not tautologies.
Adhvarindra does not enter into the cbntroversy whether in the case
of memory there is novelty or it is a mere repitition of the same. So,
he puts two definitions of valid cognition (pramd) in the first
chapter of his monograph - ‘Vedanta-paribhasa’ of which one
definition includes memory (smrti) as valid cognition (pramd) and
the other definition excludes memory (smrti) from the purview of

valid cognition®.

The first definition which excludes memory (smrti) from the
purview of valid cognition runs thus :- a valid cognition is that
cognition having some object as 1its content which is not
contradicted by any other cognition and which is not known before
(tatra smrti vyavritam
pramatvamanadhigatavadhitarthavisayakajiiatvam). Here the term
‘unacquired’ (qnadhigo;ta) excludes memory from the purview of
valid cognition. And, the second definition includes memory which
runs thus :- a valid cognition is that cognition having some object as
its content which is not contradicted by any other cognition (smrti

sadharanantu avadhitarthavisayakajiatvam).

If the second definition is accepted then there is no problem in

explaining persistent cognition (dharavahika jiana). But, if the first
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definition is acceptéd, some thinkers hold, then the definition
suffers from the fallacy of under coverage (avyapti). Because, while
someone is percieving an object more then one moment then the
perception of the object of second moment and the rest only repeats
the same object and consequently, there is no novelty in subsequent
moments. But in Advaita-Vedanta persistent cognition (dharavahika
jiaana) is considered as an instance of valid cognition -- hence, a

parédox follows.

Adhvarindra presents two solutuions to get rid of this
objection. One is borrowed from the Bhatta Mimamsakas and the

other is from the Advaitins point of view.

From the Bhatta’s point of view, it is argued that in the case
of persistent cognition (dharavahika jiana) time (kala) is also
involved to that object of cognition. Although, time has no colour
(rupa), it is an undeniable fact that different time moments are -
perceptible through our senses. So in the case of persist.ent |
cognition (dharavahika jiana), though the bare object is the same,
different time moments make the content of the object novel. So, the
perception of the object, in the case of persistent cognition
(dharavahika jrana), at the first moment is different from the
perception of object at subsequent moments. So, ‘novelty’ remains
in the case of persistent cognition (dharavahika jiiana) also.

Secondly, from tﬁe point of view of the Advaitins ontological
set up it is argued that in the case of persistent cognition
(dharavahika jiana), we cognize the same object. Because here the
same modification of mind (antahkaranavrtti) persists through
different time moments. A modification of mind (antahkaranavriti)
for Advaitins, persists till another counter modification of mind

(antahkaranavrtti) originates. As the modification of mind is the
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same, the corresponding cognition is also the same. From the
Advaitins point of view, we have only one mental modification
(antahkaranavrtti) vis-a-vis one cognition in different time moments
of persistent cognition also. So the question of repitition of

cognition does not arise at all in this system”.

Let us justify the crucial mark (laksana) of valid cognition -
(prama), viz., non-contradiction (avadhita). It is said that a
cognition would be valid if and only if it is not contradicted by
subsequent cognition. But the Advaitins have recognised three types
of reality (satta) -- viz., transcendental (paramarthika), phenomenal
(vyavaharika) and apparent (pratibhasika). Cognition of ‘rope as
snake’ is apparent (pratibhdasika), because such cognitions have no
use to lead our practical life and also contradicted by cognitions
which serve our practical (vyavaharika) life. So apparent cognitions
are instances of invalid cognition (aprama). And when we percieve
‘a snake as a snake’, then our cognition is a valid one (prama).
Because such cognitions are not contradicted (vadhita) by
subsequent mundane (vyavahdarika) cognitions. But, the Advaitins
consider transcendental reality (paramarthika sattd) or cognition of
Pure Consciousness (Brahman) only as the only Ultimate Reality.
When one realizes Pure Consciousness, all the so called usefull
cognitions of common sense become meaningless (mithyda) to him.
The phenomenal (vyavahdrika) cognitions are also contradicted by
transcendental (pc’zramci?rthika) cognition. So, some thinkers hold
that the Advaité definition of valid cognition (prama) is affected by
the fallacy of under coverage (avyapti). Adhvarindra, here, argues
that phenomenal or mundane (vyavaharika) cognitions are only
contradicted (vadhita) by transcendental (paramarthika) cognition
and not by any phenomenal cognition (Atmdniscayat Brahma

saksatkaraparyantam ityartha)’. So the definition of valid cognition
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(prama) does not suffer from the fallacy of under coverage

(avyapti).

Now one may argue that apparent cognitions (pratibhasika)
may also not be contradicted by other apparent cognitions
(pratibhdsika). Apparent cognitions (pratibhasika) are only
contradicted by phenomenal one (vyavaharika). So the Advaitins
definition of valid cognition (prama) is affected by the fallacy of
over coverage (ativyapti). Hence, the answer of Adhvarindra would
be that conditions (epistemic / non-epistemic) for the emergence of
transcendental (paramarthika) cognition and the conditions for the
emergence of mundane or phenomenal (vyavaharika) cognitions are
totally different. But the conditions for the emergence of both
mundane (vyavaharika) as well as apparent (pratibhasika)
cognitions are the same. Having the similar conditions (epistemic, /
non;epistemic) apparent cognition is contradicted by mundane or
phenomenal (vyavaharika) cognition. Hence, the definition of valid
cognition (prama) does not suffer from the fallacy of over coverage

(ativyapti).

Validity (pramanya), for Adhvarindra, persists both in
memory (smrti) and immediate experience (anubhuti). What is a
valid cognition (prama) ? Adhvarindra finally presents his own
definition of valid cognition in Chapter-VI of Vedanta-paribhasa as
- ‘when something is cognized as having some property where that
property actually exists and 1s the efficacious to successful
inclination which originates either from memory or from immediate
experiences is called valid cognition (tathahi
smrtyanubhavasadharanam samvadipravrttyanukiilam tadvati

tatprakarakam jiiatvam pramanyam)®.
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Visvanatha holds that valid cognition (prama) is attribute-
generated (gupajanya),  because the general conditions
(jAanasamanyasamagriprayojyam) remains both in the case of valid
cognition as well as invalid cognition. Adhvarindra does not find
any justification for supportuing Visvanatha’s view. If wvalid
cognition, for him, is considered as attribute-generated (guna
janya); there would be eternal relation (nitya sambandha) between |
valid cognition (prama) and attribute (guna). But no such relation is
found between valid cognition (prama) and attribute (guna).
Visvanatha further holds that sense-object-contact (indriydrtha
sannikarsa), consideration i.e. the cognition of pfobans existing on
the subject (linga paramarsa), cognition of significance (zatparya
jaana) and cognition of similarity (sadrSya jriana) is the attribute
(guna) of perception, inference, verbal testimony and comparison
respectively. But, Adhvarindra shows that if sense-object-contact be
the attribute of perception, then in each and every case of perceptual
cognition the sense-object-contact would exist. But, for the
perception of colour etc., (ripadi) and for the perception of the soul
such contact is not possible. Because for sense-object-contact our
sense-organ might contact with the part (avayava) of the object,
viz., colour, etc. But colour, etc., (riapadi), the soul (atma) is having
no part (avayava). But, inspite of the absence of the part (avayava)
we  percieve such objects. Therefore sense-object-contact
(indriyartha sannikar.gra) is not the necessary condition for
perceptual cognition. Hence, perceptual valid cognitions (pratyaksa

pramad) are not attribute-generated (guna janya)’.

The same holds good in the case of inference, verbal
testimony and comparison also. For Visvanatha, cognition of the
actual existence of the probans in the subject (sallinga paramarsa)

is the attribute of inference (anumana). But Adhvarindra shows that
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inspite of the existence of defective probans in the subject
(asallinga paramarsa) some inferences are taken as valid which 1s
not. contradicted by getting the desired object (asallinga
paramarSadisthabhapi visayavadhena anumityadeh pramﬁtvat)g.
Moreover, the Naiyayikas also consider two types of argument viz.,
bad argument (kutarka) and good argument (sutarka). A bad
argument (kutarka) is that which contradicts with the assertions of
the Vedas i.e. sometimes the proper logical form i.e the actual
existence of the probans on the subject (sallinga paramarsa) which
has been taken as the attribute of inference, has been denied and its
contradictory assertion is accepted. Thus there is no need to
consider any attribute more and above the geheral conditions for the

origination of valid cognition (prama).

Again, inspite of the presence of the sense-object-contact for
perceptual cognition, we sometimes mistake the white conchshell as
the yellow one. This instance at least shows that the presence of .
attribute (guna) is not the special condition (asadharana karana).
Because, we have seen in Chapter-II of this thesis that Visvanatha
supports the Old-Naiyayika’s view of instrumental condition
(karana). The Old-Naiyayikas defines instrumental condition in the
sense that which -being present the effect immediately follows
(phalayoga vyavacchinnam asadharanam karanam karanam). This
inconsistency, perhaps, is felt by Visvanatha himself. This is why he
also considers himself that the presence of attribute (guna) and the
absence of defects (dosa) taken together is the cause for the
origination of valid cognition (prama). Hence, Adhvarindra, in the
first argument shows that the acceptance of attribute is not
necessary for explaining the origination of valid cognition (prama)

and concludes that the presence of the general conditions
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(sadharana karana) along with the absence of defects (dosa) is the

cause for the origination of valid cognition (prama).

Now, the opponents may argue that the acceptance of general
conditions (sadharana kdarana) as the cause of valid cognition
(prama) is affected by the fallacy of over coverage (ativyapti).
Because, the general conditions present both in the case of valid
cognitions as well as invalid cognitions. Adhvarindra, here, argues
that for the emergence of valid cognitions the mere presence of
general conditions is not sufficient, but the absence of defects
(dosabhava) is also necessary. Thus he concludes that invalid
cognition is due to the presence of defective general conditions and
valid cognition is due to the presence of general conditions which
are not affected by any defect (na caivam apramapi prama syat
JjAanasamanyasamagryavisesaditi vdacyam/ dosabhavasyapi

hetutvangikarat)®.

Now the question is : how validity (pramanya) of a certain
cognition, for Vedantins, be cognized or be apprehended ? Is the
validity (prdmdnya) be cognized simultaneously along with the
origination of that cognition in question ? The Advaitins, unlike the
Naiyayikas, answer it positively, i.e. they believe in the intrinsic
validity of cognition (svatah-pramanyavada). A cognition would be
intrinsically valid only if the validity of cognition is conditioned by
the very conditions% which condition the cognition itself

(vavatsvdsrayagrahakasamagrigrahyatvam).

The Advaitins, generally, define validity (pramanya) with
regard to non-contradictory character (avadhitatva). But for the
ascertainment of a particular cognition whether it is contradictory or
not, we have to depend upon subsequent cognition. Because it is

absurd to suppose that a cognition is from within as incapable of
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contradiction in future. Goudabrahmanandi like thinkers here
suggest that contradictory character (avadhitatva) has to be
explained as ‘the property of being a cognition of anything which
has not been to be contradictory so far (pramanyam
vyavaharakalavacchinnasya mithyatvani§cayavisayatvasya ya as-
rayah tadvisayakadhisvarapam)'®. If validity is taken in this sense
even then the cognition is intrinsically true only from the point of
view of apprehension (jiapti) and not from the point of view of
origination (utpatti). So, Madhusudana Sarasvati argues that non-
contradictedness (avadhitatva) refers not merely to the absence of
coniradiction at the time of knowing (vyavaharakalabadhyatva), but

also to the absence of contradiction in future.

Madhusudana goes a further step and suggests that the term
‘unacquired’ (anadhigata), to keep the Advaita theory on the track
of phenomenal demand, has a prime value. He upholds that validity
(pramanya) is ‘the property of being a certain apprehansion of an
object which was previously unknown
(ajfiatarthani$cayatmakatvameva prc’zmdpyamasm&tpak,se)“. Truth in
this sense, Mohanty’s observation on Madhusudana’s claim,
“sat‘isfies three needs : it 1s capable of being apprehended svatah as
the theory demands, and further it can account for unwavering
activity (niscampa pravrtti) as the phenomenal demand . it does not
belong to error, for the content of erroneous apprehension, e.g the
snake in rope-snake illﬁsion, exists only when it is been perceived

and therefore has no unknown existence (ajiata satta)”'?

It is true that this explanation saves the Advaita theory from
the fallacy of over coverage (ativyapti) with regards to doubt
(samsaya), because for the perception of ‘rope as snake’ prior
peréeption of rope and snake is needed and the above definition

excludes prior cognition (adhigata) from the purview of wvalid
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cognition. It is also true that such prior unacquired cognitions are

only cognized by the witness-consciousness (saksi-caitanya).

But the definition fails to distinguish between error
(vip'arydya) and valid cognition (pramd). Because, prior unacquired
error cognition may have the certainty also confirmed by the
Witness-consciousness (saksi-caitanya) from the very beginning of -
the origination of that cognition. To save the theory from this
change Madhusudana equates valid cognitionhood (pramatva) with
cognitionhood (jrianatva). Truth (pramanya), for him, predicated to
cognition only. Error is not a species of cognition at all. Error
(viparyaya) 1s totally excluded from the purview of cognition
(jiana), and, yet he defines cognition in terms of error and vice-
versa. .Consequently, the fallacy of circularity (cakrakadosa)

follows.

Adhvarindra does not think that error (viparyaya) and right
cognition (prama) are two parallel concepts, rather he thinks like
the Naiyayikas that error and right cognition are the two species of
cognition in general. Because both the species of cognition originate
from the general conditions (jaanasamanyasamagri prayojyam).
This is why Adhvarindra finally, unlike Madhusudana, in Chapter-
VI of his Monograph (prakarana) “Vedanta-paribhdsa”, supports
the definition of valid cognition (pramada) which excludes the term
‘unécquired’ (anadhigc%zta) and to save it from the charge of
psychological ascertainment only (svatah jhapti matra), he
supplements the term ‘the cognition of a determinate property which
actually exists to that determinandum’ (tadvati tatprakaraka

jAanatvam)'?.

Now, one may argue that even 1in phenomenal Ilevel

(vyavaharikadasa) some cognitions may form a coherent system in
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such a way that the component cognitions of that system mutually
support each other 1i.e. non-contradicted (avddhita) among
themselves but is contradicted (vadhita) by another phenomenal
coherent system and also both the system are useful to lead our
practical life -- in such a situation both the systems could not be
true at the same time and therefore, only one system could be
accepted. This is the reason, perhaps, that the term ‘efficacious to
successful inclination’ (samvdadipravrttyanukulam) has been asserted
and it has to be measured in terms of the Transcendental Truth
(paramarthika sat). ‘Efficacious to successful inclination’ may be
taken as the linking point between Transcendental Truth
(paramarthika sat) and phenomenal truth (vyavaharika sat). This

could be the reason of Adhvarindra’s assertion that the instruments

of valid cognition has two types of validity -- phenomenal and
Transcendental (... pramananam  pramanyam dvividham,
vyavaharika tattvavedakatvam paramarthika

tattvavedakatvarceti)'*. Otherwise, from the same condition two
types of effect are not possible which once again, proves that
phenomenal truths might have some link with the Transcendental
Trurh. Hence, contradictory coherent systems of valid cognition, in
Advaita theory, are not possible. The Advaita theory of wvalid
cognition, therefore, aims at reaching an ever-expanding, all-
inclussive method of cognition. Hence, there is no scope of grades
of truth in phenomenal level in this system. Besides, the system is

|
capable of accomodating invalid cognitions also.

