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The present work "The Nyaya concepts of Prama, Pramaéna dnd
Pramanya : A Critical Study" is the result of an intensive study on the problem of
h Pramd, Pramdana and Pramanya in Indian epistemology with special reference to
Nyaya. ‘

Pramapa has occupied a prominent role in all systems of Indian
Phil’osophy in general and Nyaya in particular. The concept of Pramana is
related to the concept of Prama accepted in different systems of Indian
Philosophy. The theory of knowledge has been developed by Nydya, Advaita
Vedanta and Bauddha systems of Philosophy after keeping their respective
concepts of Prama in view. In this sense the theory of knowledge or Pramana is
dependent on some metaphysical presupposition in view. For the jus'tiﬁcation of
the validity of Prama and Pramana, the ques%tion of Pramanya arises. It is true
that the theories of Pramanya play an important role in Indian epistemology. The
controversy regarding Svatah and Paratah Erdmdnya is centered around the
metaphysical presupposition of a system. An effoﬂ has been made to throw some
light on these theories, the reasons behind foirmulating such theories and some
problems on understanding them with special jreference to Nyaya view, which is
followed by some critical remarks. The scholars in the field will judge how far I
am successful. Any criticism constructive or destructlve will be helpful for me
for my future study in this field. I am Very much grateful to my respected
teachers of Philosophy, North Bengal Umversrfy for their teaching and blessing,.

Lastlyl, I would like to express my degep gratitude Professor Raghunath

Ghosh, Supervisor of this thesis, for his teacfaing, constant encouragement and
| blessing. He has gone through the whole thesis, suggested change in many -
portions and taught the Sanskrit texts.
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CHAPTER - I

INTRODUCTION

In Indian tradition all most all the schools of Indian Philosophy, claim
that even for the attainment of liberation (moksa), the Sumum bonum of life,
right cognition of the real or reals (fattvajfiana) is essential. The right cognition
in Sanskrit is technically called ‘prama’. The word ‘prama’ derives from the
suffix ‘Pra’ meaning excellent - (prakrsta) and the root ‘ma’ 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 fact, the cognition acts as a
measurement metaphorically. When a jar is known as a jar, the latter is the
measurement of the former. When we know the existence of fire on the mountain
inferentially, it is metaphorised as measufement of-fire, on the mountain. The
right measurement is the right cognition. In this context prama has a double role
in selecting the right purpose and means for achieving that goal also.

There is a controversy regarding what the Sanskrit word j7iana or prama
means. The Sanskrit word j7iana sometimes translated as knowledge because the
Sanskrit word jhianin' means a knowledgeable person. Some Lexicographers
think that as the Sanskrit word jfigna include any awareness like imagination,
doubt, cognition, error, illusion, reducﬁo—ad—absurdum etc. so to select a
synonymy for the word ‘prama’, an adjective is needed. Thus the Sanskrit word
jfiana is a genus term of which prama and a prama are the species, so, they
translate pramd as ‘valid cognition’ or true cognition’ and a - prama is translated
as invalid cognition or false cognition. But as in western tradition ‘knowledge’

by definition is true and the expression true knowledge is merely a tautology. To



avoid such confusion J.N. Mohanty® and B.K. Movtilal3 hold that prama can be
translated as ‘knowledge’. Again according to K.H. Potter as because in western
tradition knowledge is generally defined as justified true belief, so prama cannot
be translated as knowledge. But in Indian tradition we do not find any
corresponding word of belief. Moreover in Indian tradition prama, is taken as
aiming at fulfilling human pursuits (Purusarthasiddhi), whereas, in western
tradition knowledge is for knowledge sake. According to some thinkers, prama
is not justified true belief in western sense, because prama related sentences are
prescriptive judgements (Kriyaya pravartakam vakyam), which lead to liberation -
(moksa), so prama-related sentences are imperatives (vidhi) since they are not
descriptive. But as because all prama related sentences at least in Nyaya system
are not prescriptive judgement, this view is not satisfactory.

Like Philosophy of each country, Indian Philosophy has uniqueness of its
own. Meaning cannot be grasped from the surface of grammar but from the deep.
To avoid any confusion, we may use the English word ‘cognition’ for jfiana,
‘true cognition’ or valid cognition’ for prama and ‘false cognition’ or ‘invalid
cognition’ for ‘a- prdmd; ‘only for our functional purpose. Truth and validity in
Indian tradition, unlike western tradition has been taken in the same sense.: '

From the Vedic and Upanisadic era, knowledge or cognitivn 1s playing an
important role in the phenomenon of philosophising. Valid cognition comes
under the purview of the epistemological problem. Epistemology deals with the
nature, scope, validity, origin etc. of knowledge. The role of epistemology is to
present metaphysics in a sound way as per the principle — ‘Manadhina
meyasiddhil’, ‘the substantiation of a metaphysical entity is dependent on a
particular source of valid cognition’ (Pramana). 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 séme presupposition.
Presupposition means, whatever points, principles, topics or proposifions are

used in a study but not themselves studied there, though they are studied



elsewhere, “Philosophy, thus studies the presuppositions of science as facts (real)
and yet facts of the second order and that makes a difference between philosophy
and science. In the Upanisads a distinction is made between two kinds of
knowledge, the higher (Para) and the lower (apara). The lower knowledge
consists of all the empirical sciences and acts as also of such sacred knowledge
related to perishable and énjoyable things that are contingent. It is to be noted
that even the four Vedas are included in the category of lower knowledge. The
higher knowiedge is described as that whereby what has not been heard of
becomes heard of, what has not been thought of becomes thought of, what has
not been understood becomes understood. “Just as by one lump of clay all that is
made of clay may be known, the modification being only a name depending on a
word the truth being that it is just clay, so is that teaching”. Compared with the
knowledge of the ultimate ground, which is the absolute self, the lower
knowledge is the nescience or false knowledgé known as avidya. Widely
contrasted and leading in different ways, says the Katha Upanisad, “are there.two
— nescience (avidya) and what is known as knowledge i.e., (vidyd)”f Like
darkness and light, they are opposed to each other and result respectively in
bondage and release. What are refused to as the pleasing (preyas) and the good
(Sreyas)? Tt is the knowledge of non-dual self that is the means to the supreme .
good, whereas nescience, its opposite is the cause of bondage. What is apparently
good is called pleasant (preya) and what is good permanently is called (Sreyah).
Anything may be pleasant, but from-this it does rot follow that it, by virtue of
| being pleasant, will be good (Sreyah). Good is connected with something having
permahent value. Something is really good, if it is connected with an individual’s
permanent welfare or well being. If otherwise, it is pleasant. In the Svetdsvatera-
upanisad it is declared that : “In the imperishable, infinite, Supreme Brahman are
the two, knowledge and nescience, piaced hidden. Perishable iﬁdeed is nescience,
while knowledge, and verily is immortal. And he who controls knowledge and
nescience is another i.é., he is distinct from either)”.’ Here it is taught (i) that
nescience (avidya) is the cause of bondage consisting in transmigration

(Samsara), (ii) that knowledge (Vidya) is the means to release (moksa) which is



immortality (amrtam) and (iii) that the Self which regulates both knowledge and |
nescience is distinct from them because it is the witness thereof. Non-dual pure
consciousness is realized through self-knowledge. Self-knowledge does not mean
the self as knowledge but knowledge of the self. This knowledge of the Self is
the last mental mode known as akhandakara-vriti, where there is no trace of
impurity, which is like unto the Infinite. It removes the obstacle that stands in the
way of the disclosure of the self and removes itself.. The Self is Self-luminous
and does not require to be illumined, just as a lamp does not need another Jamp
for its illumination. All that the final mode does is to remove the veil which is
nescience (avidya), and thus leave alone the Self which is Self-revealed. The
knowledge that lets the Self-stand Self-revealed is Paravidya (higher
knowledge). .-

Knowledge — even empirical knowledge — is not an act, although we
sometimes use such an expression as ‘cognitive act’. It is true that both
knowledge and action are related to the mind. But \;vhile action is what the agent
does and is dependent on his will. Knowledge must be conditioned by its object.
Action depends on the agent (Kartr—t&ntra); knowledge depends on its content
(Vastu-tantra). For instance, it depends-on a man’s will. Whether he decides to
go to a particular place or not ard if he decides to go how to get these. It is not so
with knowledge. If what is in front of me is a pillar and I mistake it for a man
standing, it would not be knowledge. Knbwledge should conform to its object; it
canngt be arbitrarily constituted by an act of will. Through «vidya i.e., Karma,
one overcomes mrtyu (death). One attains immutability through Vidya i.e.,
Karma. One attains immutability through Vidya i.e., meditation.®

Knowledge cannot reveal the Self or Brahman in the way it does
empirical objects, said T.M.P. Mahadevan in his -paper “Vidya and Avidya’.! All
that it does is to remove the- barrier in the form of nescience. It leads to self-
realization by the negative mode of excluding what is not the Self, as ‘not this’,
‘not this’. When the not-self has been remdved, what remains is the non-dual
self. Even the notion that the Self is to be known is the result of nescience. When

Vidya (knowledge) has destroyed avidya (nescience), the one eternal self alone



shines. To the seer who has realized the Self, there are no vidya and a-vidya, no
jAanq and gjfiana.

Almost eVery system of Indian Philosophy, whether Vedic or non-Vedic,
makes an extensive use of the work ‘avidya’ in the theory of knowledge and
metaphysics. In the Atharvaveda it has been stated that Vidya, avidya and
whatever else is fit for being instructed entered the body of Brahman along with
the RKs, Sama and Yajus.® In the Chandogya Upanisad, it is said, “Both perform
the sacrificial act, he who knows and he who does not know. But there is a
difference between Vidya and avidya. For what is performed with Vidya, with
faith and with Upanisad, that is most efficacious.” Again in the Brhadaranyaka
we find that a man, when dying shakes off his body and his avidya.'® According
to D.P. Sen the word avidya seems to have been used in the sense of personal =
ignorance and the word Vidya in the sense of true knowledge. Both are in the

_sense more or less subjective. But even in the context of Upanisadic teaching
these two concepts are often used in a mere objective and independent sense.
Thus in Isa Upanisad we read, “Into a blind darkness they enter who are devoted
to avidya, and into greater darkness, as it were those who are devoted to vidya
alone”. In Katha Upanisad vidya and avidya are conceived as mutually opposed
and divergent. Here the word vidya and avidya has a richer connotation, implying
much more than subjective ignorance or knowledge. In the latter Upanisads the
concept of avidya came to écquire a new dimension and also the new name
Maya. In the Svetasvatara Upanisad Maya as universal or cosmic ignorance
identified with Prakrti, the root cause of phenomenal world.”"! Thus avidya here
has the role of the creative powér behind the world of our experience.

In the age of the systems (orthodox systems only), we find that the
concept of avidya defined and named variously. In the Nyaya, it is called
mith)‘zdjﬁdna,v the Samkhya points it under the names gjfigna, aviveka and also
avidya, while Vedanta calls it variously as maya, avidya and ajfiana.

With regard to the nature of avidyd it may be said that is no mere absence
of knowledge and on this point all the systems are closely agreed. Avidya is in

the Yoga view no more than a subjective state and this subjective foundation



gradually develops into a significant objective principle in the Advaita School.
The Advaitins define ajfigna that is avidya, as something which appears to be
existent, is not definable as either real or unreal is made of the three gunas and is
opposed to knowledge.'? According to Advaitins ajfigna is an object of
immediate knowledge, like our internal states of happiness etc. According to
Samkara, Brahman is one. Infinite and undivided appears as many in name and
form through avidya. But the theory that avidya is the creative power of Brahman
having the two fold functions of concealment (avarana), and projection (viksepa)
seems to be a later development in Advaitism.

The post Samkarite Vedantins have indulged in various kinds of

speculations about the causal status of avidya. Some for example Vacaspati, have

.~ argued that as Brahman appears as the world threugh the instrumentality of

ignorance avidya is just an auxiliary cause in creation'®, others hold that as pure
Brahman by itself can not be a cause of anything; it is through maya that it
appears as the:cause. Hence mdya happens to be the dvarakarana or instrumental
cause others again are of the opinion that both Brahman and maya are to be taken
as the material causes of the world.

The Advaitins hold that if it were permeable by reason avidya would lose
its character dad turn into its opposite i.e. Vidya. The function of Vidya is just to
remove the veil, to destroy the gjfiana so that the Self may reveal itself. Hence in
Advaitism knowledge as a function of mind, i.e. Advaitism knowledge as a
function of mind, i.e. antahkarana has been conceived as something, which
dispels or destroys ignorance. prama has, therefore, been defined as that which
removes the ignorance concealing its’ object. According to one school of
Advaitism (i.e. the Vivararna school) the final knowledge which results in Self-
realization are a perceptual function of the mind produced by the hearing of such
scriptural sentences as ‘that thou art’ (Zattvamasi) etc. The mentaj state (Vriti)
produced by the uttered stétement ‘that thou art’ destroys the enveloping ajfiana,
which conceals the true nature of the Self. But accordiﬁg to Vacaspati Misra,
verbal knowledge in no circumstance can be immediate. The mind, he says

becomes a direct instrument of Self-realization when purified by reasoning and



meditation'* that seems to agree with the standpoints of Nydya-Vaishesika and
Samkhya-Patanjala schools. When it is said in the ijhadéranyanyako-panisad -
‘Manasaivdhua’rastavyam’ l.e. the Brahman is to be known through the mind
(purified through some Sadhana or practice). An impured mind (asamskrtah
manah) cannot grasp the Brahman.

According to Samkara’s definition, discursive, undiscriminated
knowledge is not avidya in the ordinary sense of error. Indeed “it results” from
Pramanas (means of procuring valid knowledge) and the object of the Pramanas
is reality as it exists (Yathabhitavastuvisqyam). “Between Brahman and the
world, there is at least one characteristic in common: Satt@”. Before the
awakeMﬁg to the true Self, every cognition is real in regard to its own object”.
Samkara hold that being naturally pervaded by Vidya, iliumined by pure
consciousness, it is made cognitive by its light and reflects it in all its partial
truths. The light of consciousness is the illuminer of the mind (manaso
avabhasakam) because it is its controller (niyantrtvat), being the source of 1ts
light. The mind itself is able to think only when it is illumined by the light of
consciousness residing inside. Hence, knowers of Brahman declare that the mind
with all its functions is made. into thought, made into a cognizing subject
(Visayikrtam), as pervaded by the inner Atman. 4

Knowledge implies the knower, the known and the relation between the
two (triputi). It not only covers external objects but also subjective facts, ideas,
- volitions, emotions and the like. Criticizing the noti¢cn, we have of knowledge
brahmavidya points out that prevalent criteria of knowledge do not let us know
the things as they are, as it is based upon the mutual superimposition (adhyasa)
of the Self which is pure consciousness and non-Self. Self identification with the
" body, mind, Senses etc. are pre-requisites for the knowing activity as one accepts
the senses as his own;, has to take the body as himself etc., in this activity. The
world of mulfiplicity (Praparica) is conceived as different series of three like
time, space and causation (frayam). The objects are taken to be related by way of
cause and effect. Knowledge is based on all these condition. Though these

conditions and presupposition are positive and beginning less, they would go



when other conditions and presuppositions are positive and beginning less, they
would go when other conditions and presuppositions are accepted (Yad vijianam
viliyate).

Brahman transcends the three divisions of time (Trikalatpara). He is
infinite, unitary and undifferentiated (avyakrta). Brahman is identical with the
soul (@tman). He is non-dual pure consciousness. Brahmavidya then points out
what there is to know. Not ordinary sources of knowledge, but only aparaksa-
nubhiiti enables one to know this reality, the adhisthdha, or the world-ground
which creates the occasion both the avidya and vidya."®

Ordinarily the word vidya means knowledge or a discipline of knowledge,
but in the Vedantic tradition it stands for absolute or unconditional knowledge of
the ultimate reality. An addiﬁon or prefix Pard is usually renders it fres from
ambiguity as in the form of Paraidyd means “unconditional knowledge of the
ultimate reality”. In the epistemological sense the term avidya has the negatiye
meaning of gjfiana (absence of kijowledge) as also the positive meaning of
conditional knowledge of the empirical reality. Knowledge concerning the
paramarthika is vidya and concerning the vyavaharika is avidya.

When the Veda Vedantic thinkers define Vidyd, as the unconditional
knowledge of f[he Paramarthikasat, they mean that it is the embodiment of the
ultimate truth. It is a knowledge, which is true for all times (trikalabadhita satya)
as contrasted with that which is true-at-a-time (Kalikasatya).

Avidya on the other hand, is a knowledge, which apprehends relation only
(Samsargfzvagdhz’). It is necessarily relational. Not only that it is also a
conditional knowledge. Both in its origin and validity it is dependent upon
certain condition, under certain conditions it becomes false. In this sense the
Upanisads describe it as asatyam or just satyam as contrasted with Satyasya
Satyam. This means it is subject to verification and its truth or falsity is
confingent upon confirmation. This is due to its being empirical and synthetic in
character. All empirical knowledge is avidya, which is not really true but is
believed to be true and has only provisional validity. Vidya, on the other hand

signifies that knowledge which is unconditionally true. Whose illustrations are



® etc. It can be

the identity statements like Aham brahmasmi Tattvamasi.'
mentioned here that the acceptance of the validity of the distinction between
Vidya and avidya presupposes the Advaita Vedantic metaphysics

Ascertainment of reality (tattvajiiana) has been the prime object of all
Philosophical Speculation in the East and West. This is particularly proclaimed
by Gautama in his Nyayasiitra. In the Nyaya the term ‘Tattva’, stands for reality
and the term ‘Jiiana’ is refused to as a synonym of ‘buddhi’, which means
knowledge or awareness, or épprehension_ of the real objects. There is a
difference of opinion between the old and the new Naiyayika with regard to the
classification of knowledge we include the views of the Navya Naiyayikas,
which is now current. Jayanta like other old Naiyayikas has not clearly classified
knowledge in the fashion set by Sibaditta in Saprapadarthi and culminated in
Tarkasamgraha of Annanibhatta, but his analysis have and there consists in such

elements which are not opposed, if not more or less relevant to the following

scheme :
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Buddhi (Knowledge)
' 4
\2 v
AnubHava ' Smrti  (Memory)

v
v v

Yathartha Ayathartha

(Immediate Experience)

(True) (False)

v v

Prama or Yathartha (Valid Knowledge) Aprama or ayathartha (non-valid cognition)

v v v R

Pratyaksa Anumiti Upamiti Sabda
(Perception) (Inference) (Comparison) (Verbal Testimony) ¢

\ 2 v R 4
Sams$aya Viparyaya Tarka
(Doubt) - (Error) (Hypothetical Argument)

Except for a slight divergencé in the scheme of classification of buddhi
between old and the later Nyaya on the other hand and between Sibaditta and
Annambhatta on the other it is clear that generally the Nyaya included all types
of apprehension under buddhi but as far as valid knowledge (prama) is
concerned, it is simply that whick is brought about by the four means of valid
cognition.

Different systems of Indian Philosophy have expressed divergent opinfon
with regard to the nature of pramd and Pramana. Prof. D.M. Datta seems
perfectly right in his observation that ‘prama’ is generally defined as a cognition
having the twofold characteristics of truth and novelty (abadhitatva or
Yatharthatva and anadhigatatva) and that as regards the first characteristics —
truth — all schools of .India'n Philosophy are unanimous.'’ But on the second
characteristic there is a difference of opinion. According to the Naiyayikas,

prama is definite and assure knowledge of an object, which is true and
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‘ presentatiohal in character. Jayanta is of the view that prama is that knowledge
of objects which is free from doubt and illusion.'® Gangesa maintained that
prama is that which informs us of the existence of something in a place where it
really exists'®. For Sibaditta it is the experience of the real nature of things by
Visvanatha. According to Annambhatta what we call Yathatha is otherwise
known as Prama.”® 1f we compare the Nydya view of prama with western
thinking, it resembles the correspondence theory of Western Realists. With the
Buddhists it is the causal efficacy, which forms the criteria of truth. This view is
termed as the pragmatic theory of knowledge in the West. Dharmakirti also states
that knowledge should correspond with experience. The view resembles the
coherence theory of knowledge. Accordirig to Kapila prama is determinate
knowledge not known before. Prabhakara holds praria as immediate experience.
Another characteristic of valid knowledge has been mentioned as
‘anadhigatatva’ by the Bhatta Mimamsakas. Though Dharmaraja Adhvarindra
gives two definitions of prama, one of which includes memory in it, the other
definition refers to novelty as an essential feature of valid knowledge. This has
been rejected by Naiyayikas.

: Kar;ada, has stated that the general definition of Pramdna , should be
based on the principle that the cause éf cognition should be free ffom defects.
Prasastapada includes perception, inference and arsa under Vidya and illusion
etc. under avidya. Sridhara refers to an additional characteristic ‘adhyavasaya'
meaning that Vidya is a definite cognition. But he creates confusion by including
memory under Vidya. Samkara Misra in his Upaskdra commentary on the
Vaishesika S#tra however seems to be less ambiguous when he asserts that a
Pramana is that which produces true knowledge.

In the Nyayasatra, Gautama simply enumerates four means of kndwledge
and leaves the term, ‘Pramana ’ unexplained. According to Vatsyayana Pramana
is that which causes cognition, or in other words which is the instrument of valid
knowledge. Uddatakara repeats Vatsyayana’s views in somewhat clarifying
manner and has not added anything substantial in the already existing

etymology-based definition of Pramana a logical form by inserting in it the word



12

‘artha’ and taking the word ‘jfiana' occurring therein to stand for the valid kind
of cognition. It is actually Jayanta who has given the Nyaya definition a
comprehensive and all embracing status by way of including in it the missing
links propounded by the logic;,ian of his own tradition and also by evaluating the
views propounded by the Acaryas of other schools.

Now the subject matter of our discussion is Vatsyayana on Pramana.

