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Preface

The research project entitled: ‘Some Problenf)s Concerning
Nirvikalpaka Pratyaksa in Navya Nyaya: A Critical Study’ is the result
of the sincere and systematic study on the problem of indeterminate
perception (nirvikalpaka pratyékSa) as admitted in Navya Nyaya. An
effort has been made to throw some light on the epistemological
problems concerning nirvikalpaka pratyaksa and suggested some
solutions of them. I personally believe that the principles as embedded
in the Navya Nyaya texts have got some epistemological values and
bearing in Pramanasastra in general. The Navya Naiyayikas have given
emphasis on the pramana-s than prameya-s and given a logical
analysis of each and every concept. From different definitions of
pratyaksa as formulated by different systems like Nyayé, Navya
Nyaya, Buddhists, Advaita Vedantis etc we may draw a conclusion that
all the systems of Indian Philosophy are more or less influenced by
their metaphysical presuppositions. The Navya Naiyayikas are less
influenced by the metaphysics and hence they are called more realistic
thinkers in comparison to others. An effort has been made to éhow
whether there is a distinction between the concepts of Nirvikalpaka or
the Buddhist concept of svalaksana as conceived through perception
along with the discussions on other problems which may arise from the

common sense understanding.

I have been able to complete my thesis due to the favour I
received from my Supervisor- Teacher, Professor Raghunath Ghosh,
Deah‘, Faculty of Arts, Commerce & Law and Professor of Philosophy,
University of North Bengal, who has taught me the texts and helped
me in giving critical exposition df the same. I am grateful to all of my
teachers of the Depa'rtment of Philosophy, NBU and my parents, my |



family members including my small son for cooperating and
encouraging me in the research work. I personally welcome all sorts of

criticism on my thesis so that I can improve the same afterwards.

B ki &ﬂaﬁm{aﬁa&&\a /6 6 5.

(Smt. Riki Chakraborty)
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The problem of knowledge is as old as ph1losophy 1tse1f In the hlstory of

_A philosophy, vanous attempts have been made to give a comprehenswe deﬁn1t10n '

of knowledge Naturally, phllosophers are not unammous about the nature of
knowledge A popularly accepted term of what is called ‘knowledge’ in the west
is Jnana in Indian Phrlosophy -But there is a spemal sense too in which the
nearest k1th and kin of knowledge is prama. Prama is roughly transhterated as
valid cogmtxon. A careful scrutiny from historical standpomt would reveal that
in the epistemological consideration . 1n Indian philosophy, there are two
dominant aenses in which the wor'dfjr”.zdna'has been ‘used. One is the narrower
sense in. which it'Ais restricted only to pranrd (valid cognition); The ehief |

exponents of this view are Prabhakara Mimarhsakas. For them, jﬁdha is

n'eeessarily restricted to the scope of valid cognition. The cognition, say,

samsaya, vzparyaya etc are excluded from the scope of jiiana. Accordmg to

- Prabhakaras, non-valid cognition is not only theoretical 1mp0351b1l1ty but also -

self-contradwtory Valid cognition is apprehension and it is somethmg different _

from remembrance wh1ch is not valid.? Memory (smrtz) is invalid since’ the

ob_]ect is not dlrectly known but merely recollected or remembered. Valid

. knowledge is experience and it 1s somethmg different from memory which is the

name of that ‘cognition which arises solely from the impressions left by some
prev1ous experlence. Memory is regarded to be invalid not because it gives no
new knowledge but because it rather depends on a former experience. It does not
determine an object inde}-)endently.'s-' It is clear from this that in Prabhakara’s
epistemological scheme, knowledge is defined in terms of something externally :
given and in no case the knowledge can be wrong. It is something logically

-impossible that the object appears otherwise than it is. To put it in modern




terininology, all cognitive expressions are cases of only right judgements A
false Judgement is 1nconce1vable Prabhakara asserts “It is strange indeed how

3

cogmtlon can apprehend an obJect and yet be invalid.”™ To, him, doubt and error

. are valid so long as they are apprehensmns

On the contrary, in the Nyaya—Valseslka phllosophy, we also ﬁnd a
dlfferent conception of Jnana which 1ncludes not only valid one but also non-
valid one._"I'hey seem to- accept the word ¢ cognition’ in the eplsodlc sense, when
) they confine it to prama, the non-erring and non-dubious awareness.‘ But the
laksana of 'jh"ﬁnd is-also extended to. cover ‘aprama, the erring and dubious
awareness'etc; within it. Knowledge in the sense of Prama is ‘episodic’ in nature
according to the Nyaya view, because. for the Nyaya a piece of knowledge in the
" sense of prama is always ‘object-oriented’ and in this sense it is different from
- the sense of its Western Platonic counterpart as ‘diSposition’. Dispositional sense
of knoWledge is emphasised in the Nyaya inclusion of memory within the'scope
of knowledge. Knouvledge for the Nyﬁja' thus both episodic and dispositional, in |
| _ the episodic sens,e itis pramd or yathdrthdnubhavd and_ in the disp.osit_ional sense
it covers s_inrﬁ (memory). Thus for the Nydya-VaiSesikas, ‘jriana’ is infallible in