The Advaitins believe in the intrinsic truth of valid cognition
(svatah pramapyavada). Now the question is : if cognitions are
intrinsically valid, why there is doubt regarding the validity of some
cognitions. A cognition would be intrinsically valid if the truth of

cognition also is vouched for and cognized by the inherent
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conditions of the cognition itself. Now one may argue that
Adhvarindra’s concept of valid cognition does not arise from the
inherent conditions only. Because, valid cognition (prama), for him,
is due to the presence of general conditions as well as due to the
absence of defects and, of course, these absence of defects are not
inherent conditions. Therefore, these external conditions are not
grasped by the witness-consciousness (saksi-caitanya) at the time of
origination of the cognition. Here, Adhvarindra’s answer is that
validity of cognition (pramanya) would be extrinsic only if its
origination is conditioned by some adventitious positive entity
(agantukabhavakaranapeksayameva paratastavat). But the absence
of defects (dosabhava) is a negative entity. Therefore, the cognition
is intrinsically valid (svatah pramanya). And as the invalidity is
conditioned by adventitious positive entity i.e. presence of some
defects (dosa janya) along with the presence of the general

conditions, it is extrinsically valid (paratah pramanya)®’.

% %%
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1995.

3) “ Tatra pramayah karanam pramdnam. Tatra smrti-vyavritam
pramatvamanadhigatavadhitdrthavisayakajnanatvam,
smrtisadharanantu avadhitarthvavisayakajnanatvam”- Visaya

- paricchada- P-3. Ibid.

4) “... Nirupasyapi kalasya indriyavedyatva bhyupagamana,
dharavahika-buddherapi purva purvajnanavisaya-tattatksane-
vis’e.gavi.gayc?katvena na tatra a\;yaptih. Kinca siddhante
dhawvahika buddhisthale na jnanabhedah, kintu yavad
ghatasphuranam tavadghatakarantah karanavritth ekaiva, na
u nana, vriieh svavirodhi- Vritutpattiparyanta-
sthayitvabhyupagmdt, tathaca tatpratiphalita caitanyarupam
ghatadijianamapil tatra tavatkalinam ekameva iti na

avyaptisaﬁzk&pi”. Visaya paricchada- P3. 1bid.

5) “Nanu siddhdnte ghatademirthyatvena vadhitatvat katham
tajjiam prama? Ucyate. Brahmasaksatkarantaram hi ghata-di-
-nam badhah, “yatra trasya sarvatmaivabhut tat kena kam

pasyet” iti stuteh. Na tu samsaradasayam vadhah, “yatra hi
7
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dvaitamiva bhavati taditara itaram pasyati,” iti sruteh.

Tathdava avddhita-padena sarr'zsc'irdas’a’yamav&dhitatvarh

vivaksitam, iti ghatadipramdyam na avyaptih. Taduktam—
dehatomapratyayo yadvat pramanatvena kalpitah/
laukikam tadvadevedam pramanantvAtmanisvayat//

iti. A Atmaniscdyat Brahmasdksdatkdraparyantam itydrthabh.

Laukikam iti ghatadijndnam ityarthah. ” Visaya paricchada — P

4-5. Ibid.

6) “Evamuktdnam pramdnamdm pramanyam svata eva utpadyate,
jraayate ca. Tathahi smrtyanubhavasadharanam
samvadipravrityanukiilam takvati tat prakarakajinanatvam
pramanyam. Tacca jﬁdnasc’zmdhyasdmagrf prayojyam, na itu
adhikam gunamapeksate, pramamatre anugatagu;;tabhc'l:gi/t ”- Ch
V1 P-87.1Ibid.

7) “Napi pratyaksapramdyam bhuyo’avayavendriyasannikarsah,
rupadi-pratyakse dtmapratyakse ca tadbhavat, satyapi tasmin
“pitah samkha” iti pratyaksasya bhramatvdacca”- Ch VI P-
87.Ibid. |

8) “Ataeva na saftiri’gaparc’z‘mq;'a”dikamapi anumityadipramdyam
gunah, - asallingapavimarsadisthalepi visayabadhena

anumityadeh pramdtvat” 1bid.

9) “Na caivam apramapi prama syat
gﬁdnasa’?nc‘inyasamagrydvig edaditi  vdacyam. Dosabhavasyapi
hetutrangekardt. Na caivam paratastvam,

agantukabhavakarana pekqayagﬁeva paratastavat.” 1bid.
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10) “Pramanyam vyavahdrakatavacchinnasya
mithydtvamiséayavigayatvasya ya 5s/raya1;l
takvisayadadhisvarupam”. Again, “Mithyatvena éjﬁ’dtam yat
tadvigayakagndnatvaripapramatvasya
jndnasamanyagrahakasaksigrahyatva
rﬁpasvatogrdhyatva_sambhdvdt ”  Advaitasiddhi, P.351-352,

Gaudabrahamanandi. Advaitasiddhi edms.

11) “Aghatdrtha niscayatmakatvameva
pramapyamasmatpakse ”-Advaitaratnaraksanam, Madhusudan

Sarasvati, Advaitasiddhi edn. P.32.

12) “Truth in this sense, Madhusudan claims, satisfies three
needs it serves to distinguish right knowledge from error, it is
capable of being apprehended svatah as the theory demands,
and further it can account for unwavering activity (niskampa
pravrtti) as the phenomena demand. It does not belong to
error, for the content of erroneous apprehension, eg. The snake
in rope-snake illusion, exists only when it is being perceived
and therefore has no unknownd existence .(aj'ﬁefta satta).”

Gangesa’s Theory of Truth, Introduction, P. 18, J.N.Mohanty.

13) “Evamuktanam pramandmadm pramanyam svata  eva
utpadyate, jﬁdyat_e ca. Tathahi smrtyanubhavasadharanam
samvddiprav[ttydnl-ukulam takvati  tat prakdarakajiianatvam
pramanyam. Tacca jhAanasamanyasamagri prayojyam, na tu
adhikam gunamapeksate, pramamatre anugatagunabhadt”- Ch
VI P-87. Ibid.

14) “Evam nirapildndm pramdananam pramanyam dviv.ia’har{z

wyavatharika-tattva— veda- -katvam paramarthika-
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tattvavedakatra-ficeti. Tatra Brahmasvaripavagadhi
pramanavyatiriktdnam sarvapramanandmadyam pramanyam

tadvisayanam vyavahara-dasaydm badhabhavat. Dvitiyantu

jivabrahamaikyaparanam”  sadeva someyedamagra asit”
ityevamadenam “Fattvamasi”ityantanam, tadvisayasya
jevabrahmaikyasya kalatrayavadhyatvat. Taccaikyam
“Tattvam”—Padarthajfianadhinagnanam iti ~ prathamam

“Tat”—padartho laksama-pramanabhyam niripyate.” Vedanta

paribhagaprameyakdandatmdakah, Ch- 7™. P. 91 Ibid.

15) “Jidyate ca pramewpdm svatah. Sratogrdhyatvarica
dosdbhdve  sati  yavatsvasrayagrdhakasamagregrdhyatvam.
Svasrayo vritigianam tadgrahakam saksijianam. Tendpi
vrthighndne grhyamdne tadgatam pramdyyamapi grhyate.

Na caivam pramdpyasamsdayanupapattih, Tatra
sanisayanurodhena dosayapi sattvena dosabhava-ghatita-
svasrayagrahakabhanena tatra prchc‘ﬁ;zyasyaiVa agrahat.
Yadva ydvatsavasrayagrahakagrdhyayogyatvam  svatastvan
san'zsézyﬁsthale pramangyasya uktayogyata sattvehapi
_dogavasena agrahat na sanisayanupapattih.

Aprimanyantu na jiAna-samanya-
samagreproyogyam prdimdya@mapi apramanyapatteh. Kintu
dosdprayogyam. Napyapramanyam ' yavat-
svasrayagrahakagrahyam aprﬁmﬁpyaghataka;“Tadbhﬁvavattva”
devgttijﬁ'ﬁnénupanitattvena saksina grahitumaskyatvat. Kintu
visamvadipravrttyadilingakanumityadivisaya iti parata eva

apramanyam utpadyate, jnayate ca. Ch. 6, P. 89. Ibid
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The Parva-Mimamsa

Concept of Prama

Mimamsa i1s also an orthodox (astika) system and emphasises
on liberation (moksa). Liberation, in this system, is attained by the
joint effort of wvalid cognition of the self or self realization
(atmdjriana) and moral action (karma). Self-realization (atmajiiana)
is possible only if the subject can distinguish it from the valid
cognition of not-self (anarmajiana). The concept of valid cognition,
thus has an important role. The Bhatta concept of valid coghition
finds its room in discussion in explaining Nyaya concept of valid
cognition, because both the theories believe that cognition itself is
apprehended extrinsically (paratah prakasa) and yet they differ each
other regarding the apprehension of truth of cognition. The Bhatta’s
advocate that the truth of cognition is ascertained intrinsically
(svatah prc‘zmdr,zyé), whereas the Naiyayikas advocate that the truth
of .cognition is apprehended extrinsically (paratah pramanya).
Narayana Bhatta cites the Naiyayikas first as opponent and holds
that the concept of justification (pramapa) in both the systems are
alike but the concept of valid cognition (prama) is different. Both
the systems define justification (pramana) as the instrument of valid
cognition (pramakarapamevdtra pramanam tarkapaksavat). But the
Naiyayikas define valid cognition (prama) as immediate experience
(anubhava) of object having some property as its content where this
property actually exist, whereas Narayana Bhatta defines it as ‘the

prior unacquired cognition of object having some property as its
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content where this property actually exists’ (prama ca ajiata
ltattvartha jAanamevatra vidyate). For example, when a prior
unacquired conchcell is cognized as having the property of
conchcellness is called wvalid cognition. Thus, the Naiyayikas
emphasise on immediate experience (anubhava) of object as it 1s and
the Mimamsakas emphasise on prior unacquired cognition of object

as it 1s.

The word ‘unacquired’ (gjAata) excludes memory (smrti) and
repeated version (anuvada) from the purview of valid cognition
(prama). Memory is excluded from the purview of Vaiid cognition
because in memory the content of cognition is identical with the
content of that past immediate experience (parvanubhava) whose
impression is the cause of the present memory cognition. Hence,
memory cognition only repeats the content of past experiences.
Repeated version (anuvada) is also excluded from the purview of
valid cognition (pramad) for the same reason. By repeated version
(anuvada), here, means either previously uttered word or the
cognition of previously uttered word. Such cognitions of previously
uttered words don’t convey any novelty to the content of its
meaning. So, repeated version (gnuvada) is unable to yeild any new
result apart from the cognition of the original utterence of the word
/ words. What fails to yield any new result has been discarded, by
the Mimamsakas, from the purview of valid cognition (prama). The
Naiyayikas only exclide memory from the purview of valid
coghition (prama) but consider the validity of repeated version
(anuvada). The Mimamsakas hold, on the other hand, that if memory
is excluded from the purview of valid cognition (prama) since there
is no novelty in the content of memory cognitions, the repeated
version (anuvada) also has to be excluded from the purview of valid

cognition since such cognitions also don’t convey any new content
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to the meaning of the word or sentence (anuvado hyarthaparicchede
vyavahfre vd na purvajiandt kaicid viSesamadhatte. atah
phalaviSesabhavat  phalartham ca  pramananam svikarat

smrtyddivadanuvadhohapi vahiskarya eveti).

Now the opponents may argue that the subsequent moments of
persistent cognition (dharavahika jriana) also repeats the same
content of object and yet persistent cognition (dharavahika jhiania)
is considered as valid cognition (prama). It is -argued~that the time
moments (kalam$a) make the content of cognition novel. So, what is
grasped at the first moment is not the same as what is grasped at the

second moment and subsequent moments.

The oppnents, now, may argue that time (kala), both for the
Mimamsakas and the Naiyayikas, is one in number and the so called
different time moments are imposed properties made out of
extraneous adjunct (upadhi) and what is limited by the extraneous
adjunct (upadhi) could not be taken as real. So, what is grasped in
the so called different time moments could not be different or novel

from what is grasped earlier.

Narayana Bhatta, here, answers that the Mimamsakas believe
in three apex of reality (triputi) for the cognition of object in
epistemology, viz., cognition (jiiana), the object (visaya) and the
condition for the manifestation of the object (prakatya). Though,
cognition is cognized bgf inference and not by direct perception i.e.
it 1s cognized by subsequent moment only, the manifestation
(prakatya) is cognized by direct perception and is intrinsically valid
(svatah pramadnya), because the manifestation (prakatya) originates
in the object (visaya) which is pefqeptible. So, the manifestation
(prakatya), in Bhatta theory, is different in each moment. And, as

these manifestations (prakatya) are perceptible in different time
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moments (kalam$a) which are limited (avacchinna) by these
manifestations (prdkatya) are also perceptible. Therefore, the time
moments limited by that manifestation only containing in the object,
viz., pot, is the content of cognition. The manifestation (prakatya)
is unacquired (anadhigata) to previous time moments. Hence, we
percieve a new content in each time moment
(purvapurvajianajanitandm
prakatyanumuttarottarajianaparyantamavasthanat

tadavacchinnanam kalamsanam tatra tatravagama iti).

The opponents, once again, may argue that the manifestatiohs
(prakatya) are too subtle (suksma) to percieve and so also the time
moments limited (avacchinna) by these manifestations (prakatya)
are also too subtle to percieve. Narayana Bhatta, here, argues that
the manifestations (prakatya) as well as time moments (kalamsa)
limited by these manifestations are not too subtle to percieve (na ca
prakatyabheddanam suksmatvat tadavacchinnanam kalabheddnamapi
suksmataya durvajamatvamiti vacyam). If this is the case then the
object viz., the pot, in the case of persistent cognition would be
illumined to us just once as if we are percieving hundred subtle
lotus leaves simultaneously incarnated by the needle (suksmatve
kamaladalaSatam sucya yugapadbhinnamitivat sakrdavavuddhvo
ghata iti yougapadyabhimdanaprasajiiat). In the case of persistent
cognition (dharavahika jiana), rather, we percievé the pot in the
first moment and in Eubsequent moments distinctly. Therefore,
manifestations (prakatya) and time moments (kalamsa) limited
(avacchinna) by corresponding manifestations are not too subtle to

percieve  (tasmat prakatyabhedanam  kalabhedanam ca  na

suksmatvam).

The second term ‘real’ (tattva) of the definition of valid

cognition is used to exclude invalid cognitions like error (bhrama),
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doubt (sam$aya), reductio-ad-absurdum (7arka), etc. The erroneous
cognition of ‘rope as snake’ is not real (fattva), because here the
determinant (snake) does not actually exist to the determinandum
(rope). So, we do not the object as it is in erroneous cognitions
(bhrama/ viparyaya). Again, there are two contradictory
determinans in the case of doubt cognitions (sam$aya) of which one
cognition might be false (arartva). Here also we don’t cognize the
objéct as it is. The same holds good in the case of reductio-ad-
absurdum method (tarka). The reductio-ad-absurdum method
proceeds by the counter hypothetical proposition which is nothing
but imaginary (a@hdaryajiana) and subsequently shows the
contradiction in accepting the hypothetical propoéition which
indirectly proofs the validity (prc’imc’ﬁyya) of the proposition in
question. As the hypothetical argument by which the reductio-ad-
absurdum method (tarka) proceeds are imaginary (aharya) are not
real (tattva). So the term ‘real’ (rattva) excludes error (viparyaya),
doubt (sams$aya), reductio-ad-absurdum method (tarka), etc. from

the purview of valid cognition (prama).