The cause of Prama is called Pramana or the means of proof. Prdmdna
i.e., the instrurhent of Pram;'z is the most fundamental concept of the Indian
theories of knowledge. Nyaya system of Indian philosophy is based on the
foundation of the theory of knowledge and Pramana plays an important rble in
Nyaya system. According to Gautama, the author of Nyayasitra these are the
four kinds of Pramana. Perception, inference, comparison and..verbal testimony.
The etymological meaning of the term Pramana supplies us with the definition
of Pramana pointing to its general feature. The cause par excellence of true
knowledge is called Pramana. The suffix attached to the root of Pramana --
denotes the sense of an instrument. The term ‘Pramana. Consists in the root ‘ma’
with a prefix ‘pra’ and suffix ‘Iyut’. The suffix ‘lyut’, being in the instrumental.
Pramana means the instrument, by which something is rightly known or as
Vatsyayana, puts it. “That the Pramana are the instruments of right knowledge is-
to be understood by the etyniological analysis (nirvacana) of the epithet (i.e.
Pramana itself). The word Pramana signifies the instrument because (it is
derived as) “by this is rightly known” (Pramiyate anzna) 21 1oosely the term
stands for knowledge as well as for the means of valid knowledge but in Indian
Logic it is generally used in the second sense. There is however, a marked
difference of opinion regarding the exact nature of Pramana amongst the
philosophers. According to Nyaya, a Pramana is that through which something
is correctly known. The root ma literally means ‘to measures’. That which
measures properly (Prakrstariipenamati) is called Pramana. To know an object
correctly is a kind of proper measurement of an object ‘knowing’ is

metaphorically called ‘measuring’ through our cognition. As a valid cognition
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gives us a picture of a particular object, it may be described as ‘intellectual
measurement’.

Vatsyayana begins with the determination of the validity or rightness of
Pramana with the texts — “Pramanatah arthapratipattu
Pravrittisamarthyadarthavat Pramanam’. > The phrase ‘Pramdnam arthavat’
means Pramana in non-deviated to the object (arthavyabhicari). The function of
Pramana is to reveal the real nature of an object. From the revelation of the real
nature of an object the rightness of Pramana is proved. The suffix matup added
to artha (arthavat) denotes ‘an eternal connection’. (Nityayoga) which indicates
the fact of non-deviatedness of an object (avyabhicarita) ‘Pramanatah
arthapratipattaw’ — in the above Bhdsya means that the cognition of an object
received through the instrumeniality of cognition of Pramana is- valid
presentative  cognition. The phrase —  ‘Pramanataharthapratipattau
Pravrttisamarthyadartha-vat Pramdnam means the function of Pramana is to
reveal an object if the cognition leads to a successful activity.

If an individual attains right cognition of an object through Pramana he
will be able to incline or reject something if he‘is desirous of doing so. If
otherwise, it will not be taken és Pramana, but as Pseudo Pramana i.e.,
Pramanabhasa, as it cannot lea¢ someone to the successful activity. Here
Pra_mana differs from Pramanbhasa. The means of knowledge have reference to
an object. Pramana produces valid knowledge, the object of which exists in the
actual world, whereas, Pramanabhasa produces only illusory+knowledge. If
someone attains the cognition of snake in place of rope, his inclination or
rejection does not become successful, because the object of illusion does not
actually exist there. Hence, the Pravritti either to get or to avoid that object is not
successful rather as in the Pseudo cognition of snake there is no snake at all, the
inclination etc becomes meaningless. So without the instrument of valid
knowledge there is no arthdpratzpatti (cognition of an object) and without
cogﬁition of objects there is no successful activity. That is why, the fact of being
non-deviatedness to the object (arthavyabhicaritva) is the uncommon property of

Pramana which called Pramanya.
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That a Pramana must invariably be related (avyabhicari) to the object is
proved later through inference. Otherwise Pramana will be variable (vyabhicari),
and in that case there will be no successful activity (Pravrttisamarthya). To
Vatsyayana, means of valid cognition (Pramana) is meaningful (arthavat) i.e..,
constantly connected with the object actually exists. This constant connection of
the means of valid cognition (Pramana) with the object (artha) is called non-
deviatedness (avyyabhicaritva) is called non-deviatedness (avyabhicaritva). The
nature of an object revealed by the means of valid cognition (Pramana), which
reveals the actual characteristics of an object — technically called avyabhicarirva
or non-deviatedness of the meaning, received through the means of valid
cognition (Pramana). But in the case of illusory perception snake in the rope,
there is the absence of the qualifier snakeness in the place of the qualificand i.e.
rope. Hence, the means of valid cognition (Pramdna) will have its object of valid
cognition (Pramana) as its’ pervader (Vyapya) which is otherwise called non-
deviatedness with the object (arthavyabhicaritva). It is the probandum (dehyd),
the probans (Hetu) is the “Capacity of fulfilling successful activity”
(Samarthapravrtti janakatvat). As the means of valid cognitiori'(Pramana) is the
cause of the successful inclination, it is non-deviated to its object. This non-
deviatedness(arthavyabhicaritva)isexplainedas‘arthavyabhicaryanubhavajanaka
tvamityarthah’ that is the property of being a generation of an awareness, which
invariably corresponds to an object. In this initial statement Vatsyayana favours
the Nydya theory of.extrinsic validity of truth (Paratahpramdénya) througl:: this
argument Pramana differs from Pramanabhasa (Pseudo - Pramdna). From the
fact of successful activity Pravrtith-Samarthya) one can assume the reality of
Pramana, which is different from Pramanabhasa. |

As an astika system Nyaya holds that the highest goal is called nifisreyasa
or liberation. For the attainment of Liberation tattavajfiana (right cognition of the
categories) is essential — which can be obtained by Pramana. Tattva is to know
an object as such. Tattva (reality) is cognizéd through Pramana and something is
accepted if it is conducive to happiness. If the object is not accepted due to

having some obstacles, there is at least an acceptability of the same. If an object
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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 (Upeksa). Pramanabhasa cannot provide the cognition of reality
(Tattva), but Pramana can easily provide'.

Tattva -(Reality) is the positivity of the positive and negativity of the

2 When an object is

negative (Satasca sadbhavah asatasca asadbhavah).
cognized as Sat it is to be taken “as it really is”, i.e.; to cognize something in it’s
true form. (Sat saditi grhyaménam Tathabhiitama-viparitam tattam bhavati.
asaccasaditi grhyamanam tathabhiitamaviparitam tattvam bhavati). ** When a
positive object is known as positive i.e. as it actually is rather than as it’s
contradictory, it becomes the tattva (of Sat or Bhdva). Again when a negative
object is known as négative i.e. in its’ actual pature, rather than as it’s
contradictory, it becomes the Taftva to Vatsyéyana. The Pramana which reveals
the existent .reveals also the non-existents. That which is not perceived is known
as not existent because there is no perception of it. The existents are in sixteén ‘
- forms e.g. Pramana, Prameya etc, the knowledge of which is conducive to the
Summum bonum. There are twelve Prameya, e.g., self, body etc. of valid
knowledge — rightly known by the instrurnent of valid knowledge. There are also
other objects of valid knowledge like substance, quality etc., which again have
innumerable variety. Thus the objects of knowledge are infact innumerable. But
the twelve Prameyas are specially mentioned, because the right knowledge of
these leads to liberation and its false knowledge to worldly existence.

" One point may be mentioned in this connection that among the four kinds
of Prama, the perceptual cognition above is not caused through the
instrumentality of other cognition. When a jar is perceived, it does not depend on
other cognitions to have direct awareness of it. It is called independent. The
perceptual cognition is called jfianakaranakan jiianam i.e. a cognition not caused
through the instrumentality of another cognition. Other than perception,
inference etc. is dependent on the cognition of some other factors
(Jianakaranaka) like cognitions of Vyapti etc. Cognition through comparison

(Upamiti) is generated through the cognition of similarity (SadrSyajfidna) and
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- testimonial cognition' (Sabda) is generated through cognition of word
(Padajiiana). In the case of perception the sense organ etc. are alone taken as an
instrument but not any cognition.

Another derivative meaning of the word Pramana (Pra + Ma +anat) is “to
measure’. The thing which is according to Pramana is acceptable. And which is
not according to Pramana is not acceptable. It deserves a mention that
Rabindranath Tagore also said in his famous writings ‘Shantiniketan’ that -
“Praman Manena Je Rup Se Kurup” (ugliness lies there where there is no
limit or measurement). Beauty is always measured having some balance or limit.

Goutama, the author of Nyayasutra and Vatsyayana in his Adibhﬁsya, has
established the non-unique status of the means of valid cognition (Pramana). In
Nyayasutra it is categorically explained that the same thing in different
circumstances can really both a means of valid knowledge (Pramdna) and an
object of valid cognition (Prameya). Thus here in Indian tradition, Epistemology V
i.e., the theory ‘of means of valid cognition (Pramana) is interconnected with -
ontology or object of wvalid cognition (Prameya). The Nyaya dictum
‘Pramanadhina Prameyasiddhil’ means ‘the theory of reality is established
through thev theory of valid cognition (Praména), without the help of Pramana an-
object called Prameya having some ontological reality cannot be substantiated.
Vatsyayana has placed Pramana in the first position in the list of sixteen
categories, the right cognition of which leads us to the attainment of liberation
(apavarga), because without Pramana valid kf:owledge is not possible. Prameya
is placed in the second position, which signifies that the cognition of Prameya
depends on the cognition of Pramana. Any type of cognition involves these
four.

‘ Vacaspati Mishra opines that the terms ‘Pramanamarthavat’ would mean
that Pramana is necessary factor in the phenomenon of valid cognition (Prama).
That is why, it is maintained by the Naiyayikas 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 Pramane Pramata Prameyam
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Pramitirityartharthavanti bhavanti). * 1f Pramana cannot reveal an object, the
Pramata  etc. would become meaningless (anyatama-paye’  rthasya
anupapattah). An individual who inclines to‘ accept or reject fs called a cognizer
(Pramata). The means of proving an object is Praména. The object, which is
being proved is called Prameya (Yo 'r thah Pramiyate tat Prameyam). The valid
cognition regérding some object is called Pramitih (Yadartha vijiianam.

Sa Pramitih). All types of human behaviour are centered around these four and
Tattva reaches the fulfillment with the help of these four. That is why it is stated
in the Nyayabhasva, (Catasrsu Caivambidhasu arthatattvam Parisamapyate). *°
In fact, the first category Pramana gives rise to the concepts of Prameya,
Pramata, and Pramiti. In other words, these concepts are centered around thé
key-concept Pramana — the pioneer on which other concepts depend.

According to Jayanta, Pramana is at collocation of conscious as well as
unconscious factors which results in producing such an apprehension of
knowable objects that is different from illusion and doubt. Jayanta clarifies that -
the epithet ‘bodhabodhasvabhava’ characterizes the collocation of objects
(Samagri) and the statement ‘Pramana’ is the -instrument of cognition, which is
other than doubt and illusion, forms the definition of Pramadna. Jayanta
aant'ici.pates objection to his definition. It may be argued that Pramana is the
Karana (instrument of true knowledge and Karana is that which is the best of all
the causes of an effect (Sadhakatamam Karanam). |

According to Nyaya it is however, a fact that perception, inference and
verbal testimony differ from one another because of the difference in the
condition of their objects. We grasp an object through visual perception of
qualified by its specific property. Inferential knowledge grasps the minor term as
qualified only by the objects inferred on the strength of an induction. Testimony
reveals the meaning of a word as associated with the word itself. Still as the
substratum underlying the properties of these objects is sometime one and the
same, there is no contradiction in the assertion that many means apply to the
same. The great commentator on the Nyayasitra has given an appropriate

example. From the words of the trustworthy person we learn that fire exists at a

Librery
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distant place. A person proceeds in that direction relying upon his words. When
he comes near he sees smoke and infers its existence. When he advances further
and approaches fire Naiyayikas and Vaishesikas have propounded that the same
object can be grasped by perception, inferences etc. under different
circumstances. Thus they uphold the principle of “Pramanasam plava”. When
many means of proof reveals one and the same object it is technically called
Samplava (mutual co-operation). The knowledge of one and the same object
revealed by many means of proof is Prama according to Nyaya. The Naiyayikas
assert that if we do not subscribe to the theory of ‘Pramana Samplava’, the
existence of inference cannot be established since knowledge of the relation of
invariable concomitance depends upon the apprehension of the Probans and the
Probandum and it cannot be gained without the aid of perception. In some cases
restriction is imposed upon the function of proofs. As for an example, the Vedic
Injunction alone that one who intends to attain heaven should perform Agni-
hotra-Sacrifice throws light upon the attainment of heaven by means of a Vedic -
sacrifice but perception and inference do not enlighten us. When one hears the
roaring of thunder, he infers its cause which he neither perceives nor learns from
the scripture. One directly knows that his hands are two but he does neither infer
the number nor does learn it from another person. In majority of cases all proofs
apply to all objects but there are few cases in which a parficular proof has an
exclusive object of its own.

The Buddhists maintain that each of the two Pramdnas accepted by them
viz.; perception and inference has its own exclusive and distinct jurisdiction.
Their corresponding objects are particular and universal. The universals are
cognized by inference and the particulars by the senses. In their opinion a unique
particular can only be apprehended by perception and never by inference. The
Buddhists uphold these restrictions as necessary and call it “Pramana
Vyavastha”. They intend to deny existence to a universal etc. A fit reply will be

- given to them by re establishing the hypothesis of a universal etc.”’
Knowledge is a cognitive experience and it has to be distinguished from

types of non-cognitive experience, such as willing, and feeling as exemplified by
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volitional acts or emotional states as pleasure, anger or lust. What is peculiar
about the cognitive attitude is that we want to “see” or “take in” things as they
are, as they obtain in realify : we do not want to add or modify or distort the
given, and to the extent we do this, it is not knowledge. To be discovered, the
object of knowledge should exist prior to and independent of the knowing it must
be an accomplished fact — a Siddha-Vastu. One that is not brought into being
through the knowing. If it were simultaneous with knowledge or were created by
it, how can my knowledge be true or false ? The perception of the “rope-snake”
would not be an illusion and would not be recognized as such any time, if the
rope (the real) were not taken as existing both during and before the illusion, it
must be something absolutely independent of our knowing of it. The “rope-
snake”, however has no existence independent of our knowing and is totally
exhausted in that relationship (drsyatvatmithya). Once this is granted that the
object of knowledge should exist prior to it. We cannot also assign any period of
limit to its priority. For today any such things we have to reach a stage when
consciousness alone existed and the object was ushered into existence later on,
presumably by the former. It is evident that such consciousness is not
knowledge; it is willing. However far back, we may trace our knowledge ‘it wiil
always presuppose (the object as prior to it. This priority is not primarily
temporal, but only signifies the accomplished character of the object :

Not only is the object to be independent of our knowing, but we have also
to regard the object as not being required to be known by any person or mind.:

When we know an object we need not at once be conscious of this very knowing

for the object, which alone should determine the nature of consciousness in
knowledge, says nothing about ‘its’ present known ness or its past unknown
ness. ' _

The above contention about the ideal of knowledge run counter to the
commonly received principle of idealism that the object is mind-dependent in the
someway or the other. But according to T.R.V. Murti all arguments of idealism
(e.g., those advanced by ViJfianavada, Berkeley or Hegel) rely upon feeling®® and

willing and mis-apply them to knowledge. He says that the knowledge absolutist
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agrees with the realist and with Kant as against the idealist. That the object of

knowledge is or should be independent of the knowing consciousness. There is

profound disagreement, however, with realism in another respect. No actual

knowledge (in the empirical way) is completely free from non-cognitive factors

- such as imagination, constructions, bias and prejudice etc. Such states appear as
knowledge is taken to be knowledge, but are actually illusion or erroneous
perception. The rope-snake, for example is mistaken as knowledge; what we
seem to perceive is not given or known; it is a creation or projection of our
imagination or fantast, although not apprehended as such in the state of illusion.
Thus knowledge as such is invariably true, and truth is known only, not self or
willed. It is only metaphorically that we speak of the truth of a feeling or willing,
not literally.

When we look at a physical thing from a distance or from a particular
angle, we may get only a perspective. There could be an infinite number of such
perspectives and each one may be useful, no doubt. No one perspectives of a
combination of them can claim to be absolutely correct. But the question is how

‘-will we come to be sure of absolute truth? The only way to be sure of absolute
truth is to get into the skin of the thing as it were by becoming identical with it.
Here knowledge and its object coincide. There is no possibility- of discrepancy or'.
falsity here, because we are not looking at the thing externally, mediately, from a

- distance or through the mediation of categories or in a biased or prejudiced way.

Here we know the thing not .by representation but by being it, as it were.

Knowledge and the thing known become one. There is however a drawback,

when we have the 'intuition we are not at once aware of it as intuition of the real.

It.is indeed a paradox. We have truth when we are identical Witﬁ the real, but

cannot be reflectively aware that we know the truth; and we reflectively make the

assertion. We all already away from it. Our assertion may be a falsification or a

distortion of the real and is therefore only appearance. To avoid this Advaita

Vedanta takes recourse to negation. By consciously and systematically negating

all thought-elaboration and linguistic expression in every form. We arrive at
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ultimate Truth or Reality (adhydropdpavdddbhya‘m nispraparicam bhrama
Prapadyate).* ﬂ
_ For a discovery of the real, the appearance is negated. This is possible
“only if the appearance were in some sense related to the real. All appearance is
appearance of the real and by removal of the appearance we realize the presence
of the real as underlying it. According to T.R.V. Murti a further consequence:of
this view is that we have recourse to two levels or orders of things, the real and
its appearance. ‘

R.K. Tripathi in his ‘The Madhyamika and Advaitism, : also hold that thé
Madhyamikas insist on the negation of appearance for the realization of tattva
(Prajfia). > Tattva is beyond all thought and speech. In this cbniext he makes a
distinction between Samsara and Paramartha. The Madhyamika also makes a
distinction between Samvrti and Paramartha. The Mddhyémika also makes a
distinction between Vydvahara and Paramartha and hold that it is only by
negating Samvrti that we get the Paramartha. That is why it is said that there is
no difference whatsoever between Samsara and Nirvana, as Nirvana nothing but
knowing the Samsara truly is. It is ‘further held that Samvrti covers or conceals
reality. If the Madhyamika says as the Vedantins does, that reality is the ground
of appearance (Samvrti), then there is no difference between the two. But.to be
able to say this one has to depend on perceptual experience and not on mere
thought. If however, the tattva were not said to be the ground of appearance then
it-would be either because there is no tattva or because it is not related. Either
position is damaging to the Madhyamikas. In the-ﬁrst case appearance itself will
be reality and in the second, there will be dualism of appearance and reality and
there will be no need to negate appearance.

According to ViJfianavadins school of Buddhism cognition is a medium
of an object. The bbject is such as is not ordinarily present to sense but is
conveyed to sense through a medium and that medium is cognition. According to
this school perception does not yield knowledge of external objects distinct from
percipient. The arguments in favour of their opinion are (1) the experience of a

datum and the datum itself occur simultaneously, but two supposedly different
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events occurring simultaneously cannot be distinguished and should be treated as
identical, (2) the external world supposedly consists of a number of different
objects, but they can be known as different only because there are different sorts
of experiences “of” them, yet if the experiences are thus distinguishable, there is
no need to hold the superfluous hypothesis of external objects. (3) Sense organs
are supposedly intermediaries between external objects and consciousness.
7Howeve_r, we have sensory experience during dreams. When the sense organ are
not functioning. Thus it is feasible to explain the existence of sensations as due to
the inner workings of consciousness. The absolute evolves itself in a way, which
makes individuals think that there is an external world. The saint in the mystical
non-dual state realizes pure consciousness and sees the misleading character of
ordinary experience.

Not only metaphysical presupposiﬁons are embedded in different theories
of valid cognition, even the theories of false cognition which are technically
known as ‘Khyativada’ (Theories of Error) are formulated after keeping parity
with such metaphysical presupi;ositions e.g. when a rope is perceived as snake, it
is described as perceived wrongly and reject our earlier cognition as a false
cognition. Now the question what is the factor which constitute falsity of the
error ? Is the falsity ascribed vto the apfirehension itself or to both apprehension
and content ? These questions are solved by different systems of Indian
Philosophy in different ways after following their presupposition. There lies the -
_ controversy among different philosophers regarding the nature of false content.
There are six principal theories on such issues called Asatkhyativada,
Atmakhyativada, Akhyativada, Anyathakhyativada, Amrvacanzyakhyatzvada and
Satkhyativada. |

The first view — Asatkhyativada held by the Madhyamikas (Sanyavadins)
of Buddhist school. They maintained that nothing is real in this phenomenal
world. For instance, in the illusory cognition of a shell as a piece of silver is real.
The silver is unreal since it is sublated at the disappearance of the illusion. The
shell is also not real since it is but one factor of the sublating cognition. Others

being the silver and the connection between the silver and the shell. The
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Madhyamikas believe in the ultimate principle of void (Sinya) which according
to them is different from (1) reality, (2) unreality, (3) from both reality and
unreality and (4) from neither reality nor non-reality. It implies that the real
nature of things (Sinyatd) is indeterminable. According to them when someone
is in error, he sees an absolute non-existent object such as sky-flower or hare’s
horn etc. 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 receives not a snake as such, but rope
snake. But a shake, which isva rope as well, is an absurdi;y. The snake may exist
but a rope-snake is nowhere found except in cognition of the false.

But Nyaya refutes this theory by saying that “an absclutely unreal object”,
has a place neither in the world of theory nor in the world of practice”.”!

The theory-of error held by the ViJiianavadins is known as Atmakhyati.
They have totally rejected the view of Sanyavadins regarding error as a content
less cognition that cognizes nothing. In their opinion there 'are no objects external
to consciousness. If a cognition be:different from its object, it must arise either
before or after the object or simultaneously with it. It does not arise before the
object since at that moment it has no object. It does not arise after the object
since the object of cognition disappears at that instant. In case of simultaneous,
there cannot be any difference between the two. Thus the ViJfianavadins believe
that a cognition is not different from its object. Error according to them is not -
asatkhyati, the cognition of sheer non-existent, rather it consists in an illegitimate
process of projection of subjective ideas as objective and extra-memntal facts.

But this theory also refuted by the Naiyayikas on the ground that if it is
accepted, there will be no difference between knowledge and the subject and
object of knowledge, since according to these Buddhists everything is an idea
and in that case instead of speaking as ‘this is silver’, one could even speak as “
am silver”.