_A some cases and fallible in s_ome other. They put forward various causal and

 justificatory grounds (pramanas) for distinguishing the infallible kind of j#ana

from fallible one. Na'turally, they advanced logical grounds for admitting
.apramd within the jurisdiction of ‘jh_"ﬁﬁa . A critical and exhaustive eXp_os_ition
"of .c,'zp_'ra'm_d in’ Nyaya-Vais'esika tradition thus ‘des'er\»/es,‘ spe.cial -attention for a
-'compreh'en'sive understandi'ng'- of their contribution to_ ‘the epistemological
llterature of Indian Phllosophy | o .

. Akgapada Gautama in his Nyaya-sutra’ con51ders Jfiana’ as that which -
leads to the attainment of the .highest good.” But the modern scholars of the
Nyaya PhiIOSophy differ among themselves as tothe English rendering of the
word ‘jﬁdna’. The English word ‘knowledge’ refers to a piece_ of awareness

which is necessarily true and valid. But the scope of ther word ‘jfidna’ in the




 Nyaya philosophy certainly wider than this. It includes both valid and non-valid

cogmtlons The word ‘buddhz (cogmtlon) is taken to mean the same thing as the
word ‘jiana’ means. Broadly speaking, in the Nyaya-Valses1ka ph1losophy, :
cognltlon (buddhl) is taken to mean ‘the same. thmg as apprehens1on (upalabdhz)

knowledge (/nana) and cognlsance (pratyaya) Hence knowledge means

awareness or apprehens1on of objects: It includes all cogn1t1ons that have a more

--or less determmate objective reference In other words, cogmtlon (]nana) is
' con31dered in the Nyaya—Valseslka phllosophy as somethmg that looks. beyond -
itself or to put it in a modem termmology, cognition is mtentlonal. The object of

~ apprehension may be a thing or a quality, an act or an emotion, the existent as

well as non-existent. But in every case in which there is knowledge, there must

: be something that stands out as the object of cognition. It consists simply in the
manifestation (prakdsa) of objects. All things are made manifest or revealed to
- us'when they become objects of cognition (prameyas). '

Scholars of the NyﬁyaaVais’egika philosophy, without ‘any dispnte' -

corislde‘r knowledge as an attribute of.the self, it is not a.substance, since it

cannot be the stuff or the constitutive cause of anything,' nor is it the permanent .

- substratum of certain recognized”and varient properties. The Sarhkhya and the

Yoga systems of ph1losophy look upon cogn1t1on as a substantive mode or
modification (vrtti) of the material principle called bua’dhz as it reflects the light

or consciousness, ‘which is immaterial and mtenglble can be reﬂected on any

:materlal substratum It is generally believed that knowledge is neither a mode

nor a substance but a kind of activity or function (kriya). The Buddhists and the

Mimamsakas agree in descnbmg knowledge as an activity, a transitive process.10

‘However, the Nydya emphatically repudiates the conception of knowledge as an

actiVity. Jayanta Bhatta.in his Nydyamaﬁjarz‘ traces the, act theory of knowledge :

~ to a grammatical prejudice, a confusion between knowledge as manifestation

and the verb, ‘to know’ as denoting an action. When we hear the expression ‘I

_know’, ‘I cognise’, etc. we are in a belief that cognition or knowledge is an



activity or process. But this only shows how in philosophy we may be deceived

‘ by the vague expressmns of ordlnary language Knowledge as an attribute of
‘the self is always. directed to objects It always refers beyond 1tself Knowledge

. 12
1s never self—mamfested

It is mterestmg to note in th1s passmg that the Nyaya phrlosophers R

conceived te_word jfiana’ in a w1de sense. In the eplstemologrcal considerations

of western philosophy,. thought or consciousness, as a cognltrve fact, has .

sometimes been regarded as an essential attribute of the mind and a ‘pervaSive -

' character of all mental phenomena ‘However, the Nyaya does not pass over the

d1st1nct1on between thought (jnana) on the one hand, and feelmg, on the other.