Now, Prabhakara Mimamsakas argue that the term ‘real’
(tattva) does not serve any purpose. Because, all cognitions by
virtue are real (tattva). There is no erroneous cognition at all. So the
“term ‘real’ (tattva) is only a tautology of the term ‘valid cognition’
(prama). Cognition, for them, is self-manifested (svaprakasa) and
illumined its object. As each and every cognition illuminates its
object, it is valid. So, there is no scope of invalid cognition in this
system. Immediate experiencehood (anubhutitva) is the mark or
defining charecterstic (laksana) of valid cognition (prama).
Immediate experience (anubhuti) is defined as ovther than memory
(smyrtibhinna). Even the so called erroneous cognitions are valid.

Because, the so called erroneous cognition, like ‘rope as snake’ is
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expressed in the form of ‘this is snake’. We have, for them, two
cognitions in such cases. The one is ‘this’ (idam) which is directly
percieved and does not refer to individual property of ropeness but
refers to the universal property of ‘thisness’ (idantva). The other
cognition is the ‘snake’ which we get from the memory-cognition of
‘this is snake’ (ayam sarpah). But we fail to recognise it as a
memory-cognition (smrti janya jidana) because the memory is not
fully recollected i.e. ‘this’ (idam) of the recollected cognition is not
recognised. The content of the erroneous cognition like ‘rope as
snake’- is the perceptual cognition of ‘this’ (idam) along with its
property ropeness and the memory cognition ‘snake’ along with its
property snakeness. So the hybrid illusory cognition which emerges
due to the absence of grasping the difference of the perceptual
cognition and the memory-cognition. As both cognition can illumine
the part of its own content seperately, hence, both cognitions are

valid.

Narayana Bhatta argues that each and every cognition has the
inclination towards its own object. When a thirsty man who has the
cognition ‘it is water’ leads him to get the water so that he could
quench his thirst. When one has illusory cognition of ‘the reflection
of sunlight on the sands in the desert’ as ‘it is water’, it would not
be wise to say that in such cases we have two cognitions of which
both are seperately true. Because, if it would be so, then we should
have, in that case, two' distinct inclinations of getting two distinct
objects, as a fule, corresponding to two cognitions. As-illusbry
cognitions originate only one inclination of getting one object,
hence, it follows that in the case of illusory cognition there is only

one cognition and not two.
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Finally, the word ‘cognition’ (jidna) is justified. The word
‘cognition’ (jiiana) has been used to exclude ‘the prior absence of

cognition’ (jAidna prdagbhava) and non-cognition (ajidana).

~ Though, both Nyaya and Bhatta Mimamsakas hold that the
same concept of the instrument of cognition (pramanpa), they differ
in each other regarding the concept of valid cognition (prama). The
Bhatta, as mentioned earlier, considers three apex of epistemic
realirty (triputt). The word ‘valid cognition’ (prama) is used to
denote both the cognition (jiana) as well as manifestation
(prakatya). They further hold that sense-object-contact (indriyartha
sannikarsa) is the instrumental condition (pramana) of cognition
(jiana), and, again, cognition itself (jiana) is the instrumental
condition (karana) of manifestation (prakatya). Thus, cognition
itself is the effect (phala) of sense-object-contact (indriyartha
sannikarsa), which, again, is also the instrumental condition
(pramdna /karana) for the origination of manifestation (prakatya).
The Bhatta, for this reason, is also called effect-instrumentalist

(phala pramanavadh).

Narayana Bhatta, after showing the justification of each term
of his definition of valid cognition (prama), also establishes his own
theory by showing either some paradox or self-stultifying statements

to other systems.

The definition ofl valid cognition (prama) of the Naiyayikas,
for him, is suffering from the fallacy of over-coverage (ativyapti),
because the Naiyayikas have not put any term to exclude repeated
version (anuvada) in the definition. Recollection (smgti), in Nyaya
system, has been excluded from the purview of valid cognition
(pramad) because memory-cognition (smrti) only repeats the content

of immediate experience (anubhuti). Repeated-version (anuvada)
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also repeats the content of the original-version and yet its validity
(pramanya) is considered by the Naiyayikas. Hence, either the
definition of the Naiyayikas is affected by the fallacy of over-
coverage (ativyapti), or, the theory is self-stultifying.

The Prabhakar Mimamsaka also excludes recollection (smrti)
from the purview of valid cognition (prama). Valid cognition
(prama) is defined, in this system, as the cognition other than
recollection (smrtibhinna). The view of Prabhakara is unacceptable

to Narayana Bhatta for two reasons :-

(a) It can’t be denied that erroneous cognitions (viparyaya)
and doubtful cognitions (samsaya) are invalid cognitios
(which are established earlier). But the definition of wvallid
cognition (prama) ofb Prabhakara includes erroneous
cognitions (viparyaya) and doubtful cognition (samsaya) with
in the purview of valid cognition (prama). Hence, the
definition of valid cognition (prama) of Prabhakara is affected

by the fallacy of overc-overage (ativyapti).

(b) Although, Prabhakara hold ‘immediate experiencehood’
(anubhutitva) as the defining mark (lak,sa‘na), the criterion of
valid cognition 1s given as the capacity of illuminating the
object (visaya), the cognition (svatma) and the self (atma)
(kifica sarvajfianesvapi atma jfianasvaripam visaya iti
trtiyamapi priakas'ati). Immediate experiencehood
(anubhutitva) means other than memory (smrtibhinna). But,
memory-cognition (smrti) also illuminates the self (arma) and
the cognition (svarma). Now, if memory-cognitions (smrti) are
invalid, the self (arma) and the cognition (svatma) illumined
by memory-cognition (smrti) would also be invalid. But, the

illumination of the self (dtrma) and the cognition (svarma)
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through memory-cognition (smrti) is considered by the
Prabhakara Mimamsakas as valid and perceptible. Hence, the
definition of valid cognition is affected by the fallacy of
under-coverage (avyapti) in terms of the recollective cognition

of the self (atma) and the cognition (svatma).

Lastly, the Buddhists hold that the concept of valid cognition
(prama) and its instrument (pramana) is identical. Because, the real
unique momentary particulars (svalaksana) are momentary
(ksanika). Valid cognition (prama) graspes these unique momentary
particulars (svalaksana). As the objects of valid cognition are
momentary, the corresponding cognition, for being real, might be
momentafy also. Generally, it is concieved that corresponding to the
valid cognition (prama) there might be some instrumental condition
(pramana) also. But this concept of instrumentality (karanatva)
would not fit in the Buddhist system, since, for being an
instrumental condition (karana) a prior moment of origination of the
effect is needed. Hence, the Buddhist concieve that the concept of
instrumentality (karanatva) is imaginary (kalpana). Thus, the
Buddhist logicians are of the opinion that the objective equiformity
(meya ripata) is the defining charecterstics of valid cognition-cum-

instrument (prama = pramana). this part will be explained later on.

Again, the Buddhist logicians hold that the nature of cognition
1s intrinsically revea}ed (svatah prakasa), but the validity
(pramanya) of the cognition is revealed by subsequent cognition
(paratah prdmanya). Hence, the criterion for determining the
validity of cognition is :- it is non-contradicted by subsequent
cognition and has the causal efficacy to prodace something
(avadhita ca arthakriyakaritvam). For example, a thirsty man
cognize something as ‘it is water’. The validity of the cognition is

determined on the ground that it is not contradicted by subsequent
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moment and has the capacity to quench his thirst. But, Narayana
Bhatta wrongly treats it as a defining charecterstics (lakgsana) of
valid cognition and proceeded criticizing it. But, his points have
some value fbr critical study. Let us suppose that Bhatta treats it as
a criterion for determining the validity of cognition. And, if it is
taken as a criterion for determining the validity of cognition then
the Buddhist theory, from the point of view of Bhatta, has the

following shortcomings :-

(a) The Buddhist logicians consider two sources of valid
cognition, viz., perception (pratyaksa) and inference
(anumana). There are some inferential cognitions (anumana)
regarding past facts and future possibilities which are valid
since they are under the ken of inference (anumana). But, the
Buddhist logicians criterion for determining these cognitions
cann’t be applied in such cognitions, since the causal effida_cy
either already perishes or it is yet to occur. Dinanath Tripathi
cites an example, suppose a man infers the existence of fire, of
a remote past fact, beneath a tree from the black smoky spots
on the leaves of that tree. Here, the inferential cognition of
fire is valid, though, the causal efficacy of fire in no way be
proved at present. Hence, the criterion for determining the
validity of cognition suffers' from the fallacy of wunder
coverage (avyapti).

i .
(b) Secondly, recollection (smrti) is excluded from the

purview of valid cognition in Buddhist system also. But, there
are at least some recollective cognitions (smrti) which have
the efficacy to produce something and yet these cognitions, in
Buddhist system, are regarded as invalid. For example, the
recollection of spiritual experiences (bhagvat visayaka smrti)

produces pleasure to the cognizer (jrata). Hence, the criterion
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for determining the validity of cognition of the Buddhist
logician suffers from the fallacy of over coverage (ativyapti).
So, the Buddhist criterion for determining the validity of

cognition (pramanya) is uncceptable to Bhatta.

The Buddhist logicians, again, may argue that all determinate
cognitidns (savikalpaka jiiana) are thought constructed (kalpita) and
hence unreal. Determinate cognitions (savikalpaka jriana)
apparently seems to be having the property of causal efficacy
(arthakriyakaritva) due to the close proximity (naikatya) with the
objective equiformity (meyaripata). Thus, the causal efficacy
(arthakriyakaritva) is the accidental property (agantuka dharma) to
any determinate cognition (savikalpaka  jAdna). (nanu
arthakriyakaritvamasya arthatohtiviprakarsabhavat daivagatameva,
na svabhavikam). Causal efficacy (arthakriyakaritva) may be the
criterion of determining the validity of cognition only to those cases
where it is the essential property of the cognition in question. For
example, seeing the reflection of light on a diamond a man runs to
get the diamond and eventually he gets the diamond. Again, seeing
the diamond another man runs to get it and he gets it. Now, in the
first instance, the causal efficacy (arthakriydkc'zriiva) is the
accidental property of the first person’s cognition, whereas the
causal efficacy (arthakriyakaritva) is the essential property of the
second person’s cognition. Hence the criterion of the Buddhist for
determining the validiﬁy does not suffer from the fallacy of over-

coverage (ativyapti).

The Buddhist logicians denied the validity of determinate
cognitidn (savikalpaka jnana) on the ground that they are thought
constructed. If thought construction (kalpana) is the only ground for
cancellng the validity, then inference (anumana) can’t be taken as a

valid source of cognition (pramana) since inferntial cognitions are
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deri&ed mainly by thought construction. But the Buddhist logicians
have taken inference as a.valid source of cognition. Hence the
Buddhist theory is in a self-stultifying position. Moreover, the
Buddhist logician denied the validity of determinate cognition, since
they think that determinate cognition or judgmental cognition
(savikalpaka jnana) is a qualified cognition (vi§ista jiana) and the
qualified elements of a determinate cognition is either a universal
(jati), name (nama), definition (samjia), action (kriya) or quality
(guna) of which none is real. But the Bhattas argue that the reality
of these elements can’t be denied. To show that all these elements
are real the Bhattas refute the arguments the arguments of the
Buddhist logicians. The Buddhist logicians denied the reality (sazta)
of universal (jati) on the following grounds: If universai (jati) is a
real entity then it might exist either each of the individual (vyakti)
separately or its existence is all-pervading (vibhu) so that each and
every individual can participate to that universal. It can not be said
that the existence of universal (jati) is all-pervading. If that is the
case then we would percieve it even other than the induviduals of
that class also. But, we do not percieve the universal everywhere.
We only percieve it to a individual of that class only. For example,
we percieve the cowness to individual cows only, but not to a goat
or any other creature. It can not even be said that it exists to each
individual (vyakti) of that class only. Because, if it is the case, then
we have to say that a new burn individual of that class acquires the
property of universal fl'rom another individual i.e. the property of
universal is transferred from one individual to another. Hence, we
have to consider that the universal has an active role. But, those
thinkers who maintain that universal (jati) as a real entity think it to
be inactive (nigkriya). Again, it can not be said that the universal
(jati) and individual (vyakti) emerges simultaneously, because they

consider universal as eternal (mitya) and individual (vyakti) as a
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time binding entity (anitya). Hence, the concept of existence of

universal is inconcievable.

Now the Bhatta Mimamsakas advocate that there is no
confradiction in holding that the existence of universal is all-
pervading as well as it exists to the individuals of that class only.
Because, the relation between universal (jati) and individual
(vyakti), according to them, is in relation of illumined (abhivyafija)
and illuminetor (abhivyafijaka). An illumined entity (abhivyafija)
can not be felt without a illuninator (abhivya¥ijaka). Now, the
Buddhist logicians may érgue that if the universal (jati) exists to
individuals of that class only, then it can not be eternal (nitya)
because individual s (vyakti) exist only for a period of time. So,
when individual or individuals will perish, it might hamper that
existence of universal also. The Bhattas argue that the perishability
of individuals will not affect the existence of the universal. It is
already mentioned that the existence of universal is all pervading
and eternél and the relation between the individual and universal is
the relation of illuminator (abhivya¥ijaka) and illumined
(abhivyafija). Thus, when an individual of that universal emerges
and illumines the universal, it indicates that the illumination of the
universal takes place through some conditions. So, the emergence of
a new-born individual and the emergence of the conditions for the
illumination of the universal is simultaneous. It is not the case that
the emergence of a new-born individﬁal and universal is
simultaneous. Likewise when an undividual perishes, it only
indicates that the condition or conditions of illumination of the
universal through that individual also perishes not that the universal
also perishes. And, the question of transferability of universal from
one individual to another does not arise because the Mimamsakas

believe that the relation between universal and individual is
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identity-cum-difference (tadatmya). The question of transferability
of a certain property arises only to those cases where the two
entities were distinct at the time of their emergence and then comes
in relation. Moreover, though the Buddhist logicians don’t consider
the reality of universal, yet they maintain that we construct the
concept of universal out of imagination by the method of exclussion
(apoha). But the question is: how the method of exclussion (apoha)
takes place? The method of exclussion (apoha) can take place only
if the cognition of some positive entity takes place. I can exclude
some creatures from the class of cow only if I actually cognized
cowness. Thus the Buddhist logicians indirectly accept the universal
as real. Likewise, all the components of determinate Cogn_ition are
also real. Therefore, the determinate cognition (savikalpaka jiiana)

might be taken as a valid one.

R

97



The Buddhist

Cdncept of Prama

Valid cognition (prama), in Indian system, has been explained
mainly by two ways, viz., (a) either having a causal explanation, or,
(b) having a non-causal explanation. The causal explanation derives
its root from the common sense view that every effect or product
must have some instrumental condition. Valid cognition (prama)
being an effect must have some instrumental condition (pramana).
The instrumental condition (pramana) must preceed the effect
(pramda) and is most predominant condition (atifayatva) among
other conditions as well and which being present the effect
immediately follows. The Naiyayikas are the main upholders of such
explanation of valid cognition (prama) and the Mimamsakas also
explicitly support such explanation of instrumental condition of
cognition (pramana) although they differ regarding the definition of
“valid cognition (prama). The Buddhists, on the other hand, explain
the notion of valid cognition in a non-causal manner, because the
notion of causality entails the notion of sequence, so that the subject
/ doer (karta) or the instrument (karana) could function (vyapara)
for the origination of the effect. But, the Buddhists consider only
the momentary unique particulars (svalaksana) to be real (sat). A
momentary unique particular (svalaksana) could not intermediate
between the subject (kartd) and the instrument (karana) and also
produce the effect (phala) within a moment. So, the classical notion

of causality is considered by the buddhist logicians as imaginary
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and hence, unreal (kalpitah karmakart[éz'dilg paramdrtho na vidyate).
To have some causal relation between two realities (sattd)
remaining at least for two moments - one moment for its origination
and the next moment is for its relation to other is a pre-condition.
So, the Buddhist logicians don’t stick to the etymological meaning
of instrumental condition of valid cognition (pramdna) i.e. with the
grammatical derivation of the word ‘pramana’ (pra + ma + anat).
Even if one would like to stick to the concept of valid cognition
(pramd) along with the concept of its instrument (pramadna), the
Buddhist logicians would suggest that they are in relation of identity
(tadatmya).