The theory of error advocated by the Prabhakaras known as akhyari or
vivekakhyati refute the asatkhyati and atmakhyati views of the Buddhists. The

Prabhakaras are of the view that error is the result of the lack of discrimination
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between two cognitions. The illusory cognition occurs in the failure of the
apprehension of distinction between the perceived fact and the memory image
“Yatra Yad Adhyasastad Vikekagrahani-Vandhano Bhramak”. For instance in
the illusory. cognition of silver in the shell, the shell, by virtue of its luster which
it has in common with silver is mistaken as silver on account of obscuration of
memory (Smrtipramosa) The Prabhakaras hold that the following three forms of
fusion are responsible for the lack of discrimination between two cognition : 1.
For example fusion of the presentation and presentation e.g., when a crystal
appears red on account of an adjacent rose both the crystal and the redness are
given in cognition. Though redness is a quality of the rose and not of the crystal,
the fact is not apprehended. (2) Fusion of presentation and memory e.g. when the
“shell is taken as silver, the presentation of the shell and the memory of silver are
confused, (3) Fusion of memory and memory e.g. when a person is not able to
determine whether a ball object situated at a distance is a post or an ascetic, he
gets confused. In case of snake-rope illusion the given element lies on the ‘rope’
and the remembered content is ‘snake’. The illusion lies on the non-distinction of
the rope represented as ‘this’ and the ‘snake’. The illusion lies on the non-
distinction of the rope represented as ‘this’ and the ‘snake’. This non-distinction
gives rise to confusion aﬁd vleads to the false judgement -- ‘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 consequence. The Prabhakaras
believe that illusion is not a positive experience, but a negative non—distinction.'
As a result there is ne positive falsity in error anywhere.

The Naiyayikas propound the Anyathakhyativada, urge that the intrinsic
positivity of error as distinct from the negative non—dlstmgulshmg or akhyati.
Every illusion is a single complex experience, but not two things given and
remembered — are falsely confused and non—distihguished as Prabhakaras say. In
the snake—rope illusion we all 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
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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 extraordinary (4laukika) contact of
the visual sense with the ‘snake’ perceived elsewhere. The error thus consists in a
complicated perception of the extra ordinary seen snake-characters of the jungle
snake as imposing in ‘this’, that is seen by the external sense organ viz. the eye,
by natural contact of sense and objects.

. 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 selection 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 Asatkhyativada 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) cannot be the content of a positive experience. While every error is |
a positive experience. When a rope is cognized as a snake, the status of snake is
not non-existent (asar) as we cognize it in this way and it is not existent (Sar)
also as the cognition of it is sublated by the subsequent valid cognition of rope.
Hence the snake is neither existent nor non-existent which is described as
indescribable (Anirvacaniya). This illusory cognition is taken as a real, which is
of apparent type (Pratibhdsikasatta). V

Ramanuja regards error as consisting in the apprehension a partial truth as
the whole truth. His theory is known as Satkhyativada according to which error is
neither the apprehension of the sheer nothingness nor of any indescribable object.
Thus when a rope is cognized as a snake, the cognizer perceives a real snake
feature in the rope existing before him. He perceives a real ‘here and now' snake
character in the object lying before him ‘here and now’. His mistake consists not
in perceiving anything false or unreal but in conéidering the snake character to be
the only characteristics of the object, lying before.

So far we have thrown some light on the concepts of right cognition and

false cognition. Epistemology deals with the both. Apparently a question may be
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raised why the discussion on Aprama in the form of error is done in this context.
The main intention of the discussion is to show that both the theories concerning
valicll cognition and invalid cognition are connected with the metaphysical
presuppositiohs accepted in a pérticular system. Just as Prama and Pramana are
influenced by the presuppositions, the error etc. is also not free from these. In
order to prove this different theories of Khyativada are explained. Moreover the
concept of doubt (Samsaya), which is also a form of a Pramad, has got
tremendous influence in philosophical methodology. Without doubt one cannot
proceed to the realm of philosophy. One can have enquiry if one has some
confusion on the nature of an object. This confusion or doubt leads to further
know the exact nature. Had there been no doubt, there would not have been any
philosophical query. That is why, doubt though A-Prama has got some positive
value. In the same way. Tarka or Reductio-ad absurdum, which is taken as a
form of A-prama, is a kind of indirect method of knowing. Any doubt can be
removed through the application of Tarka. The example may be given in the
following way. If there is a doubt of deviation on the coexistence between smoke
and fire, an argument in the form of Tarka can be done in the following way — “If
smoke be deviated from fire, it would not have been caused by fire’ (dhumo yadi
vahni vyabhzcarz syattarhi vahnijanya na syat). As the smoke generated by fire is
an establlshed fact, it is wrong that smoke will be deviated from fire. In this way

the doubt of deviation or any other doubt can be removed. Hence like Prama a-

Prama is also philosophically significant.



27

REFERENCES

Daya Krishna & K.L. Sharma (Ed.)

The Philosophy of J.N. Mohanty,

Indian council of Philosophical Research (ICPR) in association with
(Munshiram Monoharlal Publisher),

- P.169.

J.N. Mohanty, (Ed.)
Gangesa’s Theory of Truth,
Shantiniketan, Visvabharati,

1966,. P. 27.

Daya Krishna & K.L. Sharma (Ed.)
The Philosophy of J.N. Mohanty,

Indian council of Philosophical Research (ICPR) in association with
(Munshiram Monoharlal Publisher),
P. 169.

Katha-upanisad, II, t.
Svetasvatara-upanishad, V. 1.

R.C. Pandeya, S.R. Bhatt, (Ed.)
‘Knowledge, Culture and Value ’,
Motilal Banarasidass,

1976. PP. 72-74.



10.

1.

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

R.C. Pandeya, S.R. Bhatt, (Ed.)
‘Knowledge, Cultl(re and Value’,
Motilal Banarasidass,
1976.P.75.

Atharva — 1-4-10 (Mandala 23).

Chandogya — 1-1-10.
Brhadaranyaka, 1V-4-3.

Svetasvatara Upanisada — IV-10.

Vyasa’s Commentary on Yoga Sutra 11, 5.

Siddhantalesa — Sangraha — 1.4.

Advaita Siddhi (The Section of Prama) and Advaitaratnaraksana.

-

R.C. Pandeya, S.R. Bhatt, (Ed.)

‘Knowledge, Culture and Value’,

Motilal Banarasidass,

1976. P. 98.

R.C. Pandeya, S.R. Bhatt, (Ed.)
‘Knowledge, Culture and Value’,
Motilal Banarasidass,

1976. P. 93-95.

D.M. Datta.,
The Six Ways of Knowing,
C.U. Pub. 1960, P. 20.

‘Avyabhicarinim asandigdhamarthapolabdhimlebidodhatau’.
Nyayamarijari, PP.1 — 20.

28



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

29

‘Yatra yadastitatratasyanubhavah’,

Tattvacintamani, (Pra, Section).

‘Tadvatitatprakarakanubhavahyathartha; yatha, rajate-idam,
'Rajatam iti Jiianam, Sa eva Prametyuchyote’

Tarkasamgraha, P. 23.

M.K. Ganguli with an Introduction by Debi Prasad Chattopadhyay

Translated by -
Nyaya, Goutama's Nyaya-Sutra with Vatsyayana’s Commentary.

Vatsyayana on 1-1-3.

This is the opening sentence of the Introduction of Goutama’s Nyaya-
sitra with Vatsyayana’s Commentary

Translated by M.K. Ganguli with an Introduction by Debi Prasad
Chattopadhyay. Phanibhusana Tarkavagisa in the second edition of the
first volume of his Nyayadarsana (Bengali), marks off this sentence

from the rest of Vatsyayana’s introduction to the Bhasya.

Phanibhusana Tarkabagisa (Ed.)

Kim punastattvam ? Satasca; sadbhavah asatascasadbhavah

Nyaya-bhasya, Nya-darsana, P. 14.

“Satsaditygrhyamanamyathabhiitamaviparitamtattvambhavati.
Asaccasaditigrhyamanamyathabhiitamaviparitambhavati”

Nyaya Bhasya, Ibid., p. 14.

‘Arthavati Ca  Pramane  Pramataprameyampramitirityarthavanti

bhavanti’

Nyaya-Bhdasya, 1bid, P. 11.

‘Catasrsu Caivambidhasu arthatattvam Parisamapyate’



27.

28.

30.

30.

Nyaya-Bhasya, Ibid, P. 12.

C.D. Bijalwan,
Jayanta’s Nyayamaiijari

Heritage Publishers, 1977, P. 63.

R.C. Pandeya; S.R. Bhatt, (Ed.)
‘Knowledge, Culture and Value’,
Motilal Banarasidass, PP. 4 - 5.

Ibid., P. 7.

R.C. Pandeya; S.R. Bhatt, (Ed.)

‘Knowledge, Culture and Value’,

~Motilal Banarasidass, PP. 240-241.

“Natyantamasato 'rthasyasamarthyamavakalpyate. Vyavaharadhuram

Bodhumiyat — Imanupaplutam”,

~Jayanta’s Nyayamafijari, PP. 1 — 164.

30



CHAPTER -2

THE CONCEPT OF PRAMA

Prama and Pramana are two fundamental concepts of the Indian theories
of knowledge. The word ‘Prama’ is used in Sanskrit philosophical literature in a
very technical sense. It is one of the species of the genus term
‘cognition’(Jfiana). Every philosopher holds that truth should be the differentia
0i knowledge or.Pramci. But views regarding the mearing of truth vary and
consequently, the mark of Prama is expressed in various ways.

The view, mostly held by the Buddhists, which other writers also
occasionally suppert, is that the truth of knowledge consists in its practical ¥alue.
A true cognition for them is therefore defined in various ways, as that which
reveals an object that serves some purpose (artha or prayojana) or leads to the
achievement of some end,' or which favours a successful volition (Samvadi
Pravrttya-nukila). This view resembles the modern pragmatic theory ‘of the
‘West. By true knowledge (Prama) they mean the identity of content between the
cognition and the cognitum. But the idealist school of Buddhism, namely, the
Vijfianavadin, is the view that consciousness (J{#fiana) is the principle of self-
manifestation and it is the source of all knowledge. According to Vijfianavadins
Prama is practically useful knowledge and Pramana is that which brings about
such knowledge.

Again another view, which is incidentally referred to by Dharmakirti and
many other writers, regards truth as a harmony of experience (Samivada or
Samvaditva). A true knowledge according to this view would be one, which is in
hai‘mony with other experiences” of the Western Theory of Coherence.

The Advaita School of Vedanta favours another view according to which

the truth of knowledge consists in its non contradicted ness (abadhitatva)®. The
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correspondence view of truth cannot directly prove itself. The only way to prove
correspondence is to fall back on the foreign method of coherence (Samvada) —
that is to infer the existence of a real correspondence between knowledge and
reality from the facts of the harmony of experience. But all that we can
legitimately infer from the harmony of knowledge with the rest of our experience
upto that time is not that the knowledge is absolutely free from error, but that it is
not yet contradicted. For we do not know that we shall not have in future any
experience that can falsify our present knowledge. As regards pragmatic text of
our causal efﬁcienéy (aftha—kriyd—kdritva), the Advaitism argue that even a false
cognition may lead to the fulfillment of a purpose. They give one of the
e:xamples4 to support their view. The case is that we mistake the luster for the
jewel and desiring to get it and actually get the jewel. In this case the knowledge
of the luster, as the jewel — which is clearly false cognition leads to the
attainment of the jewel and thereby satisfies our purpose, though we come also to
knowing that the initial cogrition which caused our action was itself false. It is
found, there_fore, that the pragmatic view of truth is not tenable. Therefore the
Advaitins argue that Prama is defined as a cognitioh having twofold
-characteristics of uncontradicted and. novelty (abadhitatva or yatharthatva and
. anadhigatatva)’. Thus the Framd, consists in its cortent being uncontradicted
(abadhitartha-visayatatva). It is not sufficient that knowledge should be true, it‘ is
also necéssary that the content of knowledge should be new or previously
unzcquired — anadhigata. Dharmaraja Adhvarindra gives two definitions of
Prami, one of which includes memory in it. The other definition refers to its
novelty as an essential feature of valid knowledge,® which has been rejected by
the Naiyayikas. The first definition which excludes memory (Smrti) from the
purview of valid cognition is as follows : a valid cognition is that cognition
having some object as its content which is not contradicted by any other
cognition and which is not known before (Tatrasmrti-vyavrttam
Pramatvamanadhigata vadhitartha visayaka-jfiatvam). Here the term
anadhigata excludes memory from the purview of valid cognition. And the

second definition — ‘a valid cognition is that cognition having some object as its
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content which is not cohtradicted by any other, Cognition (Smrti-sadharanantu
avadhitartha visayka jidtvam). The only kind of knowledge to them, the
knowledge of the already unacquised. But though memory is not a distinct source
of knowledge, it is still a distinct experience that has to be distinguished from
knowledge. The experience which reveals the new (i.e.knowledge proper) is
called anubhuti’. Whereas reproduced knowledge is called Smrti®. Thus novelty
comes to be considered an essential quality of knowledge. According to the
Mimamsakas knowledge is always a knowledge of something. Knowledge is
produced from combination of knower and known. Valid cognition or Prama is
true and can never be produced as false. For this reason Bhatta-Mimamsakas do
not regard Smrti as Prama. Because the object of Smrti is now unknown. The
other group of Mimamsakas is knoWh as Prabhakara Mimamsakas.

Kumarila regards cognition as a means of valid knowledge (Pramana)
because it is apbrehension. Prabhakara also regards apprehension (anubhuti),
which is distinct from recollection, as a means of valid cognition. Kumarila
regards cognizedness (jfiatata) produced by a cognitive act of its result. But
Prabhakara identifies Pramana with Prama or valid cognition and regards a
cognition as manifesting itself and not as inferable from cognized of its object.
According to him, all cognition as cognition are valid and their invalidity is due
to their disagreement with the real nature of their object. So that wrongness does
| not belong to the cognition themselves but to the objects cognized. Kumarila
agrees with Prabhakara, as to the nature of valid knowledge which i3 in the
nature of apprehension and can be set aside by its objects. Kumarila regards
novelty, non-contradiction and correspondence with the objects as the test of
truth.

Therefore, Kumarila holds recollection as invalid, because it apprehends
what was apprehended already by perception. Prabhakara also excludes
recollection from valid knowledge which is in the nature of apprehension which
is different from recollection. A serial perception is valid because it is not
produced by an impression (Samskara) though it apprehends what is already

apprehended. It is apprehension (anubhuti) and consequently valid.
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The Samkhyists hold that-the mode of Intellect is called cognition or
apprehension or determinate knowledge. Determinate knowledge is unconscious
since it is a property of unconscious Intellect. Cognition is not a property of him
who reveals an object. According to Samkhyists the mode of intellect (Buddhi)
which assumes the form an object is Pramana. According to Jayanta, this
hypothesis is closely akin to that of the Buddhists. Samkhyists hold that when an
object comes within the range of our sense organ a change taken .place in it
(Sense Organ). It catches the form of the object in question. This image of the
object, seized by the sense, organ, exerts influence upon the intellect. The
intellect also transforms itself into a similar image of the intellect. This mode of
intellect attributing itself to transcendental consciousness (Purusa) as its property
is a means of proef. Transcendental consciousness, possessing attributicn of
intellect becomes the knower of a definite object fixed up by intellect.

Let us now examine Nyaya view of Pramad in respect of other concept. In
Nyéya—Vaishesika system, the word J#iana and Buddhi is taken as synonymous
(Buddhirupalabohijfiananetyanarthantaram). Buddhi, Jiigna and upalabdhi
belong to the same metaphysical categories (Prameya Padartha) right cognition
of which is essential for human liberation.‘ In-respect of Jiiana, the Nyaya view
stands in sharp opposition to the conception of Jiiana in Samkhya or Vedanta
-according to which it is' a madification of a substance called buddhi or
ahtakkarana and buddhi or antahkarana being a composite substance assumes
 the shape agd the form of the object. Not so ih the Nyaya, the jiiana:entologically
being an accidental guna of the self and therefore without parts does not assume
any form or shape (@kara) : Similarly not being a Kriyd, it does not bring about
any change in the object that is known as the Bhattas. Wrongly regard it as
doing.’ Epistemologically j7idna refers beyond itself to its object i.e., it has self-
transcending reference to an object. This feature distinguishes jfiana from the
other gunas of the self. Though it i-s an accidental quality of the self. Yet it
possesses some speciality than other twenty -three qualities.'® It's existence
proved by our experience (anubhuti). It is the root of all our behavioural usage

viz. desires to get (updddna), desire to leave (hana) and indifference
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(upeksaniya) (“Sarva—vyavahara hetu gunah buddhi Jiianam™). The word
‘gunah’ is used to prevent the definition from the fallacy of over coverage
(ativyapti) in terms of space (desa), time (Kala) etc. And the word ‘hetw’
signifies that it 1s the special condition (asadharana karana) of all our behaviour.

But although the said definition can avoid fallacy of ativyapti, it suffers
{rom the fallacy of undercoverage, for the definition is unable to accommodate
indeterminate cognition (Nirvikalpaka Jhana), which has no behavioural usége.
To avoid such problem Annambhatta’s suggestion is that “Sarvavyavahara hetu”
— is not the defining characteristics of cognition. Cognition or buddhi is a special
type of abstract concept. It can neither be defined by any synonymous word, nor
can be defined extensively like many other words, i.e., the colour blue or red etc.
According to Annambhatta cognitionhood is the defining characteristics
(laksana) of cognition (J;_’zdha). Cognition is the locus of cognitionhood
(Jﬁdnatvajati).. There cannot be any cognition if it is not related with
cognitionhood. i

Cognition is of two types viz., recollection (smyrti) which originated from
the bare mental impression (Samskara-matra-janyam-Jiidnam). And cognition
other than recollection (tadbhinnam Jfianam) is presentative cogsition
(anubhave). Recollection is that cognition which originally from the bare mental
impression (Samskara—matra—janyam Jiianam). And cognition other than
recollection smrti-bhinnam Jrianam)!' is presentative .cognition (anubhava).
Which is defined as negatively. Presentz‘ive cognition (anubhava) also is of two
types. Valid presentative cognition (yathtytha anubhava) and invalid presentative
cognition (aYathartha). Valid presentative cognition is téchnically known as
Prama. According to Nyaya Prémc‘z is always a non-recollective cognition or
anubhava. Prama is defined by Naiyayikas as ‘ Yatharthdnubhava.'

The reason behind not describing smrti or recollective cdgnition as Prama
is that a recollective cognition can be Yathartha is true only in so far as it is an
exact reproduction of a true non-recollective cognition of the same object,?
which the subject previously had. That means if the previous non-recollective

cognition was a true one and the memory cognition is an exact reproduction of it
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as it is found in the case.of recognitive cognition (Pratvabhijiia), then the
memory cognition can be said to be borrowed from that of its causes that is, the
previous non-recollective cognition of the same object. Under such circumstance
the recollective cognition cannot be taken as memory cognition called smrti.

Moreover the Naiyayikas hold that being a true or faithful copy of a
previous non-recollective cognition, it cannot be true or veridical in the primary
sense of the term. For it does not correspond to its object at the time of its
occurrence.'® In the memory cognition that object is represented as what it was at
the time of occurrence of the previous non-recollective cognitioﬁ, but during the
time which elapsed between the moment of the occurrence of the previous non-
recollective cognition and that of the present memory cognition the object has
. not remained exactly the same at least its’ temporal adjunct is not the same.
Therefore, the memory cognition cannot be said to correspond to the Aobject at the -
present moment. This is the reason for maintaining that a memory cognition
cannot be Prama. A clear definition has been shown betweer memory cognition
(Smrti) and valid presentative cognition When a cognition is generated through
impression alone (Samskdra matra janya) it is called Smriti. If it is caused
through impressions alone with presence of the object, it is called yathartha
anubhava. Now the question-is, what it means for a ccgnition to be true.
According to the Naiyayikas a cognition is true if it is ‘arthavyabhicari’® i.e., |
non-discrepant with its object that means that if a cognition represents an objéct
as it really is then the cognition is true. In a precise language of Navya-Nyaya.'®
Tadvad Visesyakatvavacchinna tat Prakarakanubhava’, that is a non-recollective
cognition the content of which consists of a property which actually qualifies the
thing which appears as the subject of that cognition is true.

According to Udayandcharya — etymologically the meaning of yathartha
signiﬁes the similarity or correspondence.' Yathartha is the determinans of
(viscsana) of presentative cognition (anubhava). A presentative cognition is valid
or true (Yathasrtha) only if it corresponds to the external object having some
content. Here there is a problem. For if we conceive correspondence as a partial

one, then the definition will suffer from the fallacy of over coverage, because
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there is partial similarity or c-orrespondence between presentative cognition
(anubhava) and the object having some content in the case of invalid presentative
cognition e.s., perceiving a rope as a snake. Thus ayatharthanubhava will be
unduly extended to the definition of Yatharthanubhava. On the other hand if the
meaning of correspondence or similarity .were accepted in full, then no
presentative cognition (anubhava) would be valid (Yathartha). As both the
extreme views are unacceptabie, some thinkers hold that the correspondence
would be determined by subsequent cognition (jﬁ&néntara), which is also
affected by the fallacy of over coverage in terms of illusory cognition is
corr‘ected only by a subsequent veridical cognition. Once again Yathartha
anubhava could not even be defined as a cognition, which leads to successful
- activity (Saphala Pravrttijnakatia). Because among the three types of cognition
desire to accept (hana), desire tb leave (heya) and indifferent attitude
(upeksaniya jiiana) accepted by Naiyaikas and rejected by Buddhists — a
indifferent cognition (upeksaniya jiiana) does not serve any purposs — the
cognition of such object does not lead to any successful activity. So if it were
defined in terms of successful activity, it would be affected by the fallacy of
under coverage. A cognition is supposed to be the server of the causal efficacy in
any form, becaiise it is the mark of the existence as per the prin¥iple —
‘arthakriyakaritvalaksanamsat’.

As in upeksabuddhi there is no activity as such, it cannot be taken as an
exisfent entity as per the Buddhist principle of:satta. An entity is existent if and
only if it serves some purpose (arthakriyakaritva). It may be argued that an
indifferent attitude or buddhi is existent on account of the fact that it generates
some non-action towards an object. Like inclination (Pravritti) and refraining
from (mivritti) the phenomenon of upeksa is connected with the attitude of
audasinya (a status of being indifferent) which is the root of renunciation. The
Buddhist logicians will reply that the status of audasinya is nothing .but a
situation of hana or tyaga. Hence. what is called audasinya can be included
under the category of hana. Hence the upeksabuddhi is not possible in their

metaphysical scheme. There are two types of rejection or #ana. One type lies in
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the case of assertive rejection after considering a lead consequence of something,
. which is a real rejection. At the same time we can think of another type of
rejection which goes in the name of upeksa. It is, infact, a kind of rejection in
disguise of indifference or upeksa. Hence, a real upeksa without the sense of
rejection is not at all possible."’