~ Under cognition, it brings together all cogmtlve facts, like sensation, perception,

memory, inference, doubt, dream, illusion and the like. In this sense, the

‘buddhi’ of the Nyaya corresponds to »cognition which, placed by the side of

' ,feeling- and will, gives us -the tripartite division of mental phenomena in the '

trad1t10na1 school of Westem psychology But in Indian eprstemologlcal ;

"' tradrtlon Sriharsa formulated several sceptlcal counter-examples to dispute the

Nyaya-Vaiesika definition of knowledge. Firstly, he gives the example of a

‘Tucky guess of gamblmg play, Whlch fortunately happened to be true. Secondly,

" affirming a true conclusion from false premlses Mistaking a cloud of dust to bé

smoke one infers fire to be present, and accidently fire is there. Here conclusron
is true, but it is not ‘knowledge‘ proper. These examples of gr‘hqa will be.

remmlscent of- what are called Gettier examples in modern western phllosophy i

E.L. Gettier formulated some cases which he placed as counter examples to the
 justified true behef analysrs of knowledge. Here we may give one example. Smit
- and Jones both have applied for the same job. Smith has sufficient evidence for

his belief that Jones is going to get the job, and he has counted sometime before

that Jones has ten coins in his.pocket. From _'these he infers the conjunctive -

‘proposition that ‘(a) the man who gets the job has ten coins in his pocket. Now it

-is actually Smith who gets the job and unknown to Smith, he himself has ten




coms in hlS pocket Thus (a) is true, is beheved to be SO and is Justlﬁably
- believed but Smlth can not be entltled to have knowledge Here we find that this |
: fails to be a case of knowledg_e after fulﬁlling the generally accepted COIldlthI’l_S

. of knowledge But if knoWledge is defined simply asa true awareness'then in all .7
the above cases we have to say that the subject had knowledge ‘because they are

' h1tt1ng the truth If truth-h1tt1ng eplsode a “true awareness, amounts to

o knowledge then we do not thereby obliterate the distlnct1on between truth and

knowledge-hood As B.K. Matllal says, “In Navya—Nyaya a knowledge event is
_ atrue awareness Wthh is not infected w1th a dubious attltude This is a negative
condition which brings back the SlleeCthC mooring. It is not claimed here that
awareness: must have certainty in order to be knowledge. It should be non-
dubions,,whic_h 'i_s ﬁlrther e)rplained as l.its_vb-eing ‘notoverwhel'med by a,doubt_
about it lack of knowle'dge'-hOOd’ (of apramd;gya;jﬁ&nanaskandita). It is a'rgned
| by the Navya-Naiyayikas that if an.awareness which happens to be true and

~ hence have knowledge-hood is infected by a dou_bt about its knowledge-hood, or

- the lack of it, then the resultant state cannot perform all the functions that a piece

of knowledge is supposed to perform But 4t may ‘be maintained that the
- knowledge-hood of such awareness is not destroyed thereby. Only the external
causal factors here iriterfere to render certain functional powers of knowledge_ '
inert. For example, using suchaa‘wareness as ‘a premise we can not derive any
further knowledge by 1nference although there may be loglcal connection

between the two pleces of knowledge »13

Pré‘bhakara defines valid knowledge as apprehension (anubhiti). “Itis
totally different from remembrance, which is not valid. All apprehensron is
. direct and immediate and valid by itself. A cognition which apprehends an
object cannot beintrin_si'cal_ly invalid. Memory arises from-the impression of a
prior cognition and therefore, cannot be Atreated as valid cognition. Kumarila
| defines valid knowledge as apprehension of an' object which is produced by

causes . free from defects and which is not contradicted by subsequent



. does not stand in need of conﬁrmation by other cogmtions

know1edge “Valld knowledge is a firm or assured cognltion of objects, Wthh
»l16-

. The Mi'mar'nsaka upholds the theory of .svatahprdmd}gyavdda which may

be treated as the theory of self-validity or intrinsic validity of cognition. All

apprehenswn is 1ntr1n51cally valid. It is not validated by any other cogmtlon '
Va11d1ty of knowledge is not due to any extraneous condmons Both Prabhakara
and Kumarlla uphold the intrinsic validity of cogmtion Prabhakara says, “All'
cogmtlons as cognrtlons are Vahd ‘their invalidity i is due to their disagreement '

w1th the real nature of their objects »17 Kumarila also says “The vahdrty of

_knowledge consists in its apprehending an object, it is set aside by such
' discrepancies as its disagreement with the real nature of the object.”'® Therefore,

- .all cognitions are presumably valid and our normal life runs smooth on account

of this belief. A need for explanation is felt only when knowledge fafls to be

valid. And its invalidity is inferred either from some-defect in the instrument of
cogmtion or from a subsequent contradlctmg cognitlon If a rope is mlstaken for
a snake, the knowledge of" the rope-snake is mvahdated by the subsequent

knowledge of the rope. Though the 1nvalid1ty of cogmtlon is 1nferred yet

o cogmtion 1tself is 1ntr1ns1cally presumed to be Vahd But if all knowledge is self-V

valid, how can error at all arise? Prabhakara and Kumarila give different answers '

to.this questlon Prabhakara says that SO far as the element of apprehensmn is

| concerned all the so- called invalid cogmtions are valid while the element that i is

_mvalld is 1o apprehension at all An 1llus1on is not a umtary cogmtlon but a

compos1te, of two cognitions whose distinction is not apprehended illusion is not

‘a positive misapprehension but a negative non-appreh-ension.20 According to

Kumarila, an illusion manifests a real object in the form of a different object

‘which too- is. real. In all cases of illusory perception it is only the relation