“dhiyo’msayor...

kintu vyavasthapya vyavasthapakabhavah, sa ca tadatmye’pi

aviruddha . '

Dinnaga points out that ‘a cognition is metaphorically called -

pramana'®®’.

Nandita Bandopadhyaya observes that the trend
towards the relation of identity between valid cognition (prama) and
its instrument (pramana) prevails even in Samkhya-Yoga, the

Advaita, the Mimamsakas and the Jaina theories'®.

But, before
going to have such a big claim, let us examine the Buddhist theory

of valid cognition (prama) and its instrument (pramana).

Each and every cognition, for the Buddhist logicians, has an
intentionality towards some object (visayonmukhatd) and thus
illuminates a momentary particular (svalaksana). The object being
cognized means the illumination of consciousness with a certain
form having some content. In such a situation we may only
metaphorically concieve that when we cognize an object, viz.,

‘blue’, our consciousness takes the form of. the object blue
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(visayakdra). When we percieve blue a corresponding form of the
object ‘blue’ is stamped upon our cognition. It is this objective
equiformity (arthasaripya /meyaripata) that determines or
measures the limit of the perceptual judgment -- ‘this is blue’, and
thus eliminates the objects: other than ‘blue’ from the ken of
perception. The cognition of blue which is thus measured is called
paricchedya, and the objective equiformity (arthasaripya
/meyaripatd) of that cognition which acts as the measure or
determinant is called paricchedaka. When one makes a distinct
judgment ‘it is blue’, the cognition is at once withdrawn from all
that is non-blue and is fixed to a particular object ‘blue’ alone. This
act of determination (to a particular object) is called vyavasthapana
by the Buddhists. The cognition which is thus fixed is described as
vyai)asth&pya. Now the question is -- which does fix the cognition to
a particular object (vydvasthdpaka) ? The Buddhists establishes that
the objective equiformity (arthasaripya /meyaripatd) is the fixer

(vyavasthapaka) or instrumental condition (pramanpa).

Buddhists, specially Dharmakirti and his followers, establish
the instrumentality (karanatva) of objective equiformity
(meyaridpata/ vigayasarupya) by s]iowing the opponents view,
specially the Naiyayikas and their followers the Bhatta
Mimamsakas, of instrumentality (karanatva) as unacceptable. The
Naiyayikas define andi explain instrument (karana) as either (a)
“phalayogavyavacchinnam asdharanam karanam karanam” i.e. an
instrument is that condition which being present the effect
immediately originates. Sense-object-contact (indriyartha
sannikarsa), for example, is that condition which being present the
effect perception (pratyaksa) takes place. Or, (b) “vyaparavat
asadharanam karanam karapam” i.e. an instrument is that

uncommon condition (asadharana karana) which is the locus of of
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the intermediary condition (vyapara). The sense-organ (indriya), in
this sense, is the instrument (karana) for perception. Or, (c)
“sadhkatamam kdrapam karapam” 1i.e. an instrument is that
condition which is most pre-dominant or most effective for the
origination of the effect. Sumtotal of conditions except the subject
and object is the instrumental condition (karapa) in this sense. But,
none of these definitions of instrument (karana), from the Buddhists

point of view, is acceptable.

Although, Dharmakirti and his commentator Prajiiakara refute
the instrumentality (karanatva) of sense-organ (indriya) only by
showing some self-stultifying arguments of the Naiyayikas, the same
hold good the other two definitions also. The term ‘uncommon
condition’ (asadharana karana) is the general feature of all the
three mentioned definitions of instrumentality (karanatva) of the
Naiyayikas. How can the uncommonness (asddhdaranatva) be
determined ? The uncommonness is determined by the method of
agreement and difference (anvaya-vyatireki). The sense-organ
(indriya), for the Neo-Naiyayikas, is the uncommon condition which
being present the uniqueness of perceptible objects is illumined and
this sense-organ (indriya) is present to all cases of perception and if
the sense-organ does not present then such cognitions are excluded
from the ken of perceptual cognition. But, the Buddhist logicians
hold that although visual- sense-organ (cakw-indﬁyd), tactual sense
organ (sparSendriya), anditory sense organ (Sravanendriya), to some
extent, sizes up or fix only the visible perceptible objects, tactual
objects, audible objects respectively and so on and so forth, yet the
sense-organ fails to size up or fix the respective object in a very
specific way.

[ —_— — - - /
sarvasamanyahetuvad aksanam asti nedrsam

tadbhede 'py abhinnasya tasyedam iti tat kutah. 17
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The eye, for example, is present to all visual perceptions, so to say,
for the perception of blue patch, yellow patch, red patch etc. The
eye can’t be called the differentiator (vyavasthapaka) of the
different perceptual cognitions in relation to the different
perceptible objects (sarvasya hi nilapitadivisayasya samanyena
hetuvad aksam na bhedakam)'®. 1t is, rather, the objective
equiformity (meyariapatad) which size up or fix the object and is -

capable of individuating and illumining that particular cognition.

The Nyaya logicians, now, may argue that the sense-organ
(indriya) is not sufficient condition of cognition. Apart fro.fn the
sense-organ there are other conditions also, so the uniqueness of a
particular cognition may be explained by revealing the nature of
other conditions. The same sense-organ as an instrument contacts
with different types of objects with six types of relations. So, the
uniqueness of a particular cognition may be individuated either by

the different object or by the different types of relations or by both.

The Buddhist logicians, here, argue that even the reality
(satta) of different objects as well as the reality of different types
of relations (sambandha) are cognized through the objective
equiformity (meyaripatd). Different forms of objects figuring in
cognition lead one to ascertain that there is contact with different
objects  (arthasannikarso’'pi  nakaram  anabhipatya jhayate).
Objective equiformity (meyarﬁpatd) 1s more basic than the different
types of external objecés (including relations). So, the consideration
of objective equiformity (meyaridpatd) as instrument is more
reas.onable and economy of thought which can size up or fix the
object of cognition accordingly and thus illumines the object. Sense-
organs (indriya) or sense-object-contact (indriyartha sannikarsa), on

the other hand, has only secondary significance in epistemology.
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“sarvatmanapi sambandham kascid evagamyate
dharmah, sa niyamo na syat sambandhyasyavisesatah”."’

The Naiyayikas may argue that the Buddhist concept of
instrumentality (karanatva) goes against the common usage as well
as the grammatical notion (pra + ma + anat) of instrumentality.
Sense-ordan (indriya) is usally taken as instrument of perceptual
cognition in common usage. The Buddhist logicians, on this regard,
may hold that their usage of instrumentality has its root to the
famous grammarian Panini. By ‘instrument’ (karanra) Panini means
that condition which is most effective or most predominant for the
origination of the effect (sadhakatamam karanam karanam) and
which being present the effect follows immediately. Objective
equiformity (meya riapata) is most effective than the sense-organ
(indriya) or the sense-object-contact (indriyartha sannikarsa).
Because, sometimes the sense-organ being present the effect
perceptual cognition does not take place. But, if there is objective
equiformity (meya rupata) then the cognition is bound to manifest
immediately. So, the objective equiformity (meya rupatd), for

Dharmakirti, is the last differentiator (antya bhedaka) .
“sarvesam upayoge’'pi karakanam kriyam prati

yadantya bhedakam tasyas tar sadhakatamam

matam. "*°

Common peoples speak like ‘I see with the eyes’ (caksusa riupam
pasydmi), because they fail to distinguish between a cognition

(jfiana) and the objective equiformity (meya riipata).
“Ya kriya yatah padarthad avyavadhanena

bhavati sa tasyah karanamucyate,
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tatascendriyddeh pramitim pratyavyavahite

sadhakatvabhavan na pramapam »2!

Objective equiformity (meyaripatd), in Buddhist logic, is the
instrument of cognition of object and sense-organ, etc. are the
instrument only in the secondary sense i.e.they are the instrument
for the origination of objective equiformity. Instrumentality'
(karanatva), for Dharmakirti, is only imposed to sense-organ as a

transfered epithet.

“katham tanhi caksusa pasyati iti,

karane karyopacardad evamucyate ”*?

- Kumarila Bhatta, now, raises a serious objection showing a
self-stultifying position in Buddhist expl-anation' regarding the
relation between valid cognition (prama) and its instrument
(pramana). The Buddhist logicians, in one hand, consider the
objective equiformity (arthyasarupya) as the last differentiator
(antya-bhedaka /antya-paricchedaka) which is nothing but cognition
itself, and eliminates the instrumentality of sense-organ in the prime
sense which is in a distance from the point of view of time.the
differentiator (paricchedaka), in Buddhist system, is itself the .
effect.

“paricchedaphalatvena vritasyanantarasya nah

pramanatvam bhavej, jhanepramane tu param
» 23

phalam”.

But, this so called last differentiator (antya bhedaka) which .is
identical with the cognition itself is caused by the senses. This view

is also accepted by Dharmakirti. The so called last differentiator
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(antya bhedaka) is an imposed reality (kalpita). Hence, even in
Buddhist system the senses (indriyadi) are the real differentiator
(paricchedaka). The Budedhist logicians, in this situation, have two
options -- either (a) they may consider objective equiformity
(meyaripata) as the last differentiator (antyabhedaka) only in the
sense that there is a real time gap between the differentiator
(paricchedaka /vyavasthapaka) and the differentiated (paricchedya
/vyavasthdpya), or, (b) that the sense organs are the real
differentiator (vyavasthapaka) for perceptual cognition. If the
Buddhists hold that there is time gap between objective equiformity
(meyaripatd) and bare cognition (]‘ﬁdnamat;*a) and the objective
equiformity (meyaripata) is caused by the senses (indriyadi), then
the view is not different from the Mimamsaka’s concept of three
epistemic apex of reality (triputi), viz., sense-organ (indriya),
cognition (jiana) and manifestation (prakatya). But, then the view
would contradict the basic ontology of momentariness (ksanikavada)
of the Buddhists. Therefore, they have to accept the second option -
i.e. the reality of the senses as instrumental condition or
. differentiator (vyavasthapaka). Thus, Kumarila establishes the
causal relation between the senses (indriyadi) and perceptual
cognition (pratyaksa). This view is also supported by common

people (visayaikatvavat kriyakarakayoh svarupabhedo’pi lokasiddha

eva)*.

The Buddhist may argue that they have established that the
concept of instrumentality (karanatva) of objective equiformity
(meya rilpatd) which is the prime sense to fit in the Buddhist
ontology is taken only as a conceptual construction or as an
imposition (kalpita). The imposed distinction between an effect and
its corresponding instrument is made so that using the analysis as a

ladder or stepping stone common people could realize that although
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the said two notions are different from the pragmatic point of view
but they are identical by virtue. If the instrume'nt‘ality of the
objective equiformity (arthasaripya), which is the prime sense of
instrument in Buddhist system, is also virtually refuted, the
instrumentality of the senses (indriyadi) where the instrumentality
(karanatva) 1s only imposed as a case of transferred epithet could
easitly be refuted. Even if one would like to stick to the
instrumentality of the sense-organ for pefceptual cognition, the
Buddhist logicians would argue that the instrumentality of sense-
organ could be refuted even from the significance of the experiences
of common people. For example, when one cuts a mango tree with

b

the help of an ‘axe’, thereby he is excluding the possibility of

cutting a gueva tree at the same time with the same ‘axe’. Hence, it
follows that ‘the cutting (of a tree)’ is an essential and intrinsic
feature of that ‘axe’. Thus, the so called effect and its corresponding

instrument are necessarily identical.
“prasuna ca vrksadescchida nirﬁpyaméfga
chedyadravyiinupraves’czlak§anaivavati§‘thate,
sa canupravesah parasor atmagata eva dharma iti.
paramarthataschidaya sahaikatvam iti nasti virodah »23

Kumarila raises another objection against the Buddhist
logicians that the apprehension of cognition (sa-samvedana) and
objective equiformity (meya rupata /visayakara) as instrument

cannot go simultaneously.
“sasamvittaphalatvam tu tannisedhan na yujyate

- : — : . - 126
pramane visayakare bhinnarthatvam prasajyate
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Cbgnition, for the Buddhist, is apprenhended intrinsically
(sasamvedana), because the socalled instrumental condition on
which the origination of the effect depends in is intrinsic and
essential feature of cognition. Kamalasila explains 1n detail
Kumarila’s position that cognition can’t be apprehended
intrinsically,  because objective equiformity (arthasaripya
/visayakara), for the Buddhiist, is an object of direct perception.
This objective equiformity (visayakara) solely depends upon the
external object (visayakaro vahyavisayah). It is also mentioned
earlier that consciousness has an intention towards object
(visdyonmukhazﬁ) and Kumarila thinks that this object might be an
external object having some content. If this is the case then the
cognition manifesting the object as its content (vyavasthapya) is not
the essential feature of cognition itself, because it is not
independent of  external objects. Intrinsic  apprehension
(sasamvedana), on the other hand, means that cognition reveals
itself. But, this intrinsic apprehension of cognition, however, is not -
like the second order cognition (anuvyavasaya) of the Naiyayikas
which reveals the nature of antecedent cognition. So the momentary
unique cognition having some content as its object can’t reveal

itself intrinsically.

“idam aparath uktam kumarilenaiva :- sasamvedanasya
nisedhat tasya prqmd@aphalatvarﬁ ayuktam, visayakarasya
ca prc’imdﬁye sati pramanaphalayor bhinnavigsayatvam
prasajyate, tatha hi -- visayakaro vahyavisayah,

= = — . .. 927
svasamvedanam tu jAdnasvaripavisayam iti”
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So it follows that if objective equiformity (visayakara) is taken as
an instrument, the intrinsic apprehension (svasamvedana) could not
be established to the same cognition because the object having some
content in objective equiformity (visayakara) is different from the
rcqﬁired content of cognition for intrinsic apprehension

(svasamvedana).

The Buddhist logicians, again, advocate that cognition which
illumines other objects is by law necessarily illumines itself also.
Because, a real (satta) being itself non-illumined could not illumine
other objects. So a cognition which illumines other objects at the
same time it is bound to illumine itself  also
(apratyoksopalambhasya narthadrstih prasiddhati)®*®. They also hold
that the Mimamsakas have misunderstood the Buddhist concept of
instrument of cognition (pramana). - The ‘form of an object’
(visayakara) which is supposed to be different from cognition itself,
as the Mimamsakas understood, is not instrument of cognition
(pramana), but it is the form of an object as being stamped upon
cognition is taken, though metaphorically only, to be the instrument
of cognition (pramana) which is not different by virtue from
cognition 1tself and 1is said to be originate by the same content
(svavidapyarthavin mata). Hence both objective equiformity
(meyaripatd) as the instrument of cognition (pramana) and intrinsic
apprehension  of cognition  (svasamvedana) could go

simultaneously. !

The Mimamsakas, again, argue that cognition, for the
Buddhist logicians, illumines in a distinct or specific way such that
the object in question is revealed to us differentiating it from other
objects. An indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpaka jiiana) can’t
illumine an object distinctly. Hence, valid cognition (prama), in

Buddhist system, is determinate or judgmental (savikalpaka) and
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indeterminate cognition (alocanajfiana) is the instrumental
condition (pramana). Because, determinate or judgmental cognition
logically entails the existence of indeterminate cognition
(vis’i.g;ajﬁdnam vis'e.ganajﬁdnapﬁrvakam). For example, when one
cognizes ‘this is blue’ the adjective ‘blue’ can be predicated only if
the cognition of ‘blueness’ preceeds that cognition. If such basic
indeterminate cognition (alocanajiiana) does not preceed then one |

can’t ascribe something as blue.