Now let us examine the similarity and dissimilarity between Indian
concept of Prama and western concept of knowledge. In Western tradition, we
can see two main views regarding the definition of knowledge. Traditional
philosophers generally defined knowledge in terms of belief. Beliefs for them
may turn into knowledge if the belief is true and the believer has some
justification for his/her belief. On the otherhand, according to other philosopher
like Cookwiison, Prichard etc, as the nature of knowledge and belief is totally
different. Knowledge cannot be defined in terms of belief. For Prichard,
knowledge by definition is true, so to ascribe that ‘knowledge is true’ — is a
tautology. On the otherhand: as belief is only conﬁngently true/false : its’
propositions are posteriori. Truth and falsity is applicable only to bélief. Thus the
object of knowledge is tofally different from the object of belief. Therefore
knowledge cannot be defined in terms of belief.

Hence, the question arises whether Indian concept of Prama is equivalent
to western concept of knowledge in the sense of justified true belief. But in
Indian epistemology (Pramanasastra) such concepts like belief, which is a form
of life of western epistemology, is not accepted. J.N. Mohai#y tries to point out
that there are hints of the concept of belief in Indian tradition also. For Pramad is
a certain cognition (niscayajfiana), may be either valid cognition or invalid
cognition which is similar to belief which may become true or false. But truth
and falsity are not the exclusive essential characteristics of belief or niscaya
Jhiana. So only from the observation of the applicability of some accidental
characteristics it does not follow that the locus of these characteristics are
essentially identical. To some western thinkers ‘being confident of — is a
necessary condition of knowledge, although have not defined knowledge in

terms of belief. Hence belief and ‘being confident of — do not convey the same
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meaning. Hence our opinion is that being contfident is merely a mental attitude
towards cognition and a mental attitude cannot be predicated as true or false.
Mohanty is right in saying that ‘western concept of belief” — is belief in a
proposition, whereas a niscayajfiana, if Savikalpaka i.e., a conceptual has a
propositional structure i.e. comprehending viSesya, visesana aﬁd their relation, so
belief not only neglected in Indian epistemology, but some recent western
philosophers like Chisholm, Keith Leherer and Ayer also comments that belief is
not so important in defining knowledge. For according to Chisholm and Leherer
belief is associated with our emotions, desires, etc. and as a result, if knowledge
is defined in terms of belief then there will be possibility of affecting knowledge
by the defect of one-eyedness. Because belief is more subjective than objective,
since it is not devcid of one’s impression etc. They introduce the concept-
‘acceptance’ instead of belief and Ayer introduces the concept of ‘being sure’.

There is another point of difference between knowledge and Prama.
According to a group of western thinkers knowledge is an act. But according to
the other group, if knowledge is explained as an act, then it cannot explain all
‘sorts of knowledge — which are recognized in common usage, again if it is an act,
then it would cease to exist after sometime. But the nature of knowledge is not of
that sort::So knowledge for them is a disposition.

On the other hand Prama in Nyaya is neither a disposition nor a pure act
of in western sense. Prama is propositional or determinate cognition
(Savikalpaka Jiiana). A proposition is neither purely subjective ncr objective,
rather it is said to be a neutral entity. So according to some western thinkers it is
the proposition, which is either true or false. But there is a problem here. If such
neutral entity is conceived, then we have to consider infinite number of
proposition. Corresponding to each state of affairs. So Austin line thinkers hold
that it is the judgement which is either true or false. Because in judgement 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. IJN. Mohanty rightly observes that though a ‘Savikalpaka
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knowiedge not proposition but propositional or relational because 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, which is the synonymy forA the Sanskrit term, Samskara. But what
originates from Samskara (mental impression) is excluded from the purview of
valid cognition. Some opponents also advocate that the Nyaya concept of valid
can_ition cannot even be spoken as an episodic occurrence, since gbd’s cognition
is eternal (nitya-Jfiana) and thereby cannot be ascribed as having origination.
This objection may be overcome by saying that the notion of god’s cognition is a
metaphysical problem and not an epistemological problem.

Lastly, thé objection in equating knowledge with Prdma is the concept of
justification or evidence. If somecne claims having knowledge in general we
enquire for evidence to justify his claim. The word ‘justification’ in the western
tradition is used in the 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 if
reésor_l is regarded as the ‘Divine’ element in man’ — it is as imperfect as any
other human faculty. For this reason Western epistemology suffers from Gettier
like problem. Gettier has shown that it may happen that there may be
justification in the strong sense, yet some conditions may not be ascribed as
knowledge. This shows that the western concept of justifications is not always
truth hitting. 5

On the other hand Indian concept of instrumental condition (Pramana) is
always truth hitting. No- such concept of in;trumental condition (Pramana)
guided by reason, in the strong sense and guided by senses i.e. in the weak senses
is found in Indian tradition. Pure mathematics and empirical sciences have the
same logical status in Indian tradition. In Nyaya, cencept of universal is cognized
through supernatural perception and for them Samanyalaksana is super-normal
connection (Praityasatti). Again, Nyayayikas hold that vyapti Jiiana is to be
attained through the cognition of all individual manifestations of Probans and

Probandum acquired by Samdnyalaksana. Hence it is a connection or
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Pratiyasatti. The influence of fire from smoke is possible only when the vyapti
relation is apprehended between smoke in general (dhiimasamanya) and fire in
general (Vahnisamanya) which is not possible by ordinary perception. The
method of the super-normal connection through universal Samanyalaksana
Pratyaksa) is to be resorted to for acquiring the cognition of vyapti between
smoke in general and fire in general. Thus Prama is not equated with knowledge.

Prama or presentative veridical cognition (Yatharth&nubhabha) for the
Nyaiyayikas is explained as that which originates after the intermediary
(Vyapara) of the instrumental condition (anupramana_ vyaparat param bhavati
yah sah anubhavah). But there is no such intermediary condition for the
origination of recollection (Smrti).

Recollection (Smrti) originates from the bare mental impression only
(Sanskara matra janyam jiianam). In Tarkasamgraha, presentative cognition
(anubhava) is defined negatively i.e., other than recollection (tadbhinnam
jfianam) and its nature is associated with the concept of “the instrumental
condition of cognition (Pramana). Both are interrelated terms. The result of the
instrumental condition- is the effect, valid cognition (Prama Kafanam
Pramanam).

‘Now a question may arise : What is an instrumental condition ? From the
point of view of important in producing the effect, there are two types of
conditions in Nydyavaisesika system. (1) Common condition in or Sadharana
karana — like qu, space, time, the tnseen power, will of god etc — which are
necessary for the production of any effect, (2) Uncommon or asadharana karana
— which are only necessary for the origination of a particular effect. Both in the
early and in the later schools of Nyaya-VaiSesika literature the ‘Karana’ ( =
asadharana Karana) is used as ‘a causal condition (Vyaparavat karanam). In the
case-of ‘Pratyaksaprama’, Upamiti and Sabda-bodha, he takes the term to mean,
the causal condition, that function through an intermediary or a Vyapara, but in
the case of ‘anumitipramd’, the term is taken in the sense of a causal condition
that appears last on the scene. Annanibhatta describes sense organ (indriya) as

the Pratyaksaprama, cognition of resemblance’ (Sadrsyajfiana) as the
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Upamanapramana and ‘Statement’ (S'abha) as the Sabda-pramana, while in the
case of anumiti, paramarsa, is taken to be the anumana-pramana, paramarsa is
called operative process or Vyapara because this cognition being caused by the
cognition of Vyapti i.e. Probandum, becomes the generator of the inferential
cognition. In the form of consideration of paramarsa. ‘Vahnivydp‘yadhumabc‘m
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
— Vahni-vyapya (pervaded by fire) and generates the inferential cognition —
‘Parvatah vahniman dhiimat’ (the mountain is fire-possessing as it is smoke-
possessing). Hence the definition of vyapara in the forrh — 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 form of inferential cognition.

Likewise inferential cognition, another two types of cognition, e.g.
cognition through comparison (Upamiti) and testimonial cognition (AS"abda),_a_aré
generated through the instrumentality of other cognition, like the cognition of
similarity (SadrSyajiiana) and the cognition of word (Padajfianam). But the
perceptual cognition alone is not céused through the instrumentality of other
cognition, when a jar is perceived, it does not depend on other cognition to have
direct awareness of it.

In the case of perceptual cognition the sense organ etc. are alone taken as
an instrument, but not any cognition. _

In answer to the question : What is the mark of selecting an uncommon or
‘'specific conditi.on (asadharanakarana) the Naiyayikas differ. There are three

. views about this. According to the ancient Naiyayikas criterion for selecting the
uncommon condition (asadharanakarana) is - “Phalayogavyavacchinnam
asadharanamkaranam ” i.e. the uncommon condition is that which being present
the effect originates immediately, only when our sense organ comes in contact
with the object (Indriyarthasannikarsa) perception takes place. Hence sense-

object contact is the non-inherent (asamavayikdrana) condition which being
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present the effect perception immediately follows. So ancient Natyayikas are of
the opinion that instrumental condition might be a non-inherent one.

On the other hand according to Neo-Naiyayikas, a special condition i.e.
instrumental condition might be a substance or inherent condition (Samavayi
karana). For the instrumental condition is defined as the locus of the
intermediary condition (vyaparavat). An intermediary condition (vyapara) is that
factor which being produced by something becomes the producer of that entity
produced by earlier one (Tajanyatve sati tajjanya janako). For example sense
object — contact, caused by the sense organ produces the effect perception. So the
sense i a]ways either a quality (guna) or an action. So Neo-Naiyayikan,
therefore, are of the opinion that for selecting an uncommon condition
(asadharanakarana) is ‘vyaparavat asadharanam karanam karnam'). -

| Jayanta Bhatta hold a third view for selecting an uncommon condition
(Karana) taking clue from the famous grammarian Panini who deserves an
uncommon condition as “Séddhakatama”, - meaning Sadhaka as instrumental and
tamap as excellence (atisaya) i.e., the most effective cause of an effect.

Although both old and Neo—NaiyﬁyikaS accept instrumentality as an
uncommon condition yet they are different in opinion about excellence.-
According to the former excellence (atisaya) remains to the extreme condition
(Carama—kdrana)‘ whose presence is immediately followed by the emergence of
effect. Their concept of instrumentality cannot explain the independent
excellence (Svadhina-atisaya) of each condition. But accordiiig to the later, the
excellence can not 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 (vyapara -visista-
kdrana) as an instrument, which also does not hold good, because there are at
least some cases where intermediary condition is more important than the locus
of intermediary condition (vyapara). The Neo-Naiyayikas conéept of
instrumental condition (i.e., as the locus of intermediary condition). On the other

hand fails to explain the immediate emergence of the effect.
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Jayanta, as a consequence advocates that the collocation (Samagri) alone:
can claim instrumentality (Karanatva), because it can overcome both the.
demerits of the old Naiydyikas and the Neo- Naiyayikas. According to Jayanta an
instrument is that which is most efficient or operative to the origination of an
effect. The collection of condition is collectively essential for it. If one condition
is absent, the effect does hot take place. |

Now an objection may arise, that as the collection is nothing but all
conditions taken together, and individual conditions are not completely different
from (atyantabhinna), the collection of condition, instrumentality (Karanatva) as
the collection of all conditions (Sadhakasamagri) also possesées the status of
relative excellence (atisaya). Jayanta’s answer at this point is that the individual
condition separately could not possess- excellence (atisaya) because the
individual conditions separately are common conditions (Karana) but not an
uncommon conditions (Karana). Uniqueness (Visesatva) differs from excellence
(atiéayatva). 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.
According to Jayanta, instrumentality of valid cognition is an aggregate of
certain— conscious and unconscious conditions, which -tegether make the
apprehensionofnonerroneous(avyabhicdrinimasandighdmarthopolabdhim' vidadh
atibodhabodhasvabhavasamagripramana ). The two adjectives of non-erroneous
and non-doubtful constitute the d=finition and the collocation of conscious and
unconscious conditions constitute the nature (Svaripa) of valid cognition -
(Prama).

If collocation of both conscious and unconscious conditions is taken as
instrument in the sense of most effective for producing an effect, then even the
subject. (Karta) and object (Karma) of cognition are also included to that
collocation (Samagri). If that there will no cognizer (subject) neither which
cognition is inconceivable? Again if the object were also included into the
collocation of condition which is taken as an instrument then the cognition would

be without any object. If this is accepted, the Nyaya epistemology will lose its
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epistemic status. Jayanta in order to avoid this problem defines instrumentality
(Sadhakatama) as the collocation of both conscious and unconscious conditions
other than subject and object (tasmat kartr-karma-vilaksana) which is excluded
from doubt and error.

Both old and Neo-Naiyayikas are of the opinion that if subject and object
is excluded from the collocation of condition then it would lose its’ propeﬁy of
being most excellent. Because such collocation being present fails to originate
the effect without any temporal gap : Secondly, if subject and object is excluded
from the c'ollocation 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 if
the means of cognition (Pramédna) becomes meaningful other factors like
cognizer (Pramata) i.e. the individual who has got desire of attaining or
forsaking something, cognizable entity (Prameya) i.e. the object which becomes
an .object of right cognition and right cognition (Pramiti) i:e. the right cognition
regarding some object, becomes meaningful. All these are always Pramana
centre (arthavati  ca  pramane  pramata-prameyam  pramitifitya
rthavantibhavanti-Nyayabhasya on Sutra 1.1.1‘ (‘Catasrsvavamvidhasu

arthatattvam parisamapyate’ — Ibid.).

Visvanatha is very much straight forward to explain the nature of valid
cognition and its instrument. According to him, an invalid cbgnition is that if
something is cognized as having.some property, whereas it does not have that
property  (tadabhavavatitatprakarakamjfianambhramayatartha). Invalid
cognition (aprama) is of two types viz. Error (Viparyaya) and doubt (Samsaya).
For example, in perceiving something at a distance as having the property
manhood and trunkhood, 1 may. cognize is it a man or true ? (Sthanurva
Purusova). The nature of invalid cognition (aprama) is explained as defect-
generated. According to Gopinath Bhattacharya in the case of perceptual
cognition the defect fall under three headings viz. 1. Environmental defects —
includés haze, the object being very distant and bad lighting, 2. Pathological

defects are faults in the usual apparatus such as jaundice and 3. Psychical defects
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are such as being angry or inattentive. But according to Janardan Ganeri
environmental faults are only ‘local’ defects and he also includes the ‘global’
environmental defects in it. For example, a person trying to see things at the
bottom of the ocean fails not because of any local defects, but because the human
visual system is not suited for such environment. It is not seen due to having
some global defects.

On the other hand, valid cognition is explained as attribute-generated
(gunajanya) and not as absence of defect-generated because the Naiyayikas hold
that there are three types of conditions for production of any effect viz. inherence
(Samavayi), non-inherence (asamavayi) and efficient condition (Nimittakarana).
So the absence of defect in the efficient conditions does not imply the presence
of other causal conditions viz. inherence and non-inherence. So Visvanatha, for
the economy of thought, rightly advocates that valid cognition (Prama) is due to
attribute. If there is absence of defect in the efﬁcient condition, then the presence
of a particular, attribute to a particular cognition is sufficient in pr.oduciﬁg
veridical cognition (Prama). According to Visvanatha there is only one attribute
to each type of cognition.. For example, sense object. contact
(Indriyarthasannikarsa),. consideration (Paramarsa), Cognition of similarity
(Sadrsyajiiana); is the attribute of perception (Pratyaksa) inference (cnumati),
verbal testimony (Sabdajfiana) and comparison (Upamana) respectively. Thus
for Visvanatha attribute means non-inherent condition (asamavayikarana) and he
supports the concept of instrumental conditior: of the old Naiyayikan. l

- Again valid cognition could not be explainéd as due to absence of defect
(dosabhavajanya), because there are also other type of cognition namely
indeterminate cognition (Nirvikalpakajfiana) which is neither valid nor invalid
cognition according to the Naiyayikas. It is not valid since it is not cognized as
having any property by any relation, self~mind, contact is the common condition
presents both in valid as well as invalid cognition. Except this there are some
other conditions in the case of valid and invalid condition. Attribute is that.
condition which is the instrumental condition of valid cognition (Prama),

justified by inference (anumana). Valid cognition is due to attribute and invalid
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cognition is due to defects — this type of pervaded relation (Vyapti-Sambandha)
is ascertained by the method of agreement and disagreement (anuvayi-vyatireki)
which runs thus where there is defect there is invalid cognition and where there is
attribute  (guna) there is valid cognition (Prama). (Pramajanyasamanya
karanabhinna karanajanya janyajiiatvat apramavat). So 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). But if this is the
‘case then one may object that this definition will be affected by the fallacy of
over coverage (ativyapti) because this criterion is fulfilled in the indeterminate
perception (Nirvikalpakaperception) which is not recognized as valid in Nyaya
system. One point deserves a mention here that Visvanatha presents the above
mentioned criterion in-the context of explaining the nature (Svariipa) of valid
cognition (Prama) but not in the context of defining it. Visvanatha defines valid
cognition as ‘bhramabhinnamiti’ and finally | ‘tatprakarakamya jatamtad
visesyakam® — which is similar to ‘tatvatitatprakarakahanubhavahyatharthas;.
Gangesa also initially supports this definition, which become the centrifugal
force of the Nyaya definition of valid cognition. _

The word ‘tar’ in the definition means the determinate property (Prakara)
and the word ‘tadvati’ (the suffix ‘vat’ means locus) means the determinandum
or the locus of the determinate property (visesya). Thué the meaning of the
definition is:a cognition is valid (Yathartha) if we cognize something as having
some determinate property where it actually exists. And & cognition would be
invalid (ayathartha) if 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 express it in the form of ‘this is a rope’ (idam rajju), here this
(idam) is determinandum (visesya) and rope is the determinate property
(prakara/visesana) etc. someone is cognizing the rope as having the property
ropeness and the property is a valid one (yathartha) since ropeness actually exist
in rope and not to any other object and this is the time the cognizer cognizes the
universal ropeness also by supernafural perception (A4laukika Pratyaksa). On the

other hand when someone cognizes rope as a snake and express it or in the form
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‘this is a snake’ (Ayam Sarpah) he is cognizing the rope as having the property
of snakéness which actually does not exist and his cognition is invalid
(ayathartha). _ |

According to Professor J.N. Mohanty, the definition ‘tadvati tatprakaraka
anubhavah’ has epistemological as well as ontological parts. The expression
‘tatprakarakatva’ refers to an epistemological situation, namely to the fact that
which is a qualifier of the knowledge_ under consideration has ‘that’ (tat) as its’
qualifier. TheAexpression ‘tadvati’ refers to a correlative ontological situation
namely to the fact that which is a qualifier of the knowledge under consideration
(also) really belongs ‘to the object of that knowledge. Truth or validity
(Pr&m&nya) for the Naiyayikas could not be the exclusive property of cognition
alone, side by side, it is designation of real property. This is the reason the word
‘tat’ has been used twice in the definition. And as Truth (Pramanya) is a hybrid
entity, beside determimnandum (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 fails to accommodate relation (Samsargata) exp:licitly. The explicit
logical form of the definition would-be — “tannistha visesyatd nirupita samavaya

sambandhavacchinna prakaratanistha prakarata visista anubhavah yathrthah™
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CHAPTER -3
THEORY OF PRAMANYAVADA

SECTION — 1
NYAYA THEORY OF PRAMANYAVADA

Gangesa begins his'logical enquiry into the means of valid knowledge,
-which is called Pramanyavada. According to Ganges’a,y it 1s quite possible to fix
upon an immaculate definition of valid knowledge, so that validity may be
accepted as a real cognitive property. Validity necessarily should be defined as
consistency of cognition (Yathartha anubhava) as distinguished from Yathartha
smrti. Validity is understood by the term Prama. A correct memory is not
technically called Prama, which is restricted fo anubhava as distinct from smrti.

‘But the opponents hold that validity can not be defined at all. Sriharsa,
the main opponent of Gangesa, takes on the possible definition of validity which
are recorded in hlS ‘Khandana-Khandakha‘dy_d ’ : The following is the rough list

of definition scrutinized by Srikarsa:

1. . Tattvanubhutih Prama (p. 239). .
A V;c‘l.lid knowledge is the knowledge of the essence of a thing;’
2. Yatharthanubhavah Prama (p. 397)
A valid knowledge is the knowledge of things as they are in
reality.
3. Samyakparicchedah Pramd (p. 411)
A valid knowledge is the correct ascertainment of the thing.
4, Avyabhicaryanubhavah Prama (p. 427).
A valid knowledge is the knowledge, which does not deviate from

reality.
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5. Avisamvadyanubhavah Prama (p. 430)
A valid knowledge is that which is consistent or coherent with

verification in practice.

6. Abadhitanubhutih Prama (p. 442)
A Valid knowledge is an uncontradicted knowledge.

7. Tarkasamsayasmrti Vyatirikta Pratitih Prama (p. 443)
A valid knowledge is that which is other than 'hypothetical
reasoning, doubt, illusion and memory.

8. Pramatvalaksana jatyabhisambandhat Prama (p. 444)

A valid knowledge is that which possesses validity as its universal

property.

The very first definition of Prama rejected by the opponent is the eighth |
definition refuted by Srihqrsa. The definition says that a.valid knowledge is that
‘:\'Jvhich possesses validity or Pramatva as a universal prbperty. According to the
opponent there is no such universal (jafi) as may be called validity or Pramatva.

It is generally accepted that universal is pervasive of the particular in
(_ which it inheres. Cowness belongs to the entire cow, no part of the animal is free
;ﬁfrom cowness. Similarly if Pramatva is a universal it should cover the entire
judgment irrespective of the subject and predicate.

Here we should mention the position of the predicate to the opposition.
According to the. oppos.ition‘.it is agreed that even an invalid knowledge is
partiélly valid. They hold that in the invalid perceptual judgement “It is Silver”,
invalidity belongs to the predicative part “Silver” (which is a tinsel infact), but
not to the object'part it’ which-demonstrates the mere presence of the factual
object. There is no denying the fact that an object is really there out in the world.
What is wrong in its identification by a wrong predicate i.e., silverness is
wrohgly imposed on tinsel. This aspect of partial validity of an invalid judgement
is underlined in the off=_quotéd expression “dharmini sarvam abhrantam prakare

tu viparyayah” — Every illusory knowledge is right in respect of the substantive
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subject, buf wrong only in respect of predicational objective. An illusion is thus
different from a complete hallucination in which both the subjéct (dharmin) and
thé predicate (Prakara) are projections of imaginations.