The Buddhist logicians refuted valid cognition (prama) as
judgmental first and then they refuted the instrumentality of
indeterminate cognition also. The determinate judgment (vikalpa-
adhyavasaya), in Buddhist system, can’t be valid cognition since it
contradicts with the concept of momentariness (ksanikatvavdda).
Determinate  cognition (vikalpa-adhyavasaya) are  thought
constructed, hence need subsequent moment for its construction. But
the unique real particulars. (svalaksana) exist only for one moment.
Therefore, the unique real particular no more exists at the time of
judgmental construction. Hence, judgmental cognition (vikalpa-

adhyavasdya) can’t grasp the unique real particulafs (svalaksana).

Could indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpaka /alocanajiana)
be instrument-cum-valid cognition ? Dharmakirti answers in a
negative way. Usually it is believed that a determinate cognition
must be preceeded by an indeterminate cognition where cognition of
pure adjective is directly revealed. But Dharmakirti and his
commentator Prajfiakara advocates that there is no need of the
cognition of the pure adjective at indeterminate level. Because,
cognition of adjective (visesapa) is a relative fact in the sense that
its cognition would be meaningless if it is not related with the

substantive (visesya).
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“na hi vis’egyopar.udharﬂpaﬁ antarena visesanatvamnama,
napi taduparudhatvagraham vina vi§esanatvagrahanpam
tadakaragrahane ca visesyam api grihitam e\}eti katham
tato visesyadhir apara sadhya syat ? "*°

Moreover, indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpaka jiiana) can’t
illumine the object in a specific way. The objective differénce of
different cognitions can’t be ascertained at the stage of
indeterminate cognition (alocangjriana). It 1is the objective
equiformity (meyaridpata) which can only illumine the object
without delay in a distinct way. Thus objective equiformity
(meyariipata) stands as the basis of determining the objective

difference of cognition.

The Buddhist logicians finally establishes that objective
equiformity (meyarapata) is the instrumental condition-cum-valid
cognition which is capable of making a cogni’gion specific.
Indeterminate cognition is incapable of making a cognition specific.
Judgmental cognition, on the other hand, has been denied as valid
cognition. Thus, the status of objective eqauiformity (meyaripata)
18 kept equidistant from both indeterminate and determinate
cognition. This is an inconcievable position. Yet, some Buddhist
loyalists argue that indeterminate cognition said to be instrumental
condition (pramana) ongly in the sense that the real source of the
power of making a cognition specific resides in the original pure
sensation. The argument is not tenable, because it presupposes that
the power of fnaking a cognition specific begins at the first moment
and it only explicitly makes a cognition specific in the second
moment which goes against the ontological presuppositions of

momentariness.
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One point deserves mention here that the concept of valid
cognition (prama) or its instrument (pramana) are niether the
fundamental category to achieve (nirvana), nor even the
fundamental categories for theorisation, whereas the Naiyayikas
take the instrumental condition for cognition (pramana) as a
fundamental category for theorisation, but valid cognition (prama)
1s not taken as a fundamental category even for theorisation. Thus
the distinction between instrumental condition (pramana) and its
result (phala), in Buddhist system, holds good only from the
analytical and logical point of view. It is also advocated that
momentary unique cognition is of the nature of self-revealing
(sasamvedana/ svaprakdasa). Again, as the cognition reveals some
external object (visayonmukhatd), hence, the validity or truth of the
cognition is extrinsic (paratah pramanya). The validity or truth, for
the Buddhists logicians, can be ascertained only if it leads to
succesful activity (saphalapravritipravartaka). Thus, the origination
of a cognition can reveal its own bare content which is not vitiated
with mental ascription (kalpana) without depending upon another
subsequent cognition, but whether the content of cognition really
corresponds with the external object has to be determined by another

subsequent cognition.

There are, for the Buddhists, two sources of valid cognition,
viz., perception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumana). There is,
again, a controversy among the Buddhist logicians regarding the
level or status of these two sources of valid cognition. Some
thinkers, like Stchebatsky, hold that the level or status of perception
is higher than inference. Perception, for Stchebatsky, is the source
of valid cognition from the transcendental level and inference is the
source of valid cognition only from the phenomenal level. This

claim arises because Dharmakirti’s definition of perception as that
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cognition which is non-erroneous and free from imagination (tatra
kalpanapodham abhrantam)®®, whereas inference is defined as that
cognition, which is erroneous, and grapes the object through the
mental ascriptions (bhrantam hyanumanam.
svapratibhdse 'narthe 'dhyavasdyena pravrttvat)“. The Buddhist
logicians, unlike the Naiyayikas who differentiate between
perception and inference mainly in terms of sense-object-contact
(indriyartha sannikarsa), differentiate between perception and
inference in terms of non-erroneous (abhrc’mta). and erroneous
(bhranta) respectively. Perception, for them, is non-erroneous
because it alone can directly graspes the momentary unique
particular (svalaksana). Inference, on the other hand, can’t directly
graspes the momentary wunique particular (svalaksana). The
immediate object of inference is a concept which is imaginary
(kalpana) and hence, illusory. Concepts cbrrespond to universal
charecterstics. But, this universal is not like the Naiyayikas concept
of Universal which is taken as real, rather, it is imaginarily
constructed by the method of exclusion (apoha). Thus, inference, fot
Stchebatsky, is the source if valid cognition only in the phenomenal

level.

But, Stchebatsky’s claim can’t be accepted, because the object
of perception i.e. the momentary unique particulars (svalaksana) are
not transcendental reality. These particulars are also reals of the
phenomenal level. Liberation (nirvana) is the only transcendental
reality. Epistemlology (pramanasastra), not only in Buddhist system
but to any system of Indian philosophy, has nothing to do directly
with the Transcendental Reality. So some recent thinkers think that
both perception and inference belong to the same level of the
phenomenal world. The seed of such claim is found :in Nyabindu

itself --  ‘samyagjianapurvika  sarvapurusarthasiddhirti  tad
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vyutpadyate ”* ie. valid cog'nition' aims  at fulfilling all human
purpose. Rita Gupta, therefore, observes that ‘objective equiformity’
(meyaridpata) is the instrumental condition of both perceptual and
inferential cognition . “Both perception and inference”, in her
opinion, “acquaint us with the real svalaksana. Perception does it
directly; inference does it indirectly, through conceptual

33
constructs”

. But this explanation is not satisfactory also. Because,
if it is accepted that both perception and inference acquaint us with
the momentary particulars (svalaksana), then it goes against the
Buddhist theory of praméana-vyavastha. According to this theory,
each and every instrumental condition has its own object which can
be cognized exclussively by that instrumental condition only. The

object of perception can’t be cognized by inference and vice-versa.

Finally, the Buddhist logicians may argue that objective
equiformity (meyariapata) is the defining charecterstics (laksana) of
valid cognition (prama = pramadna) and non-contradicton and causal
efficacy is the criterion for determining the truth of cognition. So, it
would not be right to determine the validity of a particular conition
merely from its non-contradictory charecter and causal efficacy.
Rather, when both the criteria are fulfilled then the cognition in
question could be said to be valid. Even this explanation can’t save
the theory from the fallacy of over-coverage (ativyapti). For
example, seeing the reflection of light on a diamond a man runs to
get the diamond and hel gets it. Here both the criteria are fulfilled,
because though‘ he misunderstood ‘the reflection of light on the
diamond as diamond’, the cognitioh assumes the form of that
diamond (meyaripata) and luckily get the diamond also. On the
other hand, seeing the diamond the other man rums to get the
diarhond and gets it. Here, also both the criteria are fulfilled. Hence,

the explanation fails to distinguish between error and wvalid
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cognition. So the Buddhist logicians definition of valid cognition
along with the criterion of determining the truth of cognition can’t
distinguish between error and valid cognition. It is the “tadvati
tatprakaraka anubhava” which alone can distinguish between error

and valid cognition.

%k %k %
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The Jaina
Concept of

Samyagjiana. -

The Jaina 1s a haterodox liberation oriented system. The Jaina
logicians developed their epistemology extracting different concepts
from different systems and adjusted them with their own ontological
set up. The Jaina logicians, like the Nyadya logicians, hold that
consciousness 1s the attribute of the self, but the difference is that
the Nyaya logicians accept consciousness as the accidental attribute,
whereas the Jaina logicians accept the self as a variable constant
through and is of the nature of continuoum running through the
succession of modes in which the cessation of the predecessor is
synchronous with the origination of the successor. Advaitins, on the
otherhand, accept the self (arman) as the permanent static substance
and the Buddhist logicians denied the existence of self
(anatmavada) and hold that the unique momentary particulars
(svalaksana) are the only reality. But, the Jainas hold that the
permanent static substance cannot explain the causal relation of the
changing world. Similarly, the Buddhist logicians also fail to
explain the causal ef%iciency, since all the unique particulars
(svalaksana) are absolutely momentary. So, the Jaina logicians
established that the entity where the causal efficiency as a causal
characterstic could exercise would be such that that admits both
sequence and non-sequence (arthakriya na yujyate
nityaksanikapaksayoh / karmakramavyam bhavanam sa laksanataya

mata’®). Though, both the Nyaya logicians and Jaina logicians
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explain cognition in terms of causal relation, yet the Jaina logicians
do not accept the concept of instrumental condition (pramana) of
the Nyaya logicians. They argues, on the contrary, like the Buddhist
logicians that it is the cognition itself which is the instrumental
condition (pramana) in its true sense and yet the nature of the
instrumental condition (pramana) is not indeterminate (@locana
jnﬁd‘na)., rather it is the determinate cognition (savikalpaka jriana)
which can lay claim as an instrumental condition (pramana). Again,
the Jaina logicians, specially Hemchandra, agrees with Ganges’é that
most of the cognitions are extrinsically valid (paratah-pramana),
and some cognitions such as habit etc. (abhydsadasapannajidna)
are intrinsically valid (svatah-pramanpa). Hence, the discussion on
the Jaina view of authentic cognition (samyakjiiana) is ne'cessary for
the critical study of valid cognition (prama) in Nydya. We shall try
to explain the Jaina view of authentic cognition (samyakfiidna) with

special reference to Hemchandra in this regard.

Valid cognition, in Jaina terminology, is called ‘samyakjriana’
(authentic cognition). The term ‘samyak’ derives from the root ‘asic’
with the prefix ‘sam’ (sam + aiic). The term ‘samyak’ means what is
not contrary  to fact and s indeclinable (samyag
ityaviparitarthavyam  samaccaterva ripam)’>. The adjective
‘authentic’ (samyak) excludes doubt, indecission and error from the
purview of authentic cognition. doubt is not authentic because it
fully touches both the' opposite characters with reference to an
object which does not actually possess such a dual character. For
example, when someone cognizes ‘whether it is a stém of a tree or a
man ?° (sthanurva puruso va ?) -- is called doubt. Indecission is
excluded from yhe purview of authentic cognition (samyakjidana)
since it fails to grasp the specific characterstics of its object owing

to distance, darkness and the like. Indeterminate cognition
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(nirvikalpaka jiana), the Jaina logicians unlike the Buddhist
logicians hold, is a case of indecission sincé it also lacks
consideration of specific characterstics. Error is excluded from the
purview of authentic cognition (samyakjiidna) since in this case one
who cognizes something as having some character which actually
does not exist. Thus authentic cognition is defined as “prakargena
sam$ayadi vyavacchedena miyate paricchidyate vastutattvam yena

tat pramanam pramayam sadhakatamam”?®

Now, the question is : how the authentic cognition is acquired
? The Jaina logicians are of the opinion that it is acquired through
the instrumental condition (samyak artha nirnayam pramdyam)” We
have shown, in our earlier discussion, that there are mainly two
opposite views regarding the origination of valid cognition /
authentic cognition (pramad/samyakjiiana). Hemchandra, The Jaina
logician, partially rejected and partially accepted both the views.
The Nyaya logicians define means of valid cognition (pramdna) as
causal condition in general (arthopalabdhi hetuh pramanam). The
Sanskrit word ‘hetu’ means the causal condition in general. But,
causal condition in general (hetu), for Hemchandra, is the common
attribute of all conditions. Consequently, if this definition is
accepted, besides the sense-organ or sense-object-contact -- the
subject, object, etc. would aléo lay claim as the causal condition.
But, the subject or object is not the instrument of authentic
cognition (pramana). Moreover, if this definition is accepted then
even a remotely' conducive condition lay claim to the recognition of
causal condition. Thus the definition of instruﬁlental condition
(pramana) of the Naiyayikas suffers from the fallacy of over-

coverage (ativyapti).

The Jaina logicians accept the instrumental condition

(pramana) to avoid any remotely conducive condition as ‘the most
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efficient condition’ (sadhakatama) which being present the effect
immediately follows. Now, one may claim that the Jaina logicians
accept the Buddhists notion of instrumental condition (pramana).
The Jaina logicians explicitly argue that their notion of means of
authentic cognition (pramana) is entirely different from the
Buddhist notion of means of valid cognition (pramana). The
Buddhist logicians hold that valid cognition (pramad) and means of
valid cognition (pramana) is absolutely identical. Hence, the
Buddhists explain the origin of valid cognition in a mnon-causal
manner. The Jaina logicians, on the otherhand, endevour to explain
the origin of authentic cognition (samya&jﬁd'na) in terms of causal
relation -- but the causality is not efficient causality and hence it is
not temporal. The determinate (vyavasthapaka) and the
determinatum (vyavasthapya) are not numerically different, but they
are different in respect of function. There is no logical

incompatibility in the samething being its own determinant

(vyavasthapaka) and determinatum (vyavasthdpya). Realisation of

the illumination of the object (artha) means ‘the determination of it
- as the resultant.” Thus, the relation of means of authéntic cognition
(pramapa) and resultant authentic cognition (samyakjiana) partakes
of the dual character of identity and difference, and as such it is

consistent with the theory of non-absolutism (syadvada).

Again, the Buddhist logicians definition of valid cognition
cum its instrument is -sielf-stultifying. They define means of valid
cognition as that condition which 1s non-contradicted by subsequent
cognition (pramdpamavisaﬁzvddi jradnam)’®. They also claim that
this instrumental condition (pramdna) is indeterminate in nature
(dlocana jAdna matra). But an indeterminate cognition (d@locana
jAdna) cannot assert whether the cognition is contradicted by

subsequent cognition or not. It would not be capable of generating
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pragmatic consequences. That the indeterminate cognition is valid
could be cognized only by a subsequent determinate cognition
(savikalpaka jrana). Thus, the justification given to prove the
validity of indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpaka jridna), in
Buddhism, is a borrowed one (ydcitakamandana Nyaya). Again, the
role of determinate cognition for stipulating the validity of a
cognition cannot be denied even by a Buddhist logician. Hence, the
Jaina logicians accept the determinate cognition (savikalpaka jrdna)

as instrumental condition (pramana).

The aim of authentic cognition (samyak jiana) is to determine
authentic object (samyak artha nirnayam pramanam -- PM.Sitra
.2.). Object of authentic cognition (samyak artha), in Jainaism like
- Nyaya, is classified under three heads -- viz. what is to be avoided
(heya), what is to be accepted (upadeya) and what is to be ignored
(upeksaniya). .Ignorable (upeksaniya) in Nyaya, Prof.R.N.Ghosh
observes, could be subsumed under the avoidable (heya) on the -
ground of its being unfit for acceptance (upadeya)’’. But,
Hemchandra, the Jainé logician, observes that the ignorable
(upeksaniya), in Jainaism, cannot be subsumed under the avoidable
(heya). Because, if the ignorable is subsumed under the avoidable
since it is nbt -acceptable, by the same reason one may subsume it
under the acceptable on the ground that it is hot avoidable.
Moreover, the category of ignorable has its overwhelming
importance so far as thie ascetics are concerned. Ignorable objects
 (upeksaniya vi.faya), for the ascetics, are far greater thanthe
desirable or avoidable objects (na canupadeyatvadupeksaniya heya
evantarbhavati; aheyatvadupadeya  evantarbhavaprasakteh  /
Upeksaniya eva ca mirdhabhigikto’'rthah,
yogibhistasyaivaryamanatvat // asmadadinamapi heyopc'zde’yabhfc’m’z

bhilyanevopeksaniyo 'rthah; tannayamupekgitum ksamah)’’. But,
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people other than ascetics have the attitude towards any object
either to accept it or to avoid it. So, whether the objects of authentic
or valid cognition are classified under three or two heads depends
upon the desirability or undesirability of asceticism. Modern
psychological studies reveal that asceticism ultimatly cannot yeild
good result. The suppression of senses or desires in a rigorous way
may cultivate ill mental health and thus it may be a hindrence for
cognizing the true nature of an object (artha). Manikyanandin,
another Jaina logician, has not entered to the problem whether
asceticism should be allowed or not. He classified objects under two
headings -- good (hita) and bad (ahita). This classification, in our
opinion; is broader than the earlier one since it can accomodate both
the attitude of ascetic peoples-as well as people other than ascetics
towards any object. If this classification is accepted then both the
objects of desirable (upadeya) and objects of avoidable (heya), for
the ascetics, are bad objecté (ahita) and the ignorable objects are the
only good objects (hita). Thus, the classification of objects of
cognition under the headings of good and bad is more acceptable
than the other classification. Manikyanandin thus rightly defines
authentic cognition (samyakjfidna) as

“hitdhitapraptiparih@rasamartham, tato jidnam eva tad iti”*!

, 1.e.
an authentic cognition can guide us to do something which is good
and to avoid something which is bad. Good and evil come from the
objects of the world. Authentic cognition (samyakjiana) identifies
an object (artha) in it; true nature. This revelatory identification

helps the cognizer to accept what is good and reject what is bad.

Now, the question is : how the authenticity of cognition is
revealed ? Those thinkers who believe that the condition of
origination and the condition of authenticity is the same hold that

the authenticity of cognition is revealed intrinsically (svatah) and
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those thinkers who believe that the condition of origination and the
condition of authenticity of cognition are different hold that the
authenticity of cognition is revealed extrinsically (paratah). The
Jaina logicians hold that cognition itself is self—revelatory. Because
if it is not self-revelatory, it would not be capable of illumining
external objects. But the condition of authenticity is Aexternel and
yet there are some cases where the authenticity of cognition is

revealed intrinsically.

On some occasions the authenticity is revealed through
external senses -- such as primal - perceptual cognition
(anabhydsada$dpannajiiana) and in the case of Verbal Testimony
(Sabdajfiana). The authenticity in the case of primal perceptual
cognition (anabhydsadasdpannajriana) has not been ascertained at
the time of its origination. Whether such primal perceptual
cognition (anabhyasadasSdpannajiiana) corresponds with the
external relevant object or not is ascertained only by subsequent
cognition. The same holds good in the case of Verbal Testimony
(Sabdajiiana). Its unfailing correspondence with the relevant object
1s not realisable by itself. Its authenticity is only determined by the

external evidence furnished by verification.

The Jaina logician, Hemchandra like Gangesa, again, holds
that although the authenticity of cognition in most cases 1is
determined extrinsically, yet there are some cases where the
authenticity of cognition is self-validated. Such for instance is the
case of habitual cognition (abhy&'sadajc'ipannajﬁdna) of ones own
palm induced by a repeated course of experience; or the direct
intuition of results by verification offered by such tests as the acts
of bathing, drinking, quench of thirst and like processes. The same

holds good in some cases of inference when all the possibility of
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doubt of the universal concommitance has been entirely

eliminated.(pramanyyaniscayah svatah yathabhyasadasapanne
svakarataladijiane,
snanapanavagahanodanyopasamadavarthakriyanirbhase va

pratyaksajiiane na hi tatra pariksakanksasti preksavatam, tathahi --
jalajiAanam, tato dﬁhapz’pdsdrt_asya' tatra pravyttih, tatastatpraptih,
tatah snanapanadini, tato dahodanyopasama ityetavataiva bhavati
krti pramatd, na punardahodnyopasamajiidnamapi pariksate ityasya
svatah pramapyam / anumane tu sarvasminnapi sarvatha
nirastasamasta vyabhicarasamke svate eva pramanyam,
avyabhicarilingasamuthatvat, na lingakaram jidnamlirigam ving, na

ca liriga lirginam vineti*?

kk*k
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ca pramanye sati pramanaphaldyor bhinnavigsayatvam /
prasajyate, tathd hi -- visayakaro vahyavisayah, /
svasamvedanam tu jiidanasvaripavisayam iti”-- commentary

on Ts;P400,G.0.S. Ed.

“apratyoksopalambhasya  narthadrstih  prasiddhati’”

~ . . 2 ‘.
Pramanaviniscaya, Dharmakarti;
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29)

30)

31)

32)

33)

34)

35)

© “na hi visesyoparudhariparm antarena viSesanatvamnama ,/

- napi taduparudhatvagraham vind viSesanatvagrahanam /

tadakdragrahane ca viSesyam api grihitam eveti kathain /
tato visesyddhir apara sdadhya syat ?” — Prajfiakara’s

commentary on the verse of Pv.B.K.J.R.I.

“tatra kalpandapodham abhrc’intam”—Nyéya'bihdutikﬁ, PP.
8-9.

“bhrantam hyanumanam.

svapratibhase 'narthe 'dhyavasdyena pravrttvat” —P. 9. 1bid.

“samyagjiidnapurvikd sarvapurusarthasiddhirti tad

vyutpadyate” —Nyayabindutika, Ch.1,vl. |

“Both perception and inference, acquaint us with® the real -
svalaksana. Perception does it directly; inferénce does it
indirectly, through conceptual constructs” - “Does
Dharmakéarti Embrace A Pragmatic Theory of Truth in His
Theory of Knowledge 7?7, JICPR, VOL.XVI, NO.1, Sept -
Dec 1998, P.95. |

“arthakriya na  yujyate nityaksanikapaksayoh /
karmakramavyani bhavanam sa laksanataya mata”-- LT.IIL

1.)(XV)

“samyag  ityaviparitarthavyam  samaccaterva  ripam”

‘Pramana Mimamsa Tik@ on Satra -11.
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36)

37)

38)

39)

40)

41)

42)

“prakarsena samsayddi vyavacchedena miyate
paricchidyate vastutattvam yena tat pramanam prdmayar

sadhakatamam” -Tika on Sutra -5. Ibid.
“samyak artha nirnayam pramanam”~ P /"1e Swtva 2.
“pramanamavisamvadi jiianam” — Pv.11.1.

“The sense in which upeksabuddhi is admitted by the
Naiyayikas cannot be taken into account fully and I beg to
differ from the Naiyayikas in this respect. An object, I
think is either accepted or rejected but there 'is-no scope for
being indifferent. In my opinion the indifferent attitude
towards an object which is described as upeksa would fall
under the category of rejection (hdna)” — ‘Some Reflactions
on the Nydya Theory of Action’, Dr. Raghunath Ghosh,
IPQ, Vol. XVIIL No..4, October 1991. |

‘

X

Ay

4

na canupadeyatvadupeksaniya  heya evantarbhavati;
aheyatvadupddeya evantarbhavaprasakteh / Upeksaniya eva
ca mirdhabhisikto 'rthah, yogibhistasyaivaryamanatvat //
asmadadinamapi heyopadeyabhydriz
bhuyanevopeksaniyo 'rthah; tannayamupeksitum ksamah”--

Pramana Mimamsa Tika on Siitra -10,

“hitghitapraptipariharasamartham, tato jAanam eva tad

iti”-- PariksamukhaSutra -Stitra 2.
“pramanyaniscayah svatah yathabhyasadasapanne

svakarataladijiane,

snanapdnavagahanodanyopasamadavarthakriyanirbhase -va
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pratyaksajfiidne na hi tatra pariksdkanksasti preksavatam,
tathahi -- jalajianam, tato dahapipasartasya tatra
pravrttih,  tatastatpraptih, tatah snanapanddini, tato
dahodanyopasama ityet@vataiva bhavati krti pramatd, na
punardahodnyopasamajiianamapi pariksate ityasya svatah
pramanyam / anumadane tu sarvasminnapi  sarvatha
nirdstasamasta vyabhicdrasamke svate eva pramanyam,
avyabhicarilingasamuthatvat; na lingakaram jiianamlingam

vind, na ca liriga linginani vineti”—Ibid Tika on Sutra -22.

& ok ok ok ok
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Some Concluding

and

Evaluating Remarks

Some of the definitions of wvalid cognition (prama
/samyagjfiana) given by the opponents (piirvapaksa) have been
logically rejected by the Naiyayikas, but there are a few more
definitins given by Dharmaraja Adhvarindra, Dharmakirti, Narayana
Bhatta, Hemchandra etc which are not taken into account or rejected
by the Naiyayikas in the works available so far. In this chapter our
noble task is to encounter these problems and reject them with the
help of some independent arguments and an attempt is made to have
their probable solutions from the Nyaya point of view.

Dharmaraja Adhvarindra in his definition of prama has used
two terms - ‘uncontradicted’ (avadhita) and ‘unacquired’
(anadhigata) as adjuncts of the content of prama. He has used the
term ‘arthavisayaka’ as an adjective of cognition which means that
the valid cognition must have some object as as its content
(arthavisayaka). It indicates that it is the definition of epistemic
cognition of the phenomenal world. This object must be
uncontradicted or non-;ublated by the later cognition. To judge the
acquired cognition corresponds to the fact (avadhita) or not —
depends on the verification. If it is really raining outside, it is to be
taken as uncontradicted (avdadhita). In other words, whether the
acquired cognition of water is really in the case of water or in the
case of mirage can be determined through the pragmatic utility of it.

If the cognition of water really serves the purpose i.e. quenchmg the
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thirst etc. the acquired cognition may be taken as contradicted.
Heﬁce, the phenomenon of uncontradictedness always depends on
the external factor, which goes in favour of extrinsic validity of
truth (paratah pramanpya). How can the intrinsic validity (svatah
pramapya)  be substantiated? This question is not replied in the
Advaita frame-work given by Dharmaraja Adhvarindra. On the one
hand, the Advaitins propogate the theory of intrinsic validity
(svatah pramanya) and prescribe uncotradictédness (avadhitatva) as
an adjunct of the object of valid cognition, which seems to be
paradoxical. This paradox cannot easily be removed if the Advaitins
do not accept the extrinsic validity of truth so far as phenomenal
objects are concerned. The theory of intrinsic vaiidity ‘of truth
(svatahpramanpya) can easily be admitted in the case of meta-
physical truth, which is depended on the Agamic statements. The
Vedic statements are always true and hence they are intrinsically
true. Other than these the avadhitatva can be determined

extrinsically.

Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has raised earlier a problem against
the Nyaya concept of prama. This view needs a through review. To
Dharmaraja the sense-object-contact (indriyartha-sannikarsa),
consideration or paramarsa, cognition of similarity (sadrsyajfiana)
and awareness of the intention of the speaker (tatparyajiiana) are
taken as an attribute (guna) of the perceptual, inferential, cognition
through comparison an\d testimonial cognition respectively. They
think if sense-object-contact is the attribute or gupa of perceptual
cognition, it would have been remain permanenﬂy due to the
eternality of the relation called inherence (samavaya) remvainirng
between attribute (guna) and the possessor of the attribute (gunz')’.‘
But in the actual world perception is possible without.sense-object-

contact as in the case of the perception of self. Again, the cognition
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of the colour etc. is cognized though there is no sense-object-

[ ontact_.

In response to the above mentioned view of the Advaitins the
Naiyayikas may add the following arguments in favour of their own
conclusion. To Nyaya a cognition becomes aprama if there is any
defect either in the sense organ or in other parts essential for -
generating cognition (dosa’pramanyah janakah)’.’ If there are defects
kaca etc in the eye etc, or too much proximity (atisamipya) or too
much remoteness (dtidﬁratva) or having some obstacles
(pratibandhaka) etc, there arises a false cognition. If, on the other
hand, there is no such defecfs (dosabhava) i.e. eye is free from
defects like kaca etc, having no other defects like too much
proximity etc, it achieves the status of attribute (guna) by way of
being free from defects (dosabhava). Having normal -vision is an
attribute of visual sense-organ. It it is endowed with defect, it will
lose its normal character. Hence guna su'ggests two sides: negative -
side in the form of the absence of defect and positive side in the
form of achivement of quality of having normal vision etc. The
meaning of the term “guna” has to be taken in this sense which is
not taken by the Advaitins. The guma has been taken as in an
extended sense, while the Naiyayikas have taken it as a restricted
or technical sense. So the descfiption of sense-object-contact,
paramarsa, cognition of similarity, and cognition of tatparya as an
attribute or gupa does inot grasp the accurate meaning of the :term
used by the Naiyayikas. They have taken these sannikarsa,
paramarsa etc as an uncommon cause (asadharanakarana)
associated with operative process (vyapara) which is technically
called karana or instrumental factor. We may at best say that
between this karapa and result i.e. perceptual or inferential

,c_ognitjon there 1s cause and effect felationship but not gu;;ta and
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guni (attribute and possessor of the attribute). The karapa and
karapa are the generating factors of a valid cognition if and only if
there is the absence of defect or presence of attribute. Hence the
instrumental factors like sense-object-contact cannot be taken as

gupa or attribute as taken by the Advaitins.

Further, even of sense-object-contact is taken as an attribute,
it cannot be said that there is absence of it to apprehend colour etc
of .an object. The Naiyayikas are very much clear when they
enumerate different sannikarsas or contacts. When a jar 1s
conjoined with the eye, there is a specific contact called samyoga. A
man by nature cannot remain satisfied with mere cognition of a jar
and hence he afterwards tries to see the colour inhered in the
particular jar, which is also a kind of sense-object-contact called
samyuktasamavaya (conjoined inherence). In the like manner, the
property called colourness inhered in colour is apprehended with the
help of the sense-object-contact (sannikarsa) called samyukria-
samaveta-samavaya (1.e. inherence inhered in the conjoined). Hence,
colourness, colour etc are apprehended though the sense-object-
contact called samavetasamavaya etc. So it is not true that when
colour is apprehended, sannikarsa is not there. The view of the
Advaitins is not tenable. Even the cognition of self, according to
Nyaya 1is also possible through some extra-ordinary means of
perceptual cognition (éllaukikapratyak§a) which is called yogaja.
Though the self is n_é)t cognized directly through sense-object-
contact, yet there is an indirect means where sense-organ becomes
operative. Generally sense-organ have got two types of power-gross
(sthiila) and subtle (suksma). Normally a sense organ can reveal an
object proximate to it, but it has got some extraordiﬁary ‘surplus
_power‘g(as coined by Rabindranath Tagore) which can reveal those

existing in past, present and future. Hence, it is not true that sense-
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organ remain operative with the help of the power of self. Moreover
whenever the colour etc of an object is cognized, sense-organ i.e.the
eye is directly connected with the object i.e. jar and indirectly to the
colour of it. Direct relation is called sdksdt and indirect relation is
called parampara. Both are accepted in the Nyaya system of
Philosophy. So it is not true that the sense object-contact is not
found in the case of the apprehension of colour etc. It is completely

a misunderstanding for the part of the Advaitins to the Nyaya view.