Accordihg to Gangesa this epistemic law of partial validity even of an
invalid judgement is violated if validity is considered to be a universal and so in
the invalid judgement Pramdtva, if a universal, cannot be restricted to the subject
part mkeeping the predicétional part out of its’ fold. There is an epistemic
phénomenon of collective knowledge (Samithalambana), which grasps two
dbjects together in a single grip. The judgement — “These are two pieces of tin
and silver” when one piece is silver indeed) should not be taken as parfially
~ valid, for it is invalid as a whole. If one still insists that, since silver is there, the
Judgement has some sort of validity also, we cornitend that validity as understood
by the term Prama, should not be applied in this case. Better one should employ
the term yathartha (consistent with fact), just as one does in respect of memory,
which rightly recapitulates‘ a past, cognition. A correct memory is uot technically
called Prama, which is restricted to anubhava as distinct from smrti (memory). -

According to Dr. Nandita Bandyopaddhyay if we go by this technical
distinction between Pramatva and yatharthtva (validity and consistency or
conformity), Pramatva or Pranmanya should be necessarily: defined as
consistency of cognition (Yatharthanubhava).

The object of a knowledge appearing as the subject of a judgement is
called Visesya. The object is the factuai.support on which the knowledge rests.
Visesya as an epistemic category is the corresponding cognitive counterpart
figuring as the subject of a judgement. So sometime the Visaya itself is used in
the sense of Visesya. The term Prakara generally means a Visesana or adjective
-though there is a subtle difference between the two Prakara is normally
restﬁcted to a Visesana appearing in a judgement as an adjective to the
substantive. Even therein Prakara generally means the predicative adjective,
though sometimes the term is extended to a non-predicative adjective also.

In case of the valid judgement “It is Silver”, the subject ‘it’, as visesya,

demonstratively refer to the object ‘silver’, which is factually qualified by the
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adjective ‘Silverness’. In the corresponding judgement Silverness is reflected as
Prakara or predicative adjective to ‘it’. This predication faithfully represents the
fact in which silverness réally qualifies the object, silver. Hence this valid
judgement is visesyavriti-aprakéaraka i.e., it does not contain any Prakara, which
as a factual visesana does not really qualify the object, silver. "

However, in case of invalid judgement “It is Silver” the Prakara is the
same silverness, which is predicated of the substantive subject ‘it’. In this wrong
judgement the factual referent of ‘it’ is the object, tinsel, which is really qualified
by tinness, not by silverness, which nevertheless, is the predicate of the
judgement. Thus the judgement is invalid for having a predicate, which in fact is
not present as an adjective qualifying the object. So the judgement is viSesyavriti
prakaraka and hence invalid.

The contender thus argues that visesyavriti-aprakarakatva i.e. not having
a prakara which is absent in the object, which is virtually the same as Pramatva,
may be considered as the limiting determinant (avaccedaka) of the presence: of
validity in knowledge. Pramatva in this sense be considered a universal. In a
similar way visesyavrthi-aprakarakatva (having a Prakara which is absent in the
object) determines the presence of Prakara which is absent in the object)
determines the presence of the negation of validity in knowledge. It would be
noted that the contender does not insist on accepting a-Pramatva or invalidity as
a universal. His insistence is only on the universalness of validity. |

But how can we distinguish Prama from a-prama ?

The Nyaya thesis is that validity is inferred from a successful foliow—up
action inspired by the knowledge. One entertains the judgement “This is Water’.
Its conducive ness to a successful application establishes the truth of the
judgement according to the Naiyaikas. After having the judgement one gets of
the object supposed to be water and successfully performs the action which water
is expected to satisfy. Our practical behaviour depends on knowledge and this
knowledge is said to be verified if the behaviour stimulated by it attains the
fulfillment that is expected from the object shown by the knowledge. Hence such

knowledge is called samartha-pravrtti-janaka. According to the Naiyayikas
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inference of validity roughly expressed as idam jalajianamprama,saphala-
pravrthi-janakatvat, puruvapalabdhajalajiianatvat i.e., this knowledge of water
is valid, because it has produced a successful behaviour, like a similar knowledge
of water that I entertained before. The contender here turns the middle term of
‘this inference into a definition of validity.

But such a definition is met with a serious objection. A person may have
the judgement, ‘This is Water’ dﬁd yet may remain indifferent. I.e., may not feel
the need of exerting himself to get water and verify his knowledge in the process.
He has just the knowledge, which he does not verify. Now if water is really there
should we call his knowledge invalid simply because he does not go for
verification ? _

To wriggle out of this difficulty the Naiyayikas draw a line of distinction
between phalapahitakarana and svarupayagyakarana. An effect is pervaded by
causal conditions but the converse is not true, i.e., an effect must be preceded by
a cause though a cause may not necessarily be followed by an effect. A cause,
which is immediately followed by an effect, is called phalapahitakarana, while a
cause, which is not followed by an effect though it has the efficacy to produce an
effect, is called Svaripayagyakarana. A cause may not produce an effect due to

. the absence of a relevant auxiliary causal condition or to the presence of an
obstacle. Here the absence of an effect does hot point to any absence of causal
competence. The cause is competent in itself (Svaripayogya). Though this
competence remains unrealized for some reason or other.

The contehder may argue that knowledge to be valid must have for its
causal condition dosasamanyabhava or absence of any fault. The opponent goes
to show that the definition fails to do justice to a valid collective knowledge such
as ‘These are pitcher and cloth’. Pitcher ness does not belong to cloth and
clothness to pitcher. Thus these properties become visesya vritiprakara, calling
for the invalidity of the judgement agreed to be valid.

The contender may try to defend the definition by saying that the term
visesyavrttiprakara is intended to mean a property not located in any substantive

clothness belongs to cloth and pitcherness to pitcher as such neither is
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visesyavritiprakara is the total exclusion of any visesyavrttiprakara. In the
judgement under review, since Silverness, not factually belonging to tin appears,
nevertheless as a predicate in relation to tin, it is not free from the fault of
viSesyavrttiprakara and as such the judgement is false by definition.

From validity is a real property of knowledge, follows that either it should
have been self-evident (Svatahpraméanya), i.e. simultaneously and spontaneously
apprehended in the apprehension of knowledge itself, or should have been
apprehended by some other verificatory knowledge (Paratah pramanya) validity
is not apprehensible either way. Hence, there is no justification for positing an
unknown and unknowable property of knowledge. Since there is nothing called
validity in reality, the question of its genesis does not arise. Gangesa goes to
show that the postulates. of Svatahpramanya is untenable no doubt, but there i3
enough justification for the Nyaya thesis of Paratahpramanya according to
which validity (and invalidity too) is ascertained by some verificatory inference.
As regards the genesis of validity he argues at length in favour of the Nyaya
position that validity is guaranteed by some special excellence of the causal
factors that generate the knowledge, not by the causal factors in general which

are common to valid and invalid knowledge.



SECTION - 1I
SVATAHPRAMANYAVADA THEORIES

In earlier chapter we have seen that Prama is defined by the Naiyayikas
as ‘tadvatitatprakarakanubhavah’. The next question related to this comes to our
mind, how can we know that a particular piece of cognition is Prama ? How can
we know Pramatva i.e. ‘tadvatitatprakarakatva’ in Prama ? According the
Naiyayikas, the truth of cognition depends on the actual existence of the '
relational complex represented by the cognition in the objective world. The truth
of cognition depends on two conditions -- ontological condition and the epistemic
condition. Epistemic condition can be said to be fulfilled when a Pramana is
employed as a means of knowing things. Prof. J.N. Mohanty distinguishes
between two senses of pramanya. In our sense the word pramanya may mean the
property of being instrumental in bringing about true knowledge (Prama-
karanatva). In this sense Pramanya may mean simply the truth of a knowledge
itself, if, that knowledge is true. Of these two second one is logically prior to the
-other in as muéh as the very idea of being an insirumental cause of true
knowledge cannot be understood without understanding what is meant by true
knowledge and effectively without understanding what is meant by truth. The
thesis of pramanya are concertied with pramanya in the second sense, i.e.; with
the truth of a knowledge.

The vedantists distinguish between two kinds of truth!. (i) Knowledge —
metaphysically true that can never be falsified at anytime past, present and future
i.e., the metaphysical truth consists in traikalika, avadhittlva and the other; (ii)
empirical truth® — whose nature has yet to be made precise. The theory of
Pramanya is concerned with the empirical truth of — the knowledge of finite
human beings. The Pramanya theory may demand, how does a knowledge
becomes true ? and how is its’ truth ascertained ? On the other hand, another

connected but quite different question arises that how is the knowledge itself
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known ? This is known as the question of the theory of Prakadsa, is logically
prior to the theory of Pramanya. For unless the knowledge, itself known, no
question can even be raised about its truth.

Now the question arises whether ‘truth’ ‘tadvatitanrdk&rakatva’ of a
cognitive state, comes to be known ‘from itself’ (Svatah)-or from other sources
(Paratah). Prof. ].N. Mohanty prefers to use the words ‘intrinsic’ and ‘extrinsic’
respectively. According to Mimams$a—Vedanta, the word intrinsic means both
intrinsic with regard to origin and ‘apprehension’ (JAiaptitah). Similarly Nyaya
holds that truth is extrinsic to knowledge means both extrinsic with regard to
‘origin’ (utpattitah) and apprehension (Jiiaptitah).

 If different views about pramanya are compared with the different views

about prakasa, then there should be four different combinations :

L The theory of Svatahprakasa combined with the theory of Svarah
pramanya — upheld by the Advaita and Prabhakara-Mimamsa.

IL. The theory of Paratah prakasa combined with the theory:of Svataﬁ
pramanya — upheld by the Misra and Bhatta schools of Mimamsa.

II1. The theory of Svatahprakasa combined with the theory of
paratahpramanya — upheld by the Nyaya school.

IV. The .\theory of paratahprakasa combined with the - theory of
paratahpramanya — upheld by the Nyaya school. |

Now we may pay our attention towards different forms of the Svatah
pramanya theory. They all agree that truth of knowledge originates from those
causal cbnditions, which -also give rise to the knowledge. With regard to the
nature of the apprehension of truth they all agree that knowledge is as a rule
apprehended together with its truth®. But they differ firstly, with regard to the
nature of knowledge and secondly, as to the nature of our apprehension of our

knowledge.

1. VEDANTIC CONCEPT : Dharmaraja Adhvarindra presents his own
definition of valid knowledge in chapter VI of Vedanta Paribhasa — when



60

something is cognized as having some properties actually existing and the
efficacious to successful inclination (pravrttisamarthya) originating either
trom memory or from immediate experiences, it is called valid cognition
(tathahismrthyanubhava sadharanam samvadi pravrityanukillam tadvati
tatprakarakam jhatvam pramanyam. Now, the question, ‘Is the validity
(pr&mdnya) cognized simultaneously along with the origination of that of
cognition ? The Advaitism believe in the intrinsic validity of cognition
(svatahpramanyavada). svatahpramanyavada means that the truth of a
knowledge is apprehended through the same saksi-awareness, through
which the knowledge itself is apprehended. Cognition would be
intrinsically valid if and only if the validity of cognition is conditioned by
the very condition, which is the condition of the cognition itself: (Yavat
svasraya grahaka samagrigrahyatvam)

But what does the Vedantalists mean by the term pramanya ? usually
pramanya s B defined in terms of uncontradicted characters
(avddhistatvarh) of knowledge.* But to ascertain a particular cognition
whether it is contradictory or not, we have to depend upon subsequent
cognition. Because it is absurd to suppose that cognition is from within as
incapable of contradiction in future. Gaudabrahmanandi here suggests-
that contradictory character (avadhitatva) has to be explained as the
property of being a cognition of anything, which has not been known to
be contradictory so far. If validity is taken in this sense even then the
cognitién is intrinsically true only from the point of view of apprehension
(jfiapti) and not from the point of vieW of origination (utpattih). So
Madhusiidana Sarasvati argues that uncontradictedness refers not merely
to the absence of contradiction at the time of knowing® but also to the
absence of contradiction in future.

Vivarana regards Pramanya in the sense of the capacity of manifesting its
object as being intrinsic to a knowledge® when the Mimamsakas and

Vedantists maintain that truth is intrinsic to a knowledge whereas falsity
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is extrinsic, they ought to understand the two notions of truth and falsity
in such a manner that the one remains as contradictory of the other.
Then there will arise a question whether truth is for the Vedantists is
nothing other than the ‘tadvatitatprakarakatva® of the Naiyayikas ?
According to this meaning of truth a knowledge ‘S is P’ — is true when P
really belongs to S. In Gaﬁges’a’s opinion it is only in this sense that truth
may be regarded as being apprehended ab initio.” It is curious that though
Gangesa considers radvatitaiprakarakatva as the feature which
distinguishes right cognition from error, Madhusiidana and many Advaita
writers regard it as belonging to all apprehension not excluding error.
There is reason therefore to suspect that the Naiyayika and Vedantists do
not mean quite the same by ‘tadvatitatprakarakatva’.
Now what is that feature which distinguishes right cognition from error?
In ansWer to this question it is said that not bare ‘tadvatitatprakarakatva’,
but ‘tadvatitatprakarakatve’ as qualified by the property of leading to
successful activity serves to distinguish right cognition from error. It
seems reasonable to suggest that at least the property of being the cause of
successful activity cannot in any case be a feature which one apprehends
ab initio like abadhitva, samvadipravrttijanakatva also refers to a ﬁmire
possibility.
In Advaitaratnaraksanam Madhusidana defines truth as a property of
being a certain apprehension of an object which was previously
\_n.lknown.8 Truth in this sense, according to Madhusiidana satisfies three
needs :
1. It serves to distinguish right cognition from error.
2. It is capable of being apprehended Svataﬁ as the theory
demands; and
3. Further it can account for unwavering activity as the phenomena
demand. Tt does not belong to error for the content of erroneous
apprehension e.g., the snake in rope-snake illusion, exists only

when it is being perceived and therefore has no unknown existence
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(ajfiatasatta) of the object of erroneous apprehension. We cannot
then say that it was unknown before : hence truth in the above
sense does not belong to erroneous apprehension. According to the
Advaita epistemology — the prior unknown existence of what now
comes to be known is an object of saksi-awareness. Hence the
property of being a certain apprehension of what was previously
unknown is something that is apprehended together with any
knowledge and by the same sdksi-awareness. In this formulation
pramanya is identified with the very generic character of Jianatva
so that a false apprehension is by definition not knowledge at all.?
In another formulation, the way of defining pramanya is to explain
in the psychological language with reference to the knower’s
unawareness as to the falsity of the knowledge under
consideration. In this sense pramanya belongs in common to all
knowledge, right or erroneous, but as the erroneous character of
the error is detected, it deserts the erroneous apprehension. It is
correct to say that knowledge is true, if it is not known to be false.
Someone can say that knowledge is to be called ‘false’ when it is
not true and then the definition is plainly circular. On this account
truth is a derivative concept, and fits in with the Advaita
metaphysics that nothing empirical is real. Empirical truth is a
concept and is logically definable only in terms of falsity.

The first formulation makes of the SvatahApramanya theory on
analytic consequence of the suggested definition of knowledge in
terms of pramatva. There is a certain absurdity in saying both ‘I
know that ‘S is P’ and S is P is false’. If something is known it
follows necessarily that it is true. Thus according to Ayer'® I know
that S is P — there are only three conditions need to be fulfilled (i)
that ‘S is P’ is true, (ii) that I am sure of (i); and (iii) that I who

knows have the right to be sure.
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According to Ayer, kanledge is intrinsically true in the sense that
if something is known, it follows necessarily that it is true.!' This
follows from the ‘l/inguistic fact’, that what is not true cannot
properly be said to be known. It is not a knowledge, which
becomes falsified, but it is really pseudo-knowledge whose
pretension to be knowledge are now exposed. Hence the curiously
paradoxical situation that although the Svatahpramanya theory
defined knowledge in terms of ‘truth’ thereby condemning error as
pseudo-knowledge. Yet in its attempt to establish its position it
includes under its’ ‘paksa’, all that claims to be knowledge
including knowledge in the true sense and pseudo-knowledge.

It is precisely the contention of the svatahpramanya theory that
there is no criterion of truth, though there is criterion of error,
knowledge as such is true but cannot be proved to be true, whereas
error is proved to be error. |
It is mentioned that prama alone is knowledge proper and all else °
is error or pseudo-knowledge. In this connection Professor J.N.
- Mohanty raised- some problems from the point of view of the
Naiyayikas, if truth cognized from the same conditions as give rise
to the knowledge, false apprehension should also become true, for
the generating conditions of false apprehension, the latter being,
like apprehension; a species of knowledge. Mohanty comments —
“Madhusiidana confidently replies that this need not be so, for
false apprehension is not species of knowledge”. Prof. Raghunath
Ghosh should like to submit that it is difficult to make clear
distinction between knowledge and pseudo-knowledge -at the
initial state i.e., at the time of the origination. At the initial stage
all individual manifestations of knowledge are taken to be as what
they appear. In the case of snake-rope illusion, the snake is
entertained as snake initially and only on this ground various

psychological reactions become possible. Afterwards we come to
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know of the falsity of the view of the snake when it is contradicted
by the presentation of the rope. In the same way, the knowledge
arising at the initial stage cannot be regarded as true, as there rhay
be doubt as to its possibility of being contradicted by the
subsequent knowledge. So the truth of knowledge can be known
from its’ unfailing correspondence to the fact (samvadipravrtti)
otherwise (visamvadi-pravrtti) it would be taken as pseudo-
knowledge. So the truth and falsity of knowledge cannot be
apprehended by the collection of causes that gives rise to.

knowledge.'?

2.(a) THE PRABHAKARA THEORY :

There is agreemént however among the Mimamsakas as how the
. theory of a cognitive state comes to be known, although there .is
difference regarding how the ‘existence’ of a cognitive state comes
to be known. Accordipg to Kumarila and his followers, the
existence of a cognitive state gets revealed in a kind of inference
.. _known as ‘jfigtata Lingakanumiti’. 1 According to Murari Misra,
the existence of cognitive state gets revealed in a subsequent
internal perception and according to Prabhakara and his
followers, a cognitive state is self-revealing or in other words the
existence of a cognitive state gets revealed of itself. According to
Prabhakaras, the problem of truth and error is simply meaningless
on his theory, for there is no cognitive error. Then when we say
knowledge is false what we actually mean. The Prabhakaras say
we mean that it leads to unsuccessful behaviour. On the cognitive
side all knowledge is true even the so-called false knowledge. For
every knowledge has its object which it manifests. Bearing this in
mind Mohanty concludes that the Prabhakara Mimamsakas

distinguishes between three levels of truth and error.
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Ramanujkacharya uses three different terms for three different
kinds of truth. In the broadest sense of the term ‘tfuth’, Yatharthya
belongs to all awareness'* (including memory and what ordinarily
passes for erroneous apprehension). In a narrower sense pramanya
to all awareness excepting memory (but including even the so
called erroneous apprehension and in a still narrower sense
pramanya to all awareness excepting memory (but including even
the so called erroneous apprehension and in a still narrower sense
of the term samayaktva only to such knowledge other than
memory which leads to successful practice'® Yatharthya or truth in
the widest sense is co-extensive with the property of being an
awareness of, or of being true to its’ object (SarvasyajiiGnasyartha
vyabhicaritatva). The criterion of Pramanya is independent in
manifesting the object; memory is not Prama since it does not
independently manifest its’ object. The test of Samyaktva is the
absence of uncontradicted practice.

Now, Ganganath Jha has raised an objection against Bhatta theory
of Pramanya, which is equally valid against the Prabhakara
notion. For if the test of Pramanya is independent in manifestiﬁg
its object, then Pramanya is not Svatahgrahya or in other words it
cannot be said to be apprehended along with the apprehension of
the knowledge, (whose Pramanya it is). It is clear therefore that
neither Pramanya nor samyaktva are apprehended ab initio, in that
sense no knowledge goes unknown.

Now truth, according to the Bhattas is apprehended svata# in the
sense that the same inference from jfidtata, which makes us aware
of the truth of that knowledge. Like the knowledge its; truth also
remains unknown at the beginning. The knowledge manifests its;
object without itself or its truth being apprehended till of course
the above mentioned inference brings both to light.'” For Bhatta

and for Prabhdkara, Pramanya is the same as awareness of the
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object (=bodhatmakatva). In this sense of course every knowledge
is intrinsically true. Umbeka rejects the identification of pramdnya
with bodhakatva because though bothakatva is intrinsically to all
knowledge, yet it does not serve to distinguish right from wrong
cognition for even the erroneous Akﬁowledge of a rope-snake has
the property of bodhakatva inasmuch as it also manifests its own
object, Umbeka realizing the fact that mere manifestation of an
object is not enough, he defines pramanya as arthavisarﬁvdditvam,
i.e., the property of being uncontradicted to its object.18 A true
knowledge must be uncontradicted to its object. It is this truth
which is svatah in the sense of being produced by the cause of
knowledge itself, says Umbeka.

Gaga Bhatta defines true knowledge as a knowledge whose object
was previously unknown and which is uncontradicted by ancther
knowledge.'® In this sense Pramanya are the same as Samyaktva of
the Prabhakaras.

Parthasarathi suggests a new distinction between two senses of
| ‘truth’, truth as pertaining to the knowledge and truth as pertaining
to the object. Apparently, his purpose is to circumvent the
following difficulty. According to Bhatta, both the original
knowledge and its’ truth are apprehended together. The original
knowledge being previously unknown, the judgement this
knowledge is true’ — is not possible. Awareness of truth would
therefore presuppose a prior apprehension of the knowledge —
which would contradict the central thesis of the svatah pramanya
theory. An effort has been made to avoid this difficulty by
suggesting that the pramanya is nothing other than visayatathétva
or the ‘suchness of the object’ in which case the ascription of
pramanya to the knowledge cannot but be secondary.”**! Truth in
this sense i.e. as the suchness of the object, or as the pure nature of

the object hardly concerns the issue under consideration, visaya is
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itself an epistemological concept, so that visayatathatva could only
mean faithfulness of the knowledge to its’ object. visayatathatva is
not the same as the yatharthya of the Prabhakaras. For yatharthya,
as we have seen belongs to all awareness to right and error alike. If
Visayatathatva in this sense is to be Svatah, then we have to take it
-that every knowledge claims to be true to its object. But
Parthasarathi’s notion of Visayatathatva is meant to distinguish

right knowledge from error.

(b) THE MISRA THEORY :

This theory is the form of the Mimams$a school, associated with
the name of Murari Misra. They agree with all the three Mimamsa
schools as to the origin of truth. According to them, the
anuvyavasaya apprehending & primary knowledge should also
apprehend that primary knowledge as being knowledge of such
and such object which, infact, amounts to apprehending it as a true

| knowledge.
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CHAPTER -4
THEORIES OF PARATAH PRAMANYAVADA
SECTION -1

BUDDHIST THEORY OF PARATAH PRAMANYAVADA

We have analyzed the various notions of Pramanyava, upheld by the
different propagators of the theory of Svataipramanya. Now we take up the
theory of Paratah Pramanya, especially as upheld by the Buddhist and Nyaya
School of Philosophy.