The second problem is raised by Dharmaraja Adhvarindra in
the case of asallingakapardmaréaq(i.e. consideration where liﬁga or
sign is falsely apprehended). The Advaitins think that the cognition
in the form of paramarsa or consideration has been taken as an
attribute (guna) of the inferential cognition (gnumiti) which is a
guni and hence there must be an eternal relation. The Advaitins have
shown an exception in the case of paramarsa where there is actually
no sign or probans, but anumiti is possible. That is, inspite of not
having proper paramarsa there is an inferential cognition, which
may be taken as an empediment of the eternal relation between guna

and guni. |

In reply it may be argued by the Naiyayikas that paramarsa is
not an attribute, but an operative process (vyapara) in the Nyaya
terminology. If there is a case where there is not proper paramarsa-
by virtue of not havinlg the proper cognition of probans. It may"
happen that there is a false cognition of a hetu which gives rise to
the proper cognition of sadhya in the subject. In this case though
there is no paramarsa yet the attainment of sddhya or inferential
cognition is accidental or yadrcchiki as coined by the Carvakas.
Generally a right cognition of hetu gives rise to a proper cqgnit-iOn

of sadhya. But sometimes the attainment of right sddhya through a
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wrong hetu may be accidental or kakataliya which has no causal
connection. The causal connection lies between paramarsa and
anumiti, but not the relation between guna and guni as accepted by
the Advaitins. Such type of accidental achivement of result from a
false probans.or non-existent probans is just like manimantravat
(like gem and mantra). Sometimes we get a good result from
wearing a gem or uttering a mantra but this may be taken as

accidental or kadacit which is devoid of causalities.

So far as the Buddhist definition of valid cognition (prama =
pramana) is concerned, it is not free from some problems. That
which corresponds to reality (avisamvadakam) is called wvalid
coghition (prama).1f this definition is taken for granted, it leads to

several problems.

First, to the Buddhists there is no distinction between valid
cognition (prama) and its instrument (pramana).  This valid
cognition cum instrument (prama = pramana) is of two types —
perception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumdna). Perception
(pratyakga) captures an object which is of unique-character
(svalaksana) i.e. having some unique character remaining for a
single. moment. Svalaksana is inexpressible as it is beyond
conceptualisation. Svalaksapa enjoys a non-linguisﬁc ontology. If
someone attempts to communicate the experience of svalaksana then
it will involve mental iconstruction (kalpana). Such constructions
(kalpana) have to persist through more than one moment. In order to
disclosethe unique singular that svalaksana is. It flaShés across the
cohsciousness in a twinkle. That which exists is momentary in
character (yat sat tat ksanikam). An object remaining for more than
one moment must be unreal (asat). An object known in terms of

theoretic constructionis a post eventum affair and it is not any
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longer the singular apprehended earlier. Moments pass between
apprehending a singular and its judgmental awarene.ss through the
use of concepts and relations. The Buddhists call it inference
(anumana). When it is said that something corresponding to reality
is called valid cognition (prama), it may be asked whether its
correspondence to the fact is known within a moment or not.
Whether an object corresponds to the fact or not needs at least a few
moments to judge. After a few moments when we come to know that
our previous knowledge corresponds to the fact, it is no more unique
in character (svalaksapa), but it becomes a universal character
(samanya lakgsana). Hence the definition of valid cdgnition (prama)
in terms of unfailing correspondence (avisamvddaka)gcannot cover
unique real (svalaksana) or perception which is the real truth or
absolute truth (paramarthasatya). Moreover, an object is to be taken
as existent (saf) if it has causal efficacy (arthakriyakaritva). An
object having unique-momentary-character (svalaksapa) cannot be
known as having causal efficacy with in moment and hence its -
unfailing correspondence to the reality (avisamvadakatva) cannot be

judged within a moment.

The concept of unique momentary real (svalak§alga) 1S SO
explicated that it is free from theoretic construction or kalpana and
as such it is said to be self-revealing and non-erroneous.
Dharmakirti holds the view of momentariness of the reals and at the
same time asserts thati the non-erroneous character of a unique
singular be ascertained extrinsically (paratah). The datum of
awareness is credible if it is causally effica‘c_ious in terms of
attaining some aim. If this is accepted, the unique-momentary-
character (svalaksapa) of an entity cannot be protected. For
example, the awareness of water would be veridical if it leads to

quenching thirst. It is called unfailing corresponde_nc.e whiéh is not
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applicable to perceptual unique particular object  which has got
primary status in Buddhist epistemology. Jayanta has vehemently
criticized this Buddhist notion of valid-cognition- cum-instrument
(prama = pramana) in his Nyaya-Mafijari. Jayanta raises a question
to the Buddhists — (a) Does a source of cognition (pramana) lead an
individual to avail an object endowed with the unique singular ? or
(b) Does it lead to the availability of an object bearing mental
ascription ? The secopnd one is not possible as inference is not a
unique particular (svalaksana) so that it can be directly
apprehended. A direct awareness is mnot possible through
conceptualisation which is an inference. So far as the first question
is concerned, an object is revealed but cannot be attained due to its
existence for a moment which is too inadequate to be grasped. They
themselves admit that the object apprehended through concept is
unreal and hence it is not possible to attain. If an individual gets
something accidentally, it does not come under the purview of
perceptual and inferential cognition. That is, the attainment of an
object is not result of perception or inference. Hence, the unfailing
correspondence to the reality is not possible at all. (“yattranumane
pradarsanameva nasti, ka katha tatprapanasya. Pratyakse tu
badham  pradarsanamasti; —na tu  pradarsitam  prapyate;
ksanikatvenatikrantatvat mﬁl&bhﬁtavastupraptistu
kakataliyameva. Na tu tadanyatarenapi pramanenapi sprstam

yadgatva prapuate”.6

The entity apprehended through pure sensation is real and
uniquely singular (svalaksana) as told earlier. It is impossible to
attain the momentary entity, but the series of the momentary entities
can be grasped. Hence it is the determinate perception (savikalpaka)
which is formed through the series of momentary entities leading to

the successful inclination (saphalapravrtti). Though the object
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which is cognized through imagination (kalpana) is based on the
series of momentary real entities, an individual gets a real entity
even though he is adopting inference. The grasp of real object by
inference is accidental just as an individual having illusory
cogh.ition of something really gets an object. Though the inferential
cognition or determinate cognition is unreal to the Buddhists, yet
real is sometimes can be grasped, as the source of mental ascriptions
1s real. Hence an instrument of valid cogn.ition (pramana) leads to
the attainment of an object having conceptual ascriptions. Hence, if
there is any unfailing correspondence to the reality, it is possible in
the samanyalaksana level which .is phenomenal reality

(samvrtisatya) but not absolute reality (paramartha satya). (“Yatra

pratyaksa vastu svalaksanavisayatvat tasya ca-
ksanikatvenapraptyasambhave 'pi tat santanapraptih
santanddhyavasayajananameva prapakatvam. Anumanasya
tvaropitartha visayatve 'pi | miulabhiita

vastuksanaparampdryaprabhavatvatmaniprabhamanibuddhivat

tatpraptya prapakatvam 7

So far as the Mimamsa view is concerned, it is not tenable. To
them the prior unacquired cognition (ajfiatatattvarthajfianam) is
called valid cognition. They think that the term ‘unacquired’
(ajﬁdté) has been used in order to exclude memory (smrti) and
repeated version (anuvdda)s.The exclussion of memory (smrti) from
the purview of valid cégnition can be supported through. But the
reasoning for exclusion of repeated version from the purview of
valid cognition cannot be taken for granted. Though they admit that
cognition (jfidna), the object (visaya) and the condition for
manifestation of the object (prakatya), it is very difficult »to
understand the distinction between object (visaya) and the

manifestation of an object (prakatya). To them the manifestation of
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an object is different in different moments. It is very difficﬁlt to
understand the difference between an object and its manifestation
(prakatya). A question may be raised in this connection — whether
an dbject is known without its manifestation or not. I think an object
is known without its manifestation. It is not conceivable that an
object is known but not manifested. If it is said that an object and
its manifestation is not different, it is not tentamount to say that fire
and its lumination are different, which is not correct. The fact that
the fire exists is proved through its luminous character. Hence,
object and its manifestation cannot be different. Moreover, the
cognition 1s generally compared with a lamp by virtue of its
function of revelation. As the Mimamsaka believe the cognition
(jiiana) and its object, it proves that the cognition reveals the object.
As cognition reveals an object, there is no necessity of accepting
another factor called pr‘cfkagya for its revelation. There is no .pbint in
accepting both cognition and manifestation for the revelation of an

object.

Normally different manifestations (prakatya) and time
moments (kalamsa) limited by the corresponding manifestations are
very subtle to understand though the Mimamsakas claim that it is
not so. If an individual manifestation remains in a particular
moment of time, the time-particle is very difficult to perceive due to
its extreme subtleness. 'When we keep looking towards an object for
a particular period of tit\ne, do we really feel that an object existing
in a particular moment is different from that existing in another
particular moment ? Normally it is not experienced. Though an
object remains changing at every moment, there is a logical
necessity of accepting it. But an object is not generally cognised as
different in the persistent cognition. If an objecf existing in the first

moment, there would arise the possibility of the absence of
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recognitive cognition. An object cognized for five moments cannot
" be cognized as different apparently. If the repeated version of a
cognition does not come under the purview of valid cognition
(prama), the recognitive cognition (pratyabhijfia) would not come
under the purview of valid cognition. But they are called Valid
cognition (prama). Hence the repeated version excepting the case of

memory must be taken as valid cognition.

The Jaina logicians are of the opinion that authentic cognition
(prama) is ‘svaparavyavasayijfidnam’. It means that the nature of
authentic cognition (prama) is to be self-revealing as well as object
disclosing. Just as a lamp reveals its object as well‘ as itself, a
cognition reveals both itself and its content. To them, the reiation
between self and the cognition is explained as both different and
non-different (bhedabheda), which is in consonance with their

principle of anekantavada.

This cognition or jfidna is generally taken as any cognition of
~an object while the term ‘prama’ is used in a strict logical sense. To
them the definite cognition about an object which is completely
different from doubt, error etc. is pramd. In other words, the
definiteness is an essential feature of the validity of.cognition‘.a The
charac'teristic of being definite is not different from the view of the
Naiyayikas who believe that the definite cognition can alone be
prama. But the term ‘définiteness’ is explained in a slight different
way by the Jainas. To them definiteness lies in the determination of

an object in the mode (naya) in which it really exists.
Other Jaina logicians like Divakara, Siddhasena etc. define

prama as having capacityto reveal itself and its content as said

earlier which remains uncontradicted (pramdnpam svaparabhasi
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jAanam badhavivarjitam / svaparabhasakam yatha pramdanam bhuvi

buddhilaksanam)

Akalanka, a Jaina thinker, defines means of authentic
cognition (prahzdna) as cognition which is uncontradicted and which
manifests the unknown object (“Pramanam avisamvd'dijﬁdnam
anadhigata'rthédhigamalak§anatvat”)‘.1 But naya is the cognition of a
fhing in a particular context or it is the relationship of a thing with
- the cognizer. Naya is a particular standpoint from which we can
make our judgment about a particular thing (miyate gamyate
arthaikadeso ’neneti nayah). As human beings are not omniscient by
virtue of the fact that they possess limited authenti.c cognition and
capacity, they cannot cognize all the properties of an object at a
time or in different times. They can cognize something which is
limited and relative. The Jainas have taken recourse to the principle
of naya to cognize this relative nature which is true of an object.
This is the nature of authentic cognition (prama). When a particular
property of an object is definitely cognized, it is through particular
mode (naya). When the various properties of an object are cognized
or diverse properties are authentically cognized at a time, it is »
through pramana. Hence, both naya and pramana are essential for
having a true nature of an object. That is prama of an object
presupposes both. But it should always be kept in mind that in Jaina
logic absolute affirmati(}n and absolute negation is not possible due
to their belief in Syadvci!da ‘which suggests that everything is of ‘may
be’ in character. All judgments are partial ascription to reality

which cannot be grasped ‘wholly’.
The above mentioned thesis of the Jainas is not beyond

question. First, the definition of definiteness is very vague. It is said

as definite if an object is determined in the mode in which it exists
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really. If it is accepted, the determination of an object in a
particular mode in which it really exists becomes very difficult in
sometimes, though not always. When a jar is determined in a
particular mode i.e. having real colour in which it really is, it is said
to be definite or right. But it is quite natural that when a jar is
authentically cognized as having colour, it is cogiiized as having
shape, having power containing water etc. which the jar really
possess. According to the Jainas, these two aspects of a jar (having
~shape and power containing water) would not come under the
purview of our cognition, which is not acceptable. As soon as one
aspect of an entity is cognized, others are also cognized
simultaneously without any effect, which cannot be denied. I do not

know how would they explain such cognition ?

Secondly, Pramana and pramd is not clearly distinguished
etc. in this context pramapa is described as a cognition revealing -
self as well as its context. If cognition which is uncontradicted
- become a pramapa, what is the distinction between pramd and
pramana ? Perhaps like Buddhists they do make a clear distinction
between prama and pramakarana. To the Buddhists it is natural
because they believe in the theories of momentariness
(ksanabhangavada), unique momentary existence of real entity
(svalaksana) etc. accor;ding to which both may remain in the same
poirit of time. But to the Jainas there is no sufficient argument in
favour of such non-distinction, which is again substantiated from

the following definition — ‘pramapam avisamvadijhanam ...  etc.
Keeping this problem in view Hemchandra has made some
patch works on this non-distinction and tried to say that the

authentic cognition (samyak jfiana) is acquired throhgh the
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. " . - 12
instrumental cognition (samyagarthanirpayam pramanam). From
this it is not clear what is the nature of instrument of authentic

cognition (pramakarana) is.

Lastly, it is said by the Jaina logicians that when a property of
an object is cognized it is through naya. When various aspects of an
entity is cognized, they are cognized through pramana. To cognize
an object generally and specifically both naya and pramana are
reqliired and hence prama needs both. If this view is accepted, one
could raise the questions — (a) If naya functions as revealer of some
entity, why is it not a pramapa ? If naya reveals something, it
serves the function of a pramana. Why is it distinguished from a
pramana ? If it is not pramana, what is the status of it 7. Does it
have instrumental value like mind, sense-organ etc ? All these
questions remain unresolved if the Jaina view is accepted. (b) If
naya is an essential factor for revelation of an object and it is not a
pramana, how can it provide us a relative cognition of an object ?
The route of relative cognition and absolute cognition may be the
same. One can at least say that perception is the route of absolute
cognition. But if naya can provide us a cognition, it must be taken
as a separate pramana or pramd-yielding means, which is not
accepted in their logic. If there is any conflict in the data of the
given 'object, which one is to be taken as supreme ? Many properties
of an object may be cognlzed through pramana no doubt. If some
one says that the four propertles are cogmzed one by one through
the help of naya, would be taken as prama. As these are acquired
through naya, it must be prama. If some other person cognize the
same through pramanma, which one will be superior? All these
problems may arise on the path of our understanding if such Jaina

views are accepted.
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If all units of cognition are taken as relative, there would arise
the problem of human behaviour. When we have the cognition of a
jar, all aspects of jar do not come to our awareness. A few aspects
cognized rightly can provide us the cognition of the object. On that
basis we have inclination (pravrtti), refraining from (nivptti) and
indifference (upeksd) towards this. If everything is taken as relative,
the determining cognition would never come to our mind léading to
its non-recognition. Due to this non-recognition pravrtti etc are not
possible. Hence, the Jaina theory cannot explain our daily

behaviour.