. According to Buddhism Prama is a kind of unfailing correspondence to
the truth, which is called avisamvada. Avisamvada means to know an object as it
is. So particularly Dharmakirti has given this definition only to make others -
understand what Pramad is and it is to be kept in mind that the Buddhist do not
make .any distinction between Prama and Pramana i.e. valid cognition and
instrument of valid cognition because to them both the valid knowledge arises at
the same moment. To show honour to the theory of momentariness they do not
believe that there is a distinction between Prama and Pramana.

The Buddhists consider only the momentary unique particulars
(Svalaksana) to be real (saf). A momentary unique particular (Svalaksana) could
not intermediate between the subject (Karta) 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 and therefore
unreal (Kalpitah karma kartradih paramartho na vidyate) for according to the
classical notion, valid cognition being an effect must have some instrumental

condition (Pramana). The instrumental condition (Pramana) must proceed the



73

effect (Prama) and is most predominant condition (atiSayatva) among other
conditions as well and which being present the effect immediately follows.

To have some causal relations between two realities (saftd) needs at least
two moments, one moment is for its origination, and the next moment is for its
relation to others. According to the Buddhist Logicians if one would like to stick
to the concept of valid cognition (Prama) along with the concept of its
instrument (Pramana), they are in relation of identity (tadatmya). The Buddhist
Logicians hold-that each and every cognition has an intentionality towards some
object (Visayonmukhatad) and thus illuminates a momentary particular
(Svalaksana). The cognizance of object means the illumination of consciousness
with a certain form having some content. In such a situation we may only
metaphorically conceive that when we cognize an object viz. blue, our
consciousness takes the form of the object blue (Visayakara) when we perceive
blue a corresponding form of object ‘blue’ is stamped upon our cognition. Here it
is this objective equiformity (arthasarupyameyariipatG) that determines or
measure the limit of the perceptual judgement, ‘this is blue’ and thus eliminates
the objects other than blue from the ken of perception, when one makes a .
judgement ‘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), Buddhists called vyavasthapand and the cognition which is
thus fixed is called vyavasthapya and in answer to the question which does fix
the cognition to a particular object (deasthdpaka), Buddhists say that it is the
objective equiformity (arthasaripya), which is the instrumental condition
(Pramana) fix the cognition to a particular object. According to Buddhists,
objective equiformity (arthasariipya) is more basic and therefore more
reasonable as instrument than sense organ (indriya) or sense object contact
(indriyartha-sannikarsa), which has only secondary significance in
epistemology. For sometimes the sense organ being present, the effect perceptual
cognition does not take place. “Sarvatmanapi sambandhamkascid eva

gamyatedharmah, saniyamona syat sambandhyasya visesatah”.!
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Here the Naiyayika’s objection is that the Buddhist concept of
instrumentality (Karanatva) goes against the common usage as well as the
grammatical notion (Pra + ma + anat) of instrumentality, for common usage
sense organ is taken as an instrument of perceptual cognition. In response to this
objection the Buddhist Logicians hold that the instrumentality has the root to the
famous grammarian Panini, according to whom ‘instrument’ is most effective or
most predominant for the origination of effect (Sadhakatamam karanam
karanam) and which being present the effect follows irﬁmediately. The objective
equiformity for Dharmakirti is the last differentiator, after which cognition is
bound to manifest.

The Buddhists believe in pragmatism. The most fundamental feature of
Buddhistic pragmatism can be expressed in the word work-ability or practical
value, the Buddhist is a pledged pragmatist professing that truth consists
essentially in the conative satisfaction of the knowing agent. To him truth
consists in the attainment of the object capable of satisfying same purpose of the
knower (arthakriya samarthavastu pradarsakani samyagjiianam).

In our everyday experience truth conceived empirically has a practical
side of it, which cannot be altogether separated from it. When a thing is known
correctly the natural tendency of the knower is to put his correct knowledge to
practice. He is not content with the mere theoretical knowledge of the object, but
he always goes beyond to see if the object so known is either heya i.e. to be shun
or avoided or upddeya i.e. to be accepted or appropriated. Dr. Radhakrishnan
explains it thus ‘Existence or wsaffva means practical efficiency . or
arthakriyakaritva. Existence is the capacity to produce some change in the order
of things. The seed exists, since it produces shoots, permanent things, however,
cannot posses this power of producing changes. If things were unchanged in past,
present and future, there would be no reason why they should produce different
effects at different points of time. If it is said that the potential power is
permanent and it and whenever the arthakriyakaritva is there it is taken to be the
admirer of paratahpramanya. So paratahpramanya is to be taken, pragmatic

value is to be taken as consistent, if they do not believe in theory of
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. momentariness. So if we keep together theory of momentariness in one hand and
theory of paratahpramanyavada, a pragmatic view in another hand they cannot
be taken together. Moreover, the definition of perception is given in the
following.

An object free from mental constructions and non-erroneous is called
perceptual entity (Kalpanapodham abhrantam pratyaksam). If the perceptual
object is free from mental constructions, it is unique particﬁlar (Svalaksana) in
nature. If an object is Svalaksana, it has to be taken as having no truth-value,
because there does not arise any question of falsity. If it is so, the phrase —
‘abhrantam’ (non-erroneous) is useless, because it is already proved that it is
beyond truth and falsity. Moreover if we want to know its non-erroneous
character, we have to depend on our experience of its causal efficacy. For the
attainment of such experience we need more than one moment and hence, it will
lose the objects momentary character. For this reason the Buddhist view is not
tenable. So Buddhist view is not to be taken as logically sound becomes actual,
when certain other conditions are fulfilled, it is replied that whatever has power
to do a thing does it, and whatever does not do it has no power. If the conditions
bring about the change, then they alone exist and not permanent things. If
existence means causal efficiency then things that exist are momentary.

The Buddhist giving the example of chariot wheel says that ‘strictly
speaking the duration of life of a living being is exceedingly brief, lasting only
while a thought lasts. Just as a chariot which in rolliag rolls only at the point of
tyre, and in resting rests only at one point, in exactly the same way the life of a
living being lasts only for the period of one thought. As soon as that thought has
ceased the living being is said to have ceased’.

Just as the analogy of a flame, which is always being renewed and never
remains even for a moment identical with itself. A thing is more other than the
conglomeration of diverse characteristics, which are found to affect, determine or
influence other conglomeration, appearing as sentient or as inanimate bodies. So
long as the characteristics forming the elements of any conglomeration remain

perfectly the same, the conglomeration may be said to be the same.
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As soon as any of these characteristics is supplanted by any other new
characteristics, the conglomeration is to be called a new one.” Existence or being
of things means the work that any conglomeration does or the influence that it
exerts on other conglomerations. This in Sanskrit is called arthakriyakaritva,
which literally translated means — the power of performing actions and purposes
of same kind.

Ratnakirti uses this very sense in the definition of existence or Sattva. It
means with him efficiency of producing any action or event and as such it is
regarded as the characteristics definition of existence (Sattva). Thus he says in
Ksanabhangasiddhi® that though in different philosophical systems there are
different definitions of existence of being, he will open his argument with the
universally accepted definitionn existence and arthakriyakaritva (efficiency of
causing any action of event).

The criterion of existence or being is the performance of certain specific
action or rather existence means that a certain effect has been produced in some
way (causal efficiency). That which has produced such an effect is then called
existence or ‘Saf’. Any change in the effect thus produced means a
corresponding change of existence.

The Buddhists is so much professed to say that self same definite speciﬁcr
effect which is produced now was never produced before and cannot be repeated
in the future, for that identical effect which is once produced cannot be produced
again, so the effects produced in us by objects at different moments of time may
be similar but cannot be identical. Each moment is associated with a new effect
and each new effect thus produced means in each case the coming into being of a
correspondingly new existence of things. If things were permanent there would
be no reason why they should be performing different effects at different points
of time. Any difference in the effect produced whether due to the thing itself or
its combination with other accessories justifies us in asserting that the thing has
changed and a new one has come in its place. The existence of a jug for example
is known by the power it has of forcing itself upon our minds, it had no such

power than we could not have said that it existed. We can have no notion of the
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meaning of existence other than the impression produced on us; this impression
is nothing else but the power exerted by things on us for there is no reason why
one should hold that beyond such power as are associated with the production of
impressions or effects there should be some other permanent entity to which the
power adhered and which existed even when the power was not exerted, we see
the power of producing effects and define each unit of such power as amounting
to a unit of existence. And as there would be different units of power at different
moments there should also be as many new existence i.e. existents must be
regarded as momentary, existing of each moment that exists a new power. This
definition of existence conforms to the pragmatic view of Buddhism.

Buddha denies to apply his thought to first causes as well as to final
causes. He is concermed with actual existence under not ultimate reality.
Buddha’s system is not a darsana or philosophy but ayana or vehicles, a
practical method leading to liberation. Buddha analyses experiences, discuss true
| nature. Buddha confines his attention to the World. He adopts an attitude of
pragmatic agnosticism about transcendental realities. This alone is consistent
with the facts of experience, the deductions of reason and the law of morality.

According to the Buddhists, cognition is ‘apprehended intrinsically .
(Sasamvedana), because the so-called instrumental condition, on which the
origination of the effect depends in is intrinsic and essential feature of cognition.
Intrinsic apprehension, unlike the second order cognition (anuvyavasaya) of the
Naiyayikas, which reveals the .nature of antecedent cognition, means that
cognition reveals itself. The momentary unique cognition having some content as
its object cannot reveal itself intrinsically. So if objective equiformity 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 required content of
cognition for intrinsic apprehensioﬁ (Svasamvedana).

Again the Buddhists logician advocates that a real (Safta) being itself
non-illuminated could not illumine other objects of the same time it is bound to

illumine itself also. It is the form of an object as being stamped upon cognition is
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taken, though metaphorically only, to be the instrument of cognition (Pramana)
which is not different by virtue from cognition itself and is said to be originated -
by the same content. Hence both objective equiformity as the instrument of
cognition (Pramana) and intrinsic apprehension of cognition (Svasamvedana)

could go simultaneously.

But the Mimamsakas object here that as an indeterminate cognition
(nirvikalpakajiiana) cannot illumine an object distinctly, so in Buddhist system,
determinate or judgemental cognition is Prama and as because determinate or
judgemental cognition (Savikalpakajiiana) logically entails the existence of
indeterminate cognition (Visistajiianam visesana jiiana purvakam), 50
indeterminate cognition is the instrumental condition (Pramana). For example,
- when one cognizes ‘this is blue’, the adjective ‘blue’ can be predicated only if
the cognition of ‘blue ness’ precedes that cognition. If such basic indeterminate
cognition does not proceed then one cannot ascribe something as blue.

But the.determinate judgement in Buddhist system cannot be valid
cognition for it contradicts with the concept of momentariness (Ksanikatvavada).
Determinate cognition (Vikalpa-adhyavasyaya) are thought constructed and so
need subsequent moment for its construction. But the unique real particulars no
more exist at the time of judgemental construction. Hence judgemental cognition

- (Vikalpa-adhyavasyaya) cannot grasp the unique reai particulars (Svalaksana).

Moreover, indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpakajiiana) can’t illumine the
object in a specific way. On the otherhand, objective equiformity can only
illumine the object without delay in a distinct way. Yet some Buddhist Loyalists
may argue that indeterminate cognition said to be instrumental condition‘
(Pramdna) only in the sense that the real source of the power of making
cognition specific resides in the original pure sensation. Though the argument is
untenable, for it presupposes that the power of making 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 presupposition of

momentariness.
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Momentary unique cognition is of the nature of self-revealing
(Sasamvedanasvaprakasa). Again as the cognition reveals some external objects
(Visayanmukhata) the validity or truth of the cognitibn is extrinsic
(Paratahpramanya). For the Buddhist Logicians the validity or truth can be
ascertained only if it leads to successful activity (Sophalapravrttipravartaka).
Thus the origination of 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 objects has to be determined by another subsequent cognition.

Again the Buddhist Logicians may argue that objective equiformity
(meyarupata) is the defining characteristics (Laksana) of valid cognition (Prama
= Pramana) and non-contradiction and causal efficacy is the criterion for
determining the truth of cognition. When both these criteria are fulfilled then the
cognition in question, could be said to be valid. But yet there will be the fallacy
of over coverage (ativyapti). For example, seeing the reflection of light on a
diamond a man runs to get the diamond, and he gets it. Here both the criteria are
fulfilled because though he misunderstood 'the reflection of light on the diamond
as diamond’, the cognition assumes the form of that diamond (meyaripata) and
luckily he gets the diamond also. On the other hand, seeing the diamond the
other man runs to get the diamond and gets it. Here also both the criteria are
fulfilled. Yet this explanation cannot distinguish between error and valid
cognition. So the Buddhist Logician’s definition of valid cognition among with
the criterion of determining the truth of cognition fails to distinguish between

error and valid cognition.
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SECTION — 11

NYAYA THEORY OF PARATAHPRAMANYAVADA

According to the Nyaya definition, cognitional ‘truth’ is
‘tadvatitatprakarakatva’ i.e., the truth of cognitive state is constituted by the fact
that its ‘determinandum’ or the element that is, ‘the characterized’ in the
complex cognitum has actually the determinans the element that is ‘the
characterizes’ that is presented in the cognition.” More formal definition is : true
knowledge is an experience whose qualifier is such that it belongs to the object
(tadvatitatprakarakatvam) e.g., the knowledge ‘S is P’ has amongst others two
qualifiers, ‘S-ness and P-ness’. If the knowledge is to be true, then the qualifiers
must really belong to S, which is the qualificandum. The definition includes one
variable i.e.; the word ‘tar’ which occurs twice, When the variable has been
given a value.’ One part of the definition ‘tadvatitatprakatva’ refers to an
ontological situation, the other to an epistemological. The expression
‘tatprakarakatva’ refers to an epistemological situation, namely to the fact that -
the knowledge under consideration has that (zaf) as ‘its’ qualifier. The expression
‘tadvati’ refers to a correlative ontological situation namely, to the fact that
which is the qualifiers of the knowledge under consideration (also) really belongs
to the object of that knowledge. A.N. Whitehead says the entity designated by
‘tadvatitatprakarakatva’ a ‘hybrid’ entity. Truth is neither a property of the
object nor a mere property of the knowledge. According to Gangesa it is rather
relational in nature and as such has to be defined with reference to both the

6 According to the Language of

relative, the object and the knowledge.
‘Tarkasangraha-dipika’, the detérminandum, the determinans and the relation of
having between the prakara and visesya are the necessary components of the

cognition.
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Now, I will discuss how this definition applies to cases of true knowledge
and does not apply to cases of false kné);)vledge. In the case of a true knowledge. 1
know a piece of silver as silver, the knowledge is expressed in the form, ‘This is
Silver’. This knowledge has three qualifiers, 'thisness', ‘Silver’ and ‘Silverness’,
as the value of the variable (tar). The knowledge in that case is one, which has
‘Silverness’ as its qualifier, it is ‘rajatatvaprakaraka’. Now this designates real
silver we can say that the this possesses Silverness (or, is rajatatvavat). The
knowledge  therefore = possesses the  property of  rajatatvavati
rajatatvaprakdrdkatva, which is the same as the truth of this knowledge, ‘this is
silver’.

On the other hand in a case of error e.g., mistaking a piece of shell for
silver when I express my knowledge in the judgement. ‘This is Silver’, this
knowledge has also “Silverness” for its qualifiers. As regards the qualifiers there
is nothing to distinguish right knowledge from error. The distinction then has to
be sought in the fact that in error the “Silverness” which functions, as qualifier
does not belong to the qualificandum ‘this’. In other words, this is not
rajatatvavat. The definition then does not épply to the case of error.

According to Navya-Naiyayikas, the error is in the dharma, whereas
according to ancient Naiyayikas error is in dharmi. According to Navya-
Naiyayikas, at first there is the perception of rope, then the direct perception of
samskara. ¥rom samskara there arises pratyabhijfia, where there are both
loukika and aloukika sannikarsa. In case of perception of snake 1n the rope, the
rope, a person as a snake misperceives lying before. Such a perception is a sure
case of cognitioh and is of some feature presented as belonging to something
(rope), whichA actually does not have it. -

Again, a doubt by definition is a khowledge with two mutually
contradictory qualifiers e.g., ‘is this a man or not’ ? Which.has amongst two
mutually contradictory qualifier ‘manhood’ and ‘absence of manhood’. Both of
these cannot belong to the thing designated by this. That is why it is said doubt is
not tadvatitatprakaraka, yet no knowledge is wholly false. Every error, even

doubt contains an element of truth. Now with the help of Gangesa’s definition
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we are in a position, to give sense to this fact. It is possible in case of every
knowledge to give a value to the variable ;tat’, such that the knowledge under
consideration may be shown to possess fadvatitatprakarakatva. In the case of
doubt if one of the two mutually contradictory qualifiers does not belong to the
- qualificandum the other one does. Thus a false knowledge is not false in all
respects, whereas a true knowledge must be true in all respects, i.e., must have no
qualifiers which do not belong to the qualificandum.

It is mentioned earlier that truth on Gangesa’s Theory of Truth, is a hybrid
entity, having both epistemic and ontological components. So
tadvatitatpraka'rakaiva is not reduced to a purely epistemological property.

It is possible to construe ‘tadvati’ as meaning ‘tadvatvisesyakatvesati’
meaning ‘having a visesya’ which possesses ‘tat’.

Two comments may be made here :

1. On this interpretation, the ontological claim is not completely eliminated.

The idea of ‘fadvattva’ seems incurably ontological.

il. The analysis of the definitions into tadvatvisesyakatve sati
tatprakarakatva does not fully express the unitary nature of the concept of
truth. The definitions should then be more accurately analyzed or better

explicated through the following stages.

1. Tadvadvisesyakatve Satitatprakarakatva :

(= the property of having ‘that’ as its qualifier and an object which
possesses that) — this is virtually useless, for even error has an object
possessing the that. It depends upon what is to be called the object of a
knowledge. No doubt, ‘object’ is an epistemological notion. The
prabhakaras then have some justification in claiming that the object of
the wrong knowledge. ‘This is Silver’ is the Silver.

2. Tadvadvisesyakatve Satitatprakdarakatva :

(= the property of having ‘that’ as its qualifier while the qualificandum

possesses the that) — this is the conception of truth of Murari Miéra and is
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claimed by him to be apprehended by introspection for Visesyata like
prakaratd is an epistomological entity. If tatprakdratva can be
apprehended by anuvyavasaya, as the Naiyayikas also admit — then
tadvadvisesyakatva may also be so apprehended. In case of a false
knowledge — ‘Those two are a jar and a cloth’ — Wherein, the cloth is
taken to be a jar and vice—versa Here the qualificandum ‘cloth’ possesses
‘cloth-ness’. But this knowledge is obviously an error, for the cloth has
been kriown as 4 jar and jar as a cloth. The definition as explicated under

2. THegitimately extends to such cases of error.’

Tadvadvisesya katvavacchinnatatprakarakatva

(= the property of having ‘that’ as its. quahﬁer which is, hrmted by the
property of having a qualificandum. which possesses the ‘that’). This
definition avoids the difficulty mentiOned under 2. In that example,
‘cloth-ness’ as a qualifier is not limited by the fact of the cloth being a
qualificandum and so also in the case of the other qualifier. The qualifier
must qualify with regard to the right qualificandum, which possesses that
quality.® This explication succeeds in bringing out the unitary nature of
the notion of truth By making the two components ‘fadvattva’ and

‘tatprakarakatva’ limit.or determine each other.

The explication should also take into consideration the relation i in which
the property serving as the qualifier belongs to qualificandum. ‘The
qualifier also must qualify in the same relation, or better, that relation
must limit the qualifier-ness of that qualifier. This helps to exclﬁde a
knowledge. ‘The j jar is in its pots in the relation of conjunction’, from the
purview of true ‘knowledge for accordlng the Nyaya ontology the jar is
actually in its parts in the relation of inherence and not in the relation of
conjunction. Theresultingexplicationbecomes‘tatsambandhavacchinnatad
vannisthavisesyatanirijpitatatsambandhavacchinnatannisthaprakaratasati

jhdnatva’. The truth according to this definition, is a unitary notion
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' having heterogeneous components, _not merely epistemological. The
relevance of this fact for the Nyaya theory of paratahpramanya will be
discussed now. As in the case of the Svatah theories, this theory has also
two aspects; one concerns ‘the origin of truth and the other its
apprehenswn In its first aspect the theory holds that the truth .of
knowledge is not produced by the same conditiofis that give rise to the
knowledge itself. It is rather produced by sorne extrinsic circumstances,
some additional factors known as gunas or excellences. In its second
aspect the theoty holds that the truth of a knowledge is apprehended
neither by that very knowledgé, nor by the first apprehension of that
knowledge — be that apprehension on introspection as with the Misra’s or
an inference as with the Bhatta’s but only by a subsequent inference
which argues either upon the confirmatory knowledge or 'upon the
successful termination of the practical behaviour to which the knowledge
under consideration leads us.

Amongst the host of arguments, which the Nyaya advances in support of
its contention, two are most important. The first is in support of the extrinsic
origination of pramanya otiginated from the sarhe conditions that give rise to the
knowledge qua knowledge, then even an invalid knowledge, Wou_ld come to
possess pramanya. since it too Has the same otiginating conditions and that is
plainly absurd. The second arguitient is in support of the p;zratah apprehension of
' pramanya. ‘ _

The Nyaya contention is that every knowledge is either true or false, right
at the beginning. Only its trufh of falsity is due to a set of conditions that are
different from those other conditions that give rise to the knowledge : in the case
of truth, these conditions are called ‘gunas’ in the case of falsity they are called
‘dosas’. Immediately after the cognition of water, the truth (Pramatva) of the
cognition - is as_c_:egﬁqined from the unfailing correspondence. The vyatireki
inference like ‘the brevious cognition is true’, because it has led to successful
volition, whatever cognition is not true does not lead to a successful volition, as

for examplé, false knowledge. If after perceiving water, a person wants to have
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after exercising the necessary volition, then he is assumed that his primary
perception was veridical or true. This ascertainment is inferential. The form of
the inference being, ‘The previous cognition was veridical, for it has led to a
successful volition’. The inference is yatireki in character for the Rulé of
Concomitance involved here: is ‘vyatireki’. Like ‘whatever cognitioh is non-
veridical does not lead to a sﬁ::cessful volition, as for example, a false perception‘
of a ‘rope’ as 4 snake. The peculiar causal condition to this true inferential
knowledge, the guna is constituted by the cognition of the vyapya in what has
actually the vyapaka.