That is why, Vatsayana has forwarded a syllogistic argument
in the following manner — ‘pramanam arthavat pravrttisamarthyat’
1.e. pramanpa becomes meaningful or efficacious, as it leads us to the
successful ihclination. The capacity of leading to successful
inclination (pravrttisamarthya) is the probans (hetu) through which
the meaningfulness or reality or efficaciousness (arthavatta) is
inferred. This efficaciousness (arthavatta) remains in pramanpa
which is paksa here. The form of invariable concommitance (vyapti)
would be framed as follows : ‘yatra yatra pravrttisc?marthyalh tatra
tatra arthavattd’ 1.e. wherever there is the capability of leading to
successful inclination there is the efficaciousness or reality of
pramana. It is possible as alone pramapa has got the power of
apprehending  an | object. - (‘Pramanato’rthapratipattau

pravrttisamarthyat arthavat pramanpam’) 3

It may be argued that how is the right cognition of pramana is
possible ? It is the contention of Vatsayana that the right cognition
of the sixteen categories in which pramana is the first leads us to

the " attainment of the highest good (nihs'reyasa-)l.« If the right

146



cognition of the first category i.e. pramana is not possible, how it

(pramana) can illumine other categories.

Considering the importance of pramana Vatsayana has
explained its various function in his Bhasya at the very outset.
Without the proper cognition of pramana the object cannot be
properly grasped. If it is not grasped properly, no one can have |
successful inclination towards the object. The cognizer,A.-after
cognizing an object with the help of pramana (means of knowing),
wants to avail or forsake the object. The effort in the form of
availing or forsaking is called volition. Whether our volition is
successful or not depends on the result of the inclination. The object
is in the form of happiness or the cause of happinéss. It mayb also be
in the form of misery or the cause of misery. These objects of
pramana are infinite in number as the persons adopti_ng_theée are
infinite in  number. (“Pramdanamantarena nﬁrthapratipaiiih
ndrthapratpattimantarena pravrttisamarthyam. Pramanam khalvam
jhatarthamupalabhhya tamarthamabhipsati jihasati  va.
Tasyepsajihdsa-prayuktasyasamiha pravrttirityheyate. Samarthyam
punarasyah phalenabkisambandhah.
Samihamanastamarthamabhipsan jihasan va tamarthamapnoti jahati
va. Arthastu sukham sukhahetusca, duhkham duhkhahetusca. So’yam

pramanartho 'parisamkheyah pranabhrdbhedasyaparisamkheyatvat g

According to th;e nihilists sceptics, the right cognition
(tattvajfiana) of the category called pramana is not at all possible
and hence there 1s no possibility of having right cognition of other
objects. To Goutama the real means of the right cognition is called
pramana. When we have an awareness, it is very difficult to detect
the rightness of the awareness. That is why, the determination of the

rightness of pramana which is called pramanya is beyond our
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capacity. For this reason Goutama’s Nyaya Philosophy would turn
into a Sastra which is full of inconsistencies and paradoxes. In order
to avoid such problems and to refute such views of the nihilists and
sceptics, Vatsayana at the very outset begins with the determination
of the wvalidity or rightness of pramana with the texts -

pramanato 'rthapratipatiau etc.

The phrase ‘pramanam arthavat’® means pramdnpa 1is
nondeviated to the object (arthavyabhicari). In other words, the
nature and essential characteristics of an object as revealed »by
pramana coincide with its real nature which is technically called
arthavyabhicari. The function of pramapa is to reveal the real
nature of an object. From the revelation of the real nature of an
object the rightness of pram&na is proved. The suffix matup added
to artha (arthavat) denotes ‘an ecternal connection’ (nityayoga)
which indicates the ~fact of non-deviatedness of an .object
(avyabhicarita). It is called Sadhya of the inference which is
inferred on the strength of the argument or hetu -

‘pravrttisamarthya’ i.e capacity of leading to successful inclination.

If an individual attains right cognition of an object through
pramana, he will be able to incline or reject something if he is
desiroﬁs of doing so. If otherwise, it will not be taken as pramana,
but as pseudo-pramapa. The illusory cognition must be taken as a
pseﬁdo— pramana (prami-dgzdbhc'lsa),' as it cannot lead someone to the
successful activity. If someone "attains the cognition of snake in
place of rope, his inclination or rejection does not become
successful. As in the pseudo cognition of snake there is no snake at
all, the inclination etc becomes meaningless. That is why, the fact of
being non-deviatedness to the object (arthavyabhicaritva) is the

uncommon property of prdmdzza which is called p'ramdnya. It is also
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endorsed by Jayanta Bhatta who séys - ‘tasya

svaprameyavyabhicaritvam nama pramanpyam’.

Though Vatsayana has tried to refute the nihilists and sceptics
in this way and to establish the pramanya of pramana through some
inferential procedure as shown above, one may ask another question
as to how can the pramanya of the above mentioned inference be be |
determined ? If pramanya of the above inference is dependent on
another inference, how can the pramanya be determined of the
second one ? If there is the doubt of the pramanya, there cannot be

the ascertainment of the same.

In response to this the Naiyayikas are of the opinion that there
does not always arise the doubt of pramanya in each and every
caseof inference or inferential cognition. Innumerable works have
been done depending on time which inferred from the watch. Many
theories have been discovered depending on the mathematical
calculations. But there does not always arise the doubt of pramapya.
Daily buiseness is continued on the basis of the weight taken
through the scales, which is not always doubted. Moreover, if there
is doubt, the cause of it must be shown. If someone adduces some
arguments in favour of some doubt, he has to take recourse to
inference whose validity must be admitted. If there’ 1S no argument
in favour of doubt, 1t would be taken as unreal. As there is
innumerable pieces of ;nference through which our life is moving
forward, there is no question of such doubt. Otherwise, there would
not have been inclination towards some activities or objects. Even
the sceptics are inclined to some actions out of having some sort of
certainty on these. If the phenomenon of successful inclination
becomes deviated from object, it would remain in the -péeudb-

pramana also. If the unfailing inclination remains in something
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which is deviated from an object, it may remain in the

pramdandbhasa also, which is not at all possible.

Those who are the believers of absolute nihilism think that
there is no real object like pramana, because to them the usages of
pramana, prameya etc. are imaginary. Hence, to them, all cognitions
are false cognitions. From this it follows that all pramdnas are
nothing but pramapabhasa. If it is taken for granted, the nihilists
would not be in position to explain an individuals inclination
towards something. If it is taken that water if cognized as such is
illusory, why does an individual incline to have water ? From the
syllogistic argument in the form : ‘this piece of cognition is valid,
as it leads to a successful inclination’ (idam jianam yathartham
saphalapravritijanakatvat), it is proved that the cognition of water

1s valid.

Vacaspati Misrha is of the opinion that that terms ‘pramanam
arthavat’ would mean that pramdpa 1s necessary factor in the
- phenomenon of valid cognition (prama). That is why,it is
maintained by Goutama at the very beginning. If pramana becomes
non-deviated from the object (arthavyabhicari), cognizer (pramata),
cognizable entity (prameya), cognition (pramiti) become meaningful
or non-deviated to the -object (arthavati ca pramdne pramata-
praineyam pramitiritydartharthavanti bhavanti)lb If pramana cannot
reveal an onject, theiprdmatd etc would "become meaningless
(anyatama-paye’rthasya anupapatteh). An individual who inclines
to accept or reject is called a cognizer (pramata). The means of
proving an object is pramana (Tatra yasyepsajihasaprayuktasya
pravyritih sa pramata. Sa yenartham praminoti tat pramanam). The
object which is being proved is called-prameya (yo’rthah pramiyate

tat prameyam). The valid cogniton regarding some object is called
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pramiti (yadarthavijiianam sa pramitih). All types of human
behaviour are centered around these four (catasysu caivambidhasu

: - 1
arthatattvam parzsamapyate).l

Reality (tattva) is cognized through Pramana and something is
accepted if it is conducive to happiness. If the object is not ac¢epted
due to having some obstaclés, there is at least an acc’eptability of the
same. If an object seems to be the cause of misery, it is rejected or
there is the possibility of rejection. The object which is not
acceptable or rejectable comes under indifference (upék;c‘z).
Pramapabhasa cannot provide the cognition of reality (zattva), but

pramana can easily provide.

What is called reality ? Reality is the positivity of the positive
and negativity of the negative. (Kim panastttvam ? Satasca
sadbhavah astas’casadbhc'lva)‘.g When an object is cognized as sat it is
to be taken as ‘as it really is’, i.e. to cognize something in its true ’
form. (Sat saditi grhyamanam yathabhiitama-viparitam | tattvam
bhavati. Asaccasaditi grhyam@nam yathabhiutamaviparitam tattvam
bhavati)®

Though reality is explained as having two qualities — positive
and negative. How is a negative fact cognized ? In reply it is said
that just as a positive object is revealed through lamp, the négative
object is not r-evealed.l The negativity of something is cognized
through the non-apprehension of an object. An object is cognized to
be absent from the non-apprehension of it. Had it been there, it
would have been seen (“satyupalabhyamadne tadanupalabdheh
pradipavat. Yath@ darsakena dipena drsye grhyamane tadiva yanna
grhyate tanndasti, yadyabhavisyadidamiva vyaﬁjasyaid

can = —_— i, o
vijianabhavannastiti”)*
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Udayana defines pramd as proper discernment (sammyak
paricchitti). According to him, it is the condition of the real nature
of a thing, and it is independent of any previous perception. From
this it follows that memory-cognition does not come under the
purview of valid cognition (pramd). As memory 1is not an
independent cognition, the object of it is the same as that of the
original perception which generated it. In order to exclude memory
(smpti) from valid cognition (prama) Udayana uses the term -
‘anapeksa’ (independent) in this definition which runs as follows :

_ _ 1
“Yatharthanubhavo manam anapeksatayesyate”. =

It is well known that the Naiyayikas have accepted the
extrinsic validity of truth. (paratah pramanya) i.e. the truth of our
awareness also depends on the successful inclination
(saphalapravriti) of the cognition. In terms of successful inclination
the truth of a cognition is always determined i.e. a cognition is to be
taken as true if it leads us to get something which is in our mind.
This validity is inferred in the following way: ‘pratyaksanubhutih
pramd saphala pravrttijanakatvar’ i.e. the perceptual cognition
would be true if it leads us to the successful inclination. The
cognition of water can be taken as true if it really quenches our
thirst. In the like manner the falsity of a cognition is determined on
the unsuccessful inclination (visamvadipravrtti). If the cognition of

|
water does not quench our thirst, it is to be taken as false.

Now the problem may be raised how the truth of nirvikalpaka
cognition can be determined. It is admitted that the indeterminate
cognition is a kind of cognition having no name, universal etc. and
hence there is no relation between qualificand and qualifier. The

means applied to determine the cognition in the form of determinate
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(savikalpaka) cannot be applied to the indeterminate (nirvika-lpaka)
one. Because the criteria like successful  inclination
(saphalapravrittijanakatva) etc. are relevant to the' determinate
cognition. But the cognition having no characterstic features of an
object is in void and it has got no causal efficacy through which

validity (pramanya) can be determined.

The question may be raised how an object can exist without
having its characters. By virtue of being a cognition the
indeterminate cognition must have some object or content of its own
as cognition without content (avigsayaka) is an inconceivable idea.
To the Naiyayikas tﬁe content of cognition 1s of three fold:
Prakarata, Visayata and Samsargata. In the case of indeterminate
cognition there remains a special type of objectivity (visayata)
called the fourth type of objectivity (Tariya Vigayaic‘x)‘q‘which is
inexplicable in nature. In spite of this the problem of extrinsic
validity will remain the same as before. In other words, the validity
of indeterminate cognitidn will remain undetermined. Keeping all
these complication in view Visvanatha does not accept the
perceptibility of indeterminate cognition. The cognition in the form
of indeterminate (nirvikalpaka) which has no relation between
qualificand and qualifier can not be grasped through sense organ
(jianam yannirvikalpakhyam tadatindrz'yamisyate)?'?’lt implies that

the indeterminate cognition is beyond sense perception.

If a cognition is beyond the reach of sense-organ, how can it
be cognized ? Is there any cognition in the ordinary word (laukika)
which is not comnected with sense-organ ? Even the super normal
cognitions are somehow related to external sense-organ and inner

sense-organ (madnas). However, a cognition without the operation of
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sense-organ is impossible for a cognizer. If indeterminate
(nirvikalpaka) cognition is a cognition, it must be related to some
instruments like sense-organ etc. If such cognition is atindraya as
per the view of Visvanatha, it cannot be cognition at least in the
phehomenal level. There is a possibility of such cognition, however,
in the transcendental level about which the Naiyayikas are not
concerned so far as the theory of perception in the ordinary stage

(laukika) 1s concerned.

It should be borne in mind that right presentétive cognition
(vathartha anubhava) is classified into four — perceptual (pratyaksa)
cognition, inferential cognition (anumiti), cognition through
comparison (upamiti) and verbal cognition (sabda). The uncommon
instrumental factors of such cognitions are perception, inference

(anumana), comparison (upamana) and verbal testimony (sabda).

Amoung these the eldest one is Pratyaksa or perception which
is again subdivided into two -—determinate (savikalpaka) and
indeterminate (nirvikalpaka). As indeterminate perception is a form
of perception, it must be the object of definition (lak.sya-) of the
defination (/aksana) which runs as follows : “indriyartha-
sannikasajanyam jnanam pratyaksam”. If it is so, nirvikalpaka must
be generated through the sense-object-contact. Otterwise it can not
be a subdivision of Pratyaksa. If a cognition si described as
Pratyaksa and if the def1n1t1on given for Pratyaksa can not be
applied to it, then it is not at all a perceptual cognition. If it is not a
subdivision of perception, a cognition must be true or false. If such
indeterminate becomes true, it must be either of the four sources of
cognizing. The Naiyayikas have incorporated it under Pratyaksa but
definition of Pratyak§a can not be applied and the method of

extrinsic validity of truth can not be applied to it.
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The description of nirvikalpaka cognition as neither true nor
false leads to another sort of paradox which is not expected from the
realistic thinkers like Nyaya for the following reasons. In the Nyaya
System of logic two value-system is always accepted and hence
there is no scope for inducing multi-valued logic. Hence a cognition
must be either true or false and like Jaina there is no scope of being
indescribable (avyaktavya). In the Adaita Vedanta Logic there is the
scope of multi-valued logic as a cognition may be true or false or
different from these called anirvacaniya or indescribable. When
they accept illusion, they think that the cognition is neither existent
nor non-existent, but indescribable (sadasda-vilaksanah
anirvacanya). If some- thing is both existent and nonexistent, it is-
called indescrible which is the third value accepted in Vedanta. In
Nyaya a cognation must either be true or false, but not
indescribable. Hence, nirvikalpaka cognition by virtue of being a
cognition must be true or false, but there does not arise any question
of being indescribable, the third alternative. Hence it is very
difficult to assess the validity of such indeterminate cognition which
has got some logical justification for its acceptance but it is beyond
the range of determining its validity. We do not know the status of a
cognition which is beyond the determination of its .validity. Hence
the Nyaya position can never be justified so far as the pramanya is

concerned.

Excepting the cage of indeterminate perception (nirvikalpaka
pratyaksa) the Naiyayakas, in our opinion, are consistent in their
views. As there are a few defects in all most all of the definitions of
prama given by the opponents the Nyaya concept of prama which is
very much logical and well guarded has to be accepfed as a perfect

one.

* %k %
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