According to the Nydya view of paratahpramanyavada, the truth of
knowledge is riot intrinsical for if it were, there would have been rio room for -
~ subsequent doubt, It seems to follow that in those cases where no such doubt
takes place truth is apprehended intrinsically. These cases are very em‘barrassing
for Nyaya. There are at least three such cases as inference confirmatory
knowledge or phalajiiana and knowledge with which one has acquired sufficient
familiarity (abhyasadasapannajiiana).

For Vacaspati, inference is known right from the beginning as valid, for
amongst the originating condition of inference there is a certainty about the
universal major premise. T'f"ierle‘ is no room left therefore for having any
subsequent doubt in the vjali_d:ifcy of the ‘i.nferénCe.g Udaydia is not so ‘éonﬁdent.
He is wiiling to grant that iriference érises by manifesting the such ness of the
object.'® He coricedes tHat truith is hete apprehended intrinsically. Yet he makes
desperate attempts 1o reconcile this with the paratah theory by suggesting that in
such cases both may b_g tive.!! The Navya—Naiyéyikas d‘e‘ny that the truth of an
inference is ever apprehended intrinsically. "For them there is aiways the
possibility of doubt. But how do we assess the situation ?

According to Nyaya there are, strictly speaking, no fallacious inferences.
The so-called hervabhdsas are rather hindrances (pratibandhakas) to inference
than errors of inference.”> An inference then as a rule is a valid inference and
does not permit any doubt about 1ts validity. According to Vacaspati, unlike

perception and Sabda inference arises out of a sense of certainty so that the least
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doubt in the truth of the universal major would be frustrating and would not let
the inference take place. If by pramanya bew i;ieant this sense of certainty then
certainly it is intrinsic to inference. But the real issue is Whether pramanya in the
sense of tadvati tatprakarakatva is so or not. At least Vacaspati has no sure
ground for saying that it is so. According to Mohanty, for Nyaya, it is not so and
this suppasition is likely to fit in better with the Nyaya theory of truth,'

The Naiyayikas believe that the truth of knowledge is apprehended by a
subsequent inference. But the Mimamsakas object, how is the validity of thatk
inference to be established ? if by still another infetence, how is this second
inference to be va,lid,éted ? In order to avoid such an uﬁp,l‘easan_f infinite regress |
some would like to treat inference as intrinsically valid and as in no need of
validation. But the Naiyayika need not go to that extent of holding that its
tadvatitatprakarakatva is apprehended' right from the beginning. He might
adopt a more halting attitude and say that inference is accompanied by a sense of -
certainty that comes to be questioned only if the universal major is for a reason
or other doubted. a ' |

Again in case of consideration of the confirmation or the phalajﬁdna,
' there i$ ah embarréésmeht also. For it fphé inference through which the truth of the
first kniowledge comes to be qppreheﬁcied depends upon the confirmation (e.g.,
‘quenching of _thie‘_thir_g 1nthe case gf a perception of water), it may be quite well
be asked, How are thigse confirmations themsélves be validated ? in reply,
Vacaspati points out that the phalajﬁ’dﬁa is never questioned by thé discerning
pe‘rsohs.ls Because ifs familiarity leads us to infer its undeviating character
through the mark of tgjjatiyatva (the property of belonging to that class).}16 -Thu_s
instead of taking them as intrinsically true and as self validating, Vacaspati
includes Vthem in a much wider class of familiar. cases whose sheer fé.miliarity
rules out any need for further validaﬁng them.‘The entire idea of familiar cases,
that have become abhydsadasapanna and whose truth is immediately inferred
without waiting upon confirmation through the mark of tajjatiyatva. Tajjatiyatva
can sérve as a mark of truth orly when the knowledge under consideration has

become a familiar case. To say that it is a familiar casé could then only mean that
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it is a knowledge the like of whi_ch has bee__rl | experienced before and has been
. known to be true. In such cases one takes them for granted and entertains no
doubt aboﬁt their truth whereas a new knowledge demands to be confirmed. The
notion of ‘familiarity’ and the notion of ‘belonging to the same class’ are ciuite
different.‘ But what is the test of familiarity ? How many times must one have

similar experiences in order that it may become abhyasadasapanna? Knowledge

is called abhydsadasapanna in whose case no doubt arises soon afterwards. A -

further inference based on the mark of tajjatiyatva is not called for. The word
‘tat’ in tdjjatiyatva certainly does not mean the class of true kndwledges for
according to Udayana that exactly is what is to be proved by the supposed
inference. 7 q;j&tiyatvg does not mean the class of knowledges that give rise to
successful practice, for the mark is supposed to operate prior to confirmation
through successful practice. Nor is fgjjatiyatva any further un-énalyiable
property in such knowledge, which we perceptually discern, for no such property
is so discerned. Udayana rejects these alternatives and hold that every knowledge
is of some objects and the determinations of the objects also serve to mark out
the knowledge. Thus hands and feets etc ché.récterize a body. Now if I have a
knowledge of something having hands and feets etc. and say ‘It is a body’ my
knowledge is thereby ihpluded under a familiar class of knowledge; in this sense
tajjatiyatva = tattadupddhiviéistdttadaﬁubhavatva. Gangesa makes use of the
mark of tajjatiyatva in the series of examples of the later sort of inférence and
' gives the eﬁarﬁblc like — ‘This knowledge of the body is true, for it is a
knowledge of the Body in what possesses hands and feet, etc. This shows that
either there is nio infererice at all in_ the case of a familiar case of if there is any in
the supposed manner the supposed sort of inference also takes place in the case
of knowledges that have not yet become quite familiar. ,

Thus we find that in none of these knowledges truth is apprehended — on
the Nyaya theory right from the beginning. In every case there is scope for and

the necessity of further validation of correction.

N
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There are two cases e.g., the knowledge of the substantive (dharmijiiana)
énd the anuvyavasaya of the primary knowlecige where the Naiyayikas often led .
to recognize intrinsic truth to avoid infinite regress.

But Viacaspati and Udayana emphasize that ‘No one who does not have a
knowledge introspects ‘I am knowing’, no one has the introspection ‘I am
knowing a silver’, when in fact he has knowledge of a shell.!” Vardhamana adds,
‘No one has an introspection of a knowledge when in fact he has a state of
feeling, and that we do not doubt the truth of introspection and Vardhamana’s
remark is closer to the spirit of the Nyaya of that by calling all such knowledge
Svatahpramd is meant that there is in such cases no initial apprehension of

falsi’ty,18 and hence no initial douibt to start with.
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CHAPTER - 5
SOME CONCLUDING AND EVALUATING REMARKS

-Regarding the controversy about truth; there are two alternatives of the
following types. The truth of a valid cognition gets revealed from eilery set of
causal conditions that generates the cognition itself and does not reveal its falsity
(Jignapramanyam  tadapramanya grahaka tavajjfiana  grahakasamagri
grahyam, na vaq iti'). The another alternative goes like this. The truth of a valid
cognition is not detetmiried by a set of causal conditions, which g’enerétes the
cognition. The first altematxve is in favour. of Svatapramanyavada and the
second one in fanl.u of paratahpramanyavada

A problem may be ralsed in thls connection. Those who propagate the
theory of SVatahpramanya belleve that a set of causal conditions, ‘which
generates the cognitioﬁ, can illumine ifs truth also. This view creates a different
problem. A set of causal conditions can generate a cognition no doubt, but it
cannot reveal its validity. In other words, the truth cannot be known through the
same set of causal conditions, which reveal the cognition. In the case of the
perceptual cognition of a jar a set of causal conditions like sense organ, object,
contact, operatlon of mind etc. become the prlme factor. In this context the
content of the cognition is a jar. But how is the truth of the cognition determined
by the same collocation of conditiors. Truth of a cogrition cannot be known
through- the samme collocation of causes ie., eye, object, contact, mind etc.
whether the perpetual cogmtlon of a jar is really a jar or not cannot be known
through the sanie causes through which a jar is known. The sense, object, contact
étc. are the causes of the perceptual cognition of a jar, but if this perceptual

cognition is illusory the same causal condition can prove its validity leading to a
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paradoxical situation. The causal condition generéting an illusory cognition can
generate its validity afterwards. It will lead to another problem.

Truth according fo Nyaya is not merely cognitional truth (Pramanya) but
cognitional ‘falsity’ (a-pramanya) as well that is apprehended ‘from other
sources’ (paratah). According to Prabhakara’s probieni of ‘falsity’ of cognition
would have been relevant if only there really were such a thing as error or ‘false
cognition’. In fact, according to them there is no such thing. It is not denied
indeed that we often speak of cognition as false or erroneous. We speak for
example, of the phenomenon of seeing sorhething which is not a snake as a snake
or of perceiving something which is not silver as a piece of silver and so on as
illusions or false perceptions. How do the Svatah Pramanyavadins explain these
kind of perception ?

Each and every person has experienced illusion; whenever one attains
knowledge, it would have been taken as knowledge proper, which is not always
correct, from the étandpoint of reality. A person may see something, which is not
silver e.g. a piece of Sukti or nacre as a piece of silver, may then happen to be
seized with a desire to possess it and miay actually exercise himself to get hold of
it. This exercise on the part of a person with 1:eference to some object proves, it
may be said, the reality of a cognitiohﬁ(here false) of that object. In the absence
of a unitary cognition of something as silver, it is not intelligible how a desire,
volition or an action can at all emerge with reference to the silver, which is |
apprehended in such cognition.

Moreover, it has been accepted that the set of causal conditions revealing
a cogr‘litidn can reveal its truth and remove *the chance of incoi'boraﬁon of the
falsity of the same (fadapramanya grahaka). The set of éonditions reveals truth
and removes the chance of falsity. Earlier it is shown that truth is not capable of
being revealed through cdusal corditions grasping cognition. How is the
apramanya of the cognition not graspeci ? When truth is revealed to us, we come
to know that the falsity of the cognition is not grasped. But the truth is not
grasped through the set of conditions like sense-object contact ete. If it is so, how

the chance of falsity of the cdgnitioh is possible. If the acquired cognition of a jar
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is to be proved as true, it is to be done from the standpoint of its causal efficacy
(arthakriya-karitva). A jar is to be taken as such if it can contain water, which is
its causal efficacy. In the way of chance of falsity of the cognition of a jar cannot
be removed if its truth is not determined. If the determination of truth of the
cognition of a jar depends on its causal efficacy it is virtually paratah pramanya.
Again, if the validity of kinowledge were self-evident, then there would be
no doubt regarding the validity of knowledge that has not undergone repetition.
For if the knowledge is cognized then its validity is also certainly known, so how
can there be a doubt ? If, on the other hand, the knowledge is not cognized, then
in the absence of knowledge of substantive, how can there be a doubt ? Therefore
the validity of knowledge is to be inferred.? .
The theory fails to do justice to an indisputable fact of experience. There
is sometimes such a thing as a doubt about whether a cognitive state is veridical
or not. On seeing water at a distance a person with a previous experience of a
mirage, for example; may haturally have a thought like ‘Am I seeing really water
? or Is this miy cognition] of water veridical or.not ? On hearing a knocking at the
door at an odd time one sometimes doubts whether one has heard really a
knocking. ' ]
Again after seeing a snake in a place having insufficient light, one may
naturally doubt whether one has really seen a snake. Such doubts, which
undoubtedly take place, cannot be accounted for if every knowledge were
initially known to be true, i.e., 1f knowledge of knowledge always amounts to
certaihty about its truth.? Actually it is not found in our day-to:day be_haviour. As
true cognitions are there, the mental states‘ in the form of doubt etc. are also real
phenomena, which goes against the acceptance of Svatah pramanyavada
» The Nalyaylkas are con51stent m the1r methodology because they havev
given the deﬁmtlon of Prama as tadvatitatprakaraka coghition in which there is
a relational cognition betweeni qualifier and qualificant (vzsesana—vzsesyafbhava-
sambandha). paratah pramanya When it is said that ‘ghatatvavati
ghatatvaprakdrakam Fiarviam’ i.€. coghition m WhICh the jarness has become a

chief qualifief in a place where jatness really exists. In other words, a jar should
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be known as having really qualified by the property ‘ghatatva’, when a rope is
taken 4as a snake, it is qualified by the snakeness, which does not really exist in
an object possessing snake'ne‘:‘ss.' Hence, the relational cognition between qualifier
and qualificand in an appropriate place is called prama. Whefi we see an object,
we must judge whether it is associated with the property or qualifier existing in
it. It directs the fact that a cognition can not automatically taken as Prama,
because there is every chance of being illusory (aprama). Hence the Naiyayikas
admit that cognition is known to be true through the light of the qualifier in the
form of property existing in it. Hence it is very much extrinsic (paratah). The
philosophers who believe in the intrinsic validity of truth have to accept that, as
soon as cognition is originated, it is to be taken as true ab initio, because there is
no scope to judge its validity. Had it been there, it would have been taken as
paratah as shown earlier. If each and every cognition is taken as true, there will
be no possibility of falsity of cognition, which is very much contrary to the fact:
When we assign truth-value, it may be of true or false. Everi in our daily life we
are encountered with illusion, doubt etc. The advocacy of intrirsic validity of
truth (Svatah p;'énzd;zya) will. eradicate the possibility of having illusory and
dubious cognition, which is not possible at all. Because truth is so precious as
there is falsity or an object having dubious character. Whatever there may be the
reasons we cannot deny the fact, which is experienced by us very often. Hence
the theory of intrinsic validity of truth (Svatah pramdnyavada) cannot be
acceptable to the Naiyayikas. _

To the Naiyayikas cognition is taken to be true if it leads to the successful
inclination (pravrttisamarthya). From the standpoint of pragmatic value
cognition’s truth and falsity can be determined. This is very much consistent to
the part of the Naiyayikas and for this reason they always in favour of extrinsic
validity of truth (Paratah pramadnya). So far as the view if intrinsic validity of
truth is concerned, cognition is taken to be triie ab initio without considering its
pragmatic side. Normally we determine the truth/falsity of cognition if it can lead
in to the goal. If water caﬁ quench our thirst, it is takén as true. This is the normal

practice. If otherwise, it would be taken as presupposition. That is if the
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cogpition of water is taken as such ab initio, it is taken, as water for the time
being without considering is mirage. But truth lies a risk factor in calling
something ‘water’ because it may be contradicted afterwards. This
epistemological ‘risk’ is always there if one adheres to the theory of Svatah
pramanya. '

There is, of cou‘fse, one point in favour of Svatah pramanyavada which
goes as follows. When the cognition of water is taken as true in terms of its
causal efficacy i.e., quenching of thitst, a skeptic may raise a question as to the
perfection of quenching of thirst. To know whether our thirst has been properly
quenched or not we need to see other characteristic features or physiological
features like softness in the mouth, existence of sufficient salyva etc. pointing to
‘the absence of thirst in an individual. If we see these physiological factors are
thiere, we come to the conclusion that the cognition of causal efficacy is correct.
These physiological factors may again be the objects of doubt. If it is so, we need
another set of factors to remove this. In this way, there would arise the defect of
Infinite Regress. Some may say that in order to remove such complications it is
better to accept something as true initially and work accordingly. In fact, we have
the trust our dcquired cognition for maintaining our day-to-day behaviour. If we
on doubt each and every acqiiired cognition our day-to-day life would not be
possible. Because we believe in our sense organs, objects and acquired cognition
to some extent. Other wise we cannot proceed forward. Moreover, there are
many cognitions which cannot lead us to the fact of successful inclination. When
we gather the cognitions through the words ‘heaven’, ¢ liberation’, ‘Brahman etc.
these cannot provide us a corresponding image through which we can judge the
same as true. If it is said ‘Svargakamoyajeta’ or ‘Sarvam Khalvidam Brahma’.
We have accepted these as true ab initio, because there is no scope for applying
extrinsic validity of truth here.

In our everyday life correspondence to the reality and non-
correspondence to the reality — these two criteria are still adopted by us.
Immediately after tHe cognition of witér, if there be a volition followed by the

getting of water, the truth (pramaiva) of the cognition is ascertained from the
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unfailing correspondence. The vyatireki inference like, ‘the previous cognition is
true’, because it has led to successful volition : whatever cognition is not true
does not lead to a successful volition, as for example, false knowledge ? If after
perceiving water, a person wants to have after exercising the necessary volition,
‘Ehen he is assured that his primary perception was ‘veridical or true. This
ascertainment is inferential. The Aform of the inference being. The previous
cognition was veridical, for it has led to a successful volition. The inference is
‘vyatireki’* in character, for the Rule of Céncomitance involved here is
Vyatireki, as shown earlier.

The Naiyayikas admit that when something is known, the truth and falsity
of such sentence or object is kept in bracket for the time being. If some one says
— ‘It is raining outside’, the truth and falsity of such sentence cannot be
determined ab initio and hence this question should be kept in a bracket till
verification. If it is confirmed that it is raining outside really, it is to be taken as
true, otherwise it will be taken as false. But there are some cases, which cannot
be explained if the essence of Svatah pramanyavada is not accepted.

Firstly, the Naiyayikas also believe in the statemients made by Srutis. In
other words, by virtue of B‘eing a member of astika Nyaya believes in the
authority of thé Vedas. It is khown to us that the Vedic statements are non-
verifiable. Some of the cases are confirmed through inference. The Statement
about gods existence like ‘Dyavabhumi janyan devah visvasya karta bhuvanasya
gopt@’ is confirmed through the series of syllogistic arguments. But all the
statements of the Sruti cannot be verified or confirmed through inference or other
means. At the same time the Naiyayikas cannot deny the truth of these Vedic
statements. Hence they have no other alternatives than to accept the truth of these
intrinsically. |

Secondly, the knowledge of an object, which is known many terms, can
be attained intrinsically. Whenever we see an object, we remember its causal
efficacy. Whenever we see water or food, we definitely know that it will quench
our thirst or remove our huﬁger. Actually we are so habituated that we do not

bear slightest doubt about the cdusal efﬁcacy of it. We never say that let us see



98

whether this really quenches our thirst or not. Because we are confirmed that it
will quench our thirst. Such is the case with other objects. In these cases there is
no question of paratah pramanya. If the relation of an object and its causal
efficacy is in non-habitual state (anabhyasadasa), there arises the necessity of
paratah pramanya, but not in the habitual cases.

Thirdly, there are some cases, which are expressed in such a language the
truth of which is determined intrinsically. If it said ¢ it may be a man or trunk of a
tree’ (qyam manusyo va sthanurva bhavisyati); there are two alternatives — a man
and trunk of a tree. If it is said whether this is true or not, we may safely say that
this sentence is true. If the third alternative is not possible, we may say that either
this is a man or trunk of a tree, from which the truth of the sentence follows. We
need not go outside the sentence and verify whether the sentence is true or not.
How is this truth known ? It is known intrinsically. Another example of this sort
may be forwarded. ‘dyam satyam nﬁithydﬁ’ (i.e., this is either true or false. Here
the truth of the sentence follows intrinsically.

Fourthly, the sentence of the trustworthy persons is always taken as true
as Aptavacana is accepted as a pramana by the Naiayikas. Hence, the sentence
uttered by a trustworthy person is taken as true without depending on external
factors. Though the statement made by the trustworthy persons is the result of
their veriﬁcaﬁOn, itis intrinsi'qglly true to us.

Hence, the importance of Svatah pramanyavada las to accepted in some
cases, not to all. Hence the importance of this theory cannot be ignored totally.
Other than these cases Paratah pramanyavada is relevant.

Some philosophers like Jayanta, the celebrated Naiyayikas, though differ
in some points from old as well as new Naiyayikas, strongly criticized as a whole
Mimamsa view of Svatah pramanya theory. Being a supporter of Paratah
pramanyavada theory he states that fruitful activity is the test of truth and
fruitless activity is the test of falsehood, i.e., knowledge is true if it fulfils an
extra condition (Pravrtti). The Mimamsakas argument that the truth of a
judgement cannot be determined afterwards, since judgement lasts only two

moments and that when judgement causes to exist at the next moment, it cannot



99

be ascertained extrinsically. But Jayanta points out that the Mimamsakas
themselves hold that the falsehood of a judgement is extrinsically determined. If
the false judgement, according to them, is transitory, then how do they determine
it ? If they recall it in memory and then judge it extrinsically, the same method is
equally applicable in ascertaining the truth of a true judgement.’

Jayanta accepts that there are some cases of knowledge whose truth
appears to be self-evident. When a new object is cognized repeatedly, it becomes
familiar and we need not test the truth of its cognition. On subsequent occasion
in the same way in which we tested it when it was new. Truth, in such cases, is
known through inference based on knowledge which by itself is neutral i.e. it is
not known to be true or false. Had it been possible, then would have been no
disappointment in practical activities. On this basis also truth and falsehood are
not self-evident, but are always known fhrough inference. '

Yet again the Mimamsakas may contend that the very experience of an
object may be the source of illumination of that object. For instance when a blue
thing reveals itself as an awareness of blue, it is itself a piece of cognition. But
Jayanta refutes this view stating that in such a situation erroneous cognition e.g.
of silver in the shell, would also come under the purview of valid knowledge
since awareness of silver is there.

Jayanta further states that the contention of the Mimamsakas that a
judgement does not depend upon outside factors to determine its own truth is
wrong, since when the initial fudgement arises in our mind we do not definitely
know that it is true. It is only after sometime that truth, say of the apprehension
of ‘blue’ is ascertained. The factor that ascertains the truth ef a judgement is the
successful inclination (Pravrttisamarthya) that follows it.° A

Professor Raghunath Ghosh in his unpublished paper — ‘The Advaita
Concept of Prama : Some Paradoxes”, has been made an effort to show some
paradoxes in thie definition of prama (valid ce‘gnition) which has been defined by
Dharmaraja Adhvarindra in his Vedﬁn}a parfbhd&d. To Advaitins valid cognition
acquaints us with something new (anadhigata). In other words, novelty is a

characteristic feature of truth. The memory cognition is excluded from the
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purview of valid- cognition no dbubt, but it also excludes the recognitive
cognition (Pratyabhijiid). Memory cognition is generated through our earlier
impression alone (Samskdaramdtrajanya), while recognitive cognition is caused
by the impression of the past experiences associated with the presence of the
object (Samskarajanya but not Samskaramatrajanya). If it said that the object of
the cognition is anadhigata i.e., not known earlier, it excludes both memory and
recognitive cognition, because recognitive cognition is not anadhigata but
acquired earlier. There is some justification to accept memory cognition as
invalid, because the content is not verifiable due to the absence of it. As due to
its non-veriafiability there is every chance of committing mistake so there is no
guarantee that such cognition (Pratyabhijiia) would be veridical. As the term
anadhigata is incorporated in the definition it cannot justify the recognitive
cognition, as it is already acquired (adhigata) and hence not new. .

Keeping the earlier objection in view Dharmardja Adhvarindra perhaps
has tried to justify day-to-day behaviour in the light of persistent cognition
(dharavahika jhiarna), which does not solve the real problem. To him an object
known for a period of time is called persistent cognition of the same. When we
keep looking at the table for example, it is not the same object seen for a period
of time but it is different in different moments. An object existing in each and
every moment is completely new (anadhigata) but not repeated what is already
acquired can not solve the earlier problem of recognitive cognition. But if each
and every object is temporally different from each other and if it is new, then
how is an object recognized as idehtical, which will lead to the non-acceptance of
recognition but which is accepted as valid in Advaita Vedanta so the term
anadhigata as an adjunct to the object cannot justify all types of valid
knowledge. o

Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has described such type of recognitive cognition
as indeterminate perceptual cognition (Nirvikalpaka pratyaksa). Prof. Raghunath
Ghosh claims that it is paradoxical to the Advaitins that they have accepted
unacquired or new cognitiori as a valid cognition (prama) on the one hand and

nirvikalpaka perception on the other. The Advaitins have given the example —
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' “This is That Devadatta’ (Séyam Devddatia) frém the secular wofld, which
points to the recognitive cognitidn, as the present Devadatta’ is identified with -
the past Devadatta’. In other words, there is an identity between the
conSciouSness limited by the mental mode in the form of Devadatta as our inner
organ -called antahkarana goes out of the body ard éssur_‘nes the form of
Devadatia’. Tﬁough the preseﬁt Devadatta’ and past Devadatta’ are different in
terms of times and though they ar:e not completely identical yet there is an
essential idehtity (Svaripagatatddatmya) between them, which entails that they
are not completely unacquired (anadhigata). In the same way the Maha‘\;dkya -
‘Tattvamasi’ (Thou art That) signifies the essential identity between two — “Thou
(tvam) and ‘That’ (tat) i.e., Brahman or Atman. In this case the phenomenon of
anadhigatatva does not ex1st leading to thé falsity of the nzrvzkalpaka -
cognition or recognitive cogmtlon If such nzrvzkalpaka - cogmtlon or
recognitive cognition. If such nirvikalpaka — cognition is proved as falsified, it
would lead to the falsity of the Mahavakya, which suicidal to the Advaitins. For
the import of the Mahavakya makes a platform to realize the ultimate Reality.
The falsity of Mahavakya, leads to the falsity of the whole metaphysical

presuppositionl. Herice the term anadhigata creates confusion in the Advaita-
Vedanta system of Philosophy arid it should be excluded from the definition.’

Dharmaraja Adhvarindra Had made an effort to justify the fact of being
unaquired by introducing the concept of persistent cognition (dharavahikajfiana).
To consider a piece of cognition, as occupying a moment is an attempt to justify
the theory of momentariness as accepted. by -the Buddhists. As the Buddhists
believe in the theories of Svalaksan, so-soul or permanent entities like Samanya
etc. so‘they are consistent in propégating the theories of momentariness. But the
theory of momentariness is not at all supportable By the Advaiteisrﬁs because
they believe in the existence of permanent self, but not in Svalaksana etc. In
course of formulation of the theories of the perceptuality of cognition of an
object (JiiGnagata pratyaksa) and the percéptuality of object (Visayagata
pratyaksa), the Advaitins recommer;’d the amalgamatioh of différent limiting

adjunct (upddhi) of the c,:'ons‘ciouspess like Visayacaitanya (the consciousness
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limited by object), Pramanacaitanya (consciousness limited by mental mode)
etc. But an amalgamated situation cannot be a momentary one. Even if it is
accepted as momentary, how can it be known as perception of a jar or the
perception of the cognition of jar ? All thesé probléms remain unresolved if the
term anadhigata is not withdrawn from the definition. |

It may be argued that a valid memory-cognition leads us always to the
successful inclination (Niyata&amvc'zdo-praw:tti), it comes under the purview of
pramd (valid cognition) and lience it being a defiendum of a valid cognition
cannot be said that it leads to the pi'obability of the uselessness of the term
anadhigata. Tn response to this it iS said that the term serves the purpose of
excluding the use of something, which is the qualifier of being a valid cognition
other than the right memory-cogiition. That is, it is useful on account of the fact
that it can exclude wrong memory cognition (ayqthartha-smriti) from the
. purview of the valid cognition. Under such circumstances the validity of the
capability of successful inclination (Samvadipravrthyupayukta pramanyam)
should not be determined as a criterion of valid cognition. In order to indicate
this the adjunct anadhigata in the definition is justiﬁed.'In__cher words, the fact
of successful inclination of cognition presupposes its previous cognition, which
is certainly anadhigata at least removes the possibility of excluding successful
inclination as a criterion of vglid cognition. In this connection it may be said that
if such case is ‘éxcluded with use of the term anadh’igaiq, what is the utility of
another térm dvadhita inserted in this définition ?

Dharmarajg Adhvarmdra has inserted the term Avadhita as an adjunct of
object, which entails that the cognition of an object existing in the phenomenal
world, must not be contradicted, by the latter cognition, iri the phenomenal state,
but not in the transcendental level. It implies factual consistency or agreement
with given facts, Whiéh have an empirical reality. The Advaita Vedanta
recognizes the empirical feality of the world, but not its ontological reality. The
term Avadhita can test the truth of an object in the empirical level.

The insertion of the term Avadhita creates some philosophical confusion.

If, there is cognition in the form : ‘It is raining outside’ ~ the question méy raise
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how the truth-value of such sentence can be determined ? Definitely we have to
look outside whether the incident described in the sentence is true or false, which
will go in favour of Paratah pramanyada, not accepted by the Advaitin. If it is
said — ‘The sentence is either true or false’, it can easily be said that the sentence
is true without going out of the sentence i.e. intrinsically true. It is stated by
Dharmaraja Advarindra that the validity in intrinsically known. The meaning of
term :S’vatah is as follows. The collocation of causes, which can reveal the object
existing in it, can also reveal its validity if and only if there is the abserice of
defect. The substratum of it is the knowledge of vrifi or mental mode, which can
reveal the witness (Saksi). If the cognition of vr#ti is apprehended it can
apprehend the validity of it also. It has already been said that the various
transformation of aritahkaranah or mind are called vreti. As this vreti is known
through the witness, the validity existing in it also is khown through the same
witness. It may be argued that if it is accepted that the validity of Svatah, there
does not arise any question of the doubt of validity. Because in each and every
case witness will reveal the knowledge of wreti resulting in a knowledge of
intrinsic validity. Under this situation there does not arise any questioﬁ of the
doubt of validity, which is contrary to the fact. But in fact we generally feel the
doubt of validity. So according to Professor Raghunath Ghosh, the truth value of
the sentence ‘It is raining outside’ — can be determined extrinsically, which goes
in favour of paratah prdmdnyaﬁdda, which is not accepted by the Advaitins
leading to a paradoxical situation.’

I completely agree with Prof. Ghosh’s view on the tenability of the term
anadhigata, which I think is quite reasonable.

So far as the Buddhist view is concerned, it is not free from some
problems. We know that the Buddhists believe in the theory of momentariness
and the theory of extrinsic validity of truth, paratah pramanyavada. But at the
same time it is to be kept in mind that these can be related. So we should propose
a theory, which should protect both the theory of momentariness and the theory
of extrinsic validity of truth or paratah. pramanyavada. That which corresponds

to reality (avisamvadhkam) is called valid cognition (prama) according to the
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Buddhism. Now the term avisamvadaka used in Buddhist system as the unfailing
correspondence to the truth, generally suggests that they are in favour of paratah

pramanya because when e.g.,; water is known to be ‘real’ we have to see whether
| it quench our thirst or not, if othérwise it is not water or it is pseudo water. But if
this view is taken into accourt, the Naiyayikas can refute this view in the
following way. First in the same mortient it is not possible to know an object and
its causal efficacy on which prdmanya depends. Causal efficacy is technically
called arthakriyakaritva. An drthakriyakaritva is a matter by virtue of which an
object an object is known as such, e.g., fire fan be taken as ‘sas’ or real if it can
cook something or if it can produce some heat. So only fire is to be known as
‘sat’ or existence in terms of its causal efficacy. So it is not possible for a person
to know both the object and its causal efficacy at the same moment. In the first
moment we can know the object, in the second moment we can know the causal
efficacy and we can relate them in the third moment. So if we adhere to this
theory then we can not protect the sanctity of the theory of momentariness. So
paratah pramanya is a kind of contradictory step taken by the Buddhist. If it is
believed as ‘Svatak’ as soon as the objéct arise, the validity itself is known, then
it would have m cofisonant with the metaphysical pi'esupposition. As their
metaphysical pr_esuppositions are' like theories of momeritariness, no-soul theory
all these things, 50 paratah pramanya should not be applicable to them. An
arthakriyakaritva is also a kind of paratah pramanya, which is similar to the
pragmatic theory of truth. So from the pragmatic standpoint an object is to be
taken as true or false. If it is so, then water fire can be known as ‘saf’ if it can -
quench our thirst or it can cook food. So these functions can be.ascertained just
after few fnoments. So here theory of momentariness and the theory of paratah
pramanya can not be known together within a single moment if moment is taken
as a fraction of second of a time, minutest particle of time it is impossible for
human-bein‘gs to know both the thingé at a same moment. Therefore the theory of
paratah pramanya is incongruous to themi, to their owp metaphysjical theories.
Therefore we come to the conclusion that the theory of paratah pramanya and

the object of existence — they are not similar. At first an object is existent
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because it will have some arthakriyakaritva, arthakriya karitvalakshanam sat’
and whenever the arthakriyakaritva is there, it is taken to be the admirer of
paratah pramanya. So paratah pramdnya is to be taken, pragmatic value is to
be taken, as consistent, if they do not believe in theory of momentariness. So if
we keep together theory of momentariness in one hand and theory of paratah
pramanyavada, a pragmatic view in another hand they cannot be taken together.
Moreover, the definition of perception is given in the following. An object free
from mental construction and non-erroneous is called perceptual entity
(Kalponapodham abhrantam pratyaksam). If the perceptual object is free from
mental constfu‘ctio’ns, it is unique particular (svalaksana) in nature. If an object is
svalaksana, it has to be taken as having no truth-value, because there does not
arise any question of falsity. If it is so the phrase — ‘abhrantam’ (non-erroneous)
is useless, because it is already proved that it is beyond truth and falsity.
Moreover, if we want to know its non-erroneous character, we have to depend on
our experience of its causal qﬁﬁcacy. For the attainment of such experience we
need more than one momefi‘f and hence, it will lose the objects momentary
character. For this reason the Buddhist view is not tenable and this view is not to
be taken as logically sound.

Now let us try to throw some light on moksakaragupta’s opinion on the
concept of pramd, pramana and pramanya and a critical evaluation of them.

Moksakaragupta, a Buddhist Logician, believes that a soyrce of valid
cognition (pramana) is not different from the valid cognition .(prama) itself as
told earlier. A source of valid cognition is valid cognition of an object not know
before. Like Dharmakirtl he also believes that prama an_d pramana are identical 4
on account of the fact that he holds that consciousness, as the principle of self-
manifestation is the source of all cognition. A source of knowledge is something -
by means of which an object is validly apprehended. This source is valid
knowledge itself, because it is free from the defect of doubt and illusion
(Pramanam samyogjfiGnamag:irvagocaram. pramiyate neneti pramanam. tadeva
samyagjfianam, sandeha viparya-sadosa rahitatvar).® A piece of valid cognition

is called an uncontradicted experience (avisamvadijfianam) in this world. And
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this uncontradicted experience is not found in 'doubtful cognition or illusory
cognition. Referring to an unknown object means the object of valid cognition is
not known before. Valid knowledge of an object refers to an object, e.g., a jar._
Knowledge produced by the presence of an object, which certifies the real nature
of the object, and which is capable of making us attain the object is called the
source of valid knowledge (pramana). The truth of knowledge remains in its
ability to produce successful activity. Valid knowledge is harmonious in the
sense that there is no conflict between the cognition of an object and the practical
activity to obtain it. Thus prama is practically useful knowledge and Pramana is
its source. Apraméana shows an object and this relation creates movement in _the
known to obtain an object (prdpaka). Hence a pramana has got the capacity of
leading someone to the -attainment of an object. (dvisamvadakam
jiianamlokesamyagjfidnamabliidhioyate ... gocarovisayoghatadihyasmadutpaina
m. Tadarthaprapana yogyamjfianam pramanam ?.
The Naiyayikas might raise objection to the above-mentioned position of
_ the Buddhists in the following manners. ”
Knowledge is an acticsy, an individual, having knowledge is an agent and
a thing known is an object. How can a cqg_nitidn be called pramana if it does not
help a person to attain al object and it is unable to cause him to attain an object ?
In reply the Buddhists might say thaf we do not mean to say that a person having
knowledge is compelled to act pulling a person by the neck forcibly, but that
‘determination in the form i.e., the essential nature of the object is such.and such
and not otherwise’ is caused by knowledge: This muich action is called the
validity of kﬁpwledgé. The knowledge is true when it reyeals its Q‘bject with the
nature and attributes which abide in it. (Wa hi JAanena purusa gale |
padukanydyena  batadarthe — pravartayitavyah. api  tvevambhitamidam
vastusvarupam nanyathetyanendkarena niscayo j'anaitavy'ah).10
A person having knowledge may take action or may not depend-on the
situation | of necessity. (Purusastu tatra prayojandvaédt pravartamrte

prayojanam, na pravartatam).'' -
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It may be argued by the Naiyayikas that the validity of cognition is
examined by the uncontradicted experience (avisamvadi), which is again proved
by the attainment of the object (arthaprapti). But we can not attain the same
object, which we have perceived because of momentariness of the object.
Moreover, what is perceived is the outward form (#ijpa) of the object and what is
attained is the tangibility (sparsatva). Thus one thing is perceived and another is
attained. How then this knowledge becomes valid ? (Nanvavisamvadakatvena
JjAidanasya pramanyam. Avisamvadakatvam ca drstartha prapanat Na ca
yadrstamtat prapyate ksanikavat kifica rupam drstam prapyate ca sprastavyam
Tatonyaddrstamanyat prapyata  ityapratitaprapanat katham pramanyamasya
sangacchatam.'*

The above-mentioned objection is not tenable. For even if we obtain an
object what is really different from the object we have perceived, we still have
the definite cognition (adhyavasdya) of identity. ‘I attain the same object which I
have perceived’ and this is meant by the expression ‘attainment of what has been
apprehenided’ (pratipanna). On the contrary the knowledge of water in mirage is
definitely invalid because it cannot make us attain an object (Na yadinama
vastuto 'nyadeva prapyate tathapi drstamevamaya
praptamiyekatvadhyavasdyatpratitaprapanamabhidhiyate. Tattumaricikadijalajfi
ariam tadaprapanayogyatvadaPramanameva).”> To them the distinctive property
of validity of knowledge cannot be ascertained by its origin in general. Yet we
can ascertain the distinction of one from the other by the specific features. For
example, a man of low intelligence may not be able to ascertain the validity of
his knowledge at the time of its origin yet he can ascertain the validity of the
knowledge of fire or water through such perceptions as burning, cooking,
drinking etc. when he sees them a far. A man with sharp intellect can ascertain it
through his perception. (Jiianotpattimatrena tu na bhrantabhrantayobhedo
vadharyate. Tatasca kattam tat samyogjiianamiticet naisa dosah yadyapi tathapi
jniiandvisesodayadyathaikasya vaisistyam tathoevate I R
To the Buddhists uncontradicted means the existence of efficacy. In case

of sound of a wo,rci the hearing is the efficiency, since the purpose of the sound is
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served- if it is simply heard (arthasvarﬁpapratitirhi préamanyam, tacca
" vahyarthakriya praptimantarendpi sambhavati ... Sabdasya .s‘rﬁtimdtrer;aiva
-caritarthatvat Srutireva tatrarthakriyastitheh).

Whatever may be the argument in favour of the notion of Pramd and
Pramdna induced by Moks_akaragupta cannot be accepted if the philosophical
problems raised earlier are not removed. In fact, the characteristic features of
Avisamvadakatva cannot justify the theory of momentariness, what is seen
cannot be aftained due to the effect of momentariness. Whatever is perceived
outwardly- carinot be attained othér wards due to the change of nature of an
object. For this reason it is said that whatever is seen or perceived is not
perceivéd but tangible (Spdréana) in character. Hence the thepry of
avisamvadakatva does not stand in the eye of logic if the theory of
momentariness is taken for granted. The experience in the form — ‘I attain the
object, which is seen earlier’ cannot justify the idenfity of the objects seen and
attained. If such adhyavasaya are taken for granted, we ha\}e to admit that there
is no effect of momentariness, which is impossible to accepf by the Buddhists.
For this reason they have introduced two levels of truth-ultimate (Paramartha)
and concealed (sambrta). In the latter case such experiences are allowed, but
these have ultimate value. When they talk of Ksanabhangavada, Nairatmyavada
etc. they focus on the ultimate truth, which can lead one to attainmerit of nirvana.
Hence, We‘ cannot ignore the key-concepts like ksanika etc. and if it exists, the
avisamvadaka theory or adhyavasaya theory will surely fail leading to the
feature of the definition of prama. |

Morébver, the determination of pramatva and pfdmdi:zya is not possible at
the same time. Because, when a piece of cognition is known as prama, it is the
result of some on going >procedure held or adopted. The process always precedes
the result.‘ Hence when a prd‘cess is on the way, right cognition is not there.
When the right cognition is attained, the process is completed. It is said by
Moksakaragupta also that ‘Pramiyate’ neneti Pramanam, which. indicates the
existence of some instrurhgntal procedural factors, which are called pramanas.

Though the Buddhists havé tried to say that a cognition is free from doubt,
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illusion etc. It is known from the valid cognition itself, which is not convincing.
If a valid cogriition itself were the source of knowing it as free from illusion etc.
why has the c¢lause — ‘Avisamvadakatva® been brought in as a criterion ? The
unfailingness can ohly be determined by some external f_actors through some
procedural methods that are not obviously the valid cognition itself. Hence their
standpoint does not seem to be convincing logically.

Lastly, we have seen that it is the contention of Vatsyaana that the right
cognition of the sixteen categofies in which pramana is the first leads us to the
attainment of the highest good (nihsreyasa).'® But if the right cognition of the
first category i.e., pramana itself is recognized as an object of valid cognition
(prameya) then why the mearis of valid cognition (pramana) hits the list ? How
can the right cognition of the first category i.e. pramana be known ? Is it through
other p'i“amdi;a ? }‘f answer is positive, how can the second pramdana be known ?
In this way there Wouid arise the de‘fejct of infinite regtess (anavastha). If the
cognition of the first category is not possible, how it can illymine other 4
categories ? ‘ "

Again in the introductory portion Vatsyayana tries to distinguish between
pramana and praménbhasa (pseudo-pramdiga) as I mentioned before, by way of
adopting the method of extrinsic validity. In fact, the main intention of the
Bhasyakara is to establish a thesis that under all circumstances a pramana is
connected with its object through the capacity of produéing successful activity
(pravrttisamasthya), which is known as proof by paratah pramanya. Here there ,
will arise another problem, that how can we know the validity of the second
pramana ?

Considering the impo';'t;ance of pramana Vitsyayana is of the opinion that
without the proper cognition of pramana the object canriot be properly grasped.
Ifit is ﬁot g'rasped properly, no one can have successfiil inclination towards the
object. The cognizer, 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 succe'ssfu‘] or not

depends on the result of the inclination. The object is in the form of happiness or
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the cause of happiness. It may. also be in the form of misery or the cause of
misery. These objects of pramana are infinite in number, as the persons adopting
these are infinite in number.

According to the nihilists Skeptics, the right cognition (tattvajiiana) of the
category called pramana is not at all possible and hence there is no possibility of
‘having right cognition of other objects. To Goutama the real means of the right
cognition is called pramana. When we have awareness, it is very difficult to
detect the rightness of the awareness. This is the reason, the determination of the
rightness of pramdana ie., pramana is beyond our capacity. That is why
Goutama’s Nyaya philosophy would turn intc a Sastra, which is full of
inconsistencies and paradoxes. In order to avoid such problems and to refute
such views of the nihilists and Skeptics, Vatsydyana begins with the
determination of the wvalidity of pramana with the texts -
Pramanato'rthapratipattau etc.

‘Pramanam arthavat’ means Pramanya is non-deviated to the object
(arthavyabhicari). From the revelation of the real nature of an object the
rightness of pramana is proved. Arthayq( denctes ‘an eternal connection’
(nityayoga) indicates the fact of noﬁ~deviatedness_ of an object (avyabhicari), is
called sadhya of the inference infer're'd on the strength of the argument or hetu —
‘pravrtti samarthyd’ i.e., the capacity of leading to successful inclination. Here
again another question will arise — if pramana of the above inferqnce is
dependent on another inference, how can the pramana be determined of the
second one ? If there is the doubt of the pramana, :there cannot be the
ascertainment of the same.

But the Naiyayikas hold that there does not always arise the doubt of
pramana in each and every 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 pramana. Daily business 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
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arguments in favour of some doubt, he has to take recourse to 1nference whose
- validity must be admitted. If there were no argument in favour of doubt, 1t would
be taken as unreal. As ';here is an innumerable piece of inference 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
Skeptics 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 pseudo-Pramana also of the unfailing inclination remains
- in something which is deviated from an object, it rhay remain in the
Pramanabhasa also, which is not at all possible. |

To the believers of absolute nihilism there is no real object like pramana
— as to them thie usages of Pramana, prameya etc, are imaginary. Hence to them,
all cognitions are false and as a fresult, it follows from this that all Prdmdiz'as are.
nothing but Pramanabhasa. If it is taken for granted, the nihilists would not be in
a position to explain an individual’s inclination towards something. If it is taken
that water if cognized as éuch is illusory, then 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 JfiGnam yathartham
saphalapravrtti — janakatvat), it is proved that the cognition of water is valid.

So the importance. of '-the theory of Svatah pramanyavada canmot be
.ignored totally and has to accept in some cases. Other than these cases paratah
pramdnyavada is relevant and the ,Niaiiyﬁyikas, in our opinion, are consistent in

their views.
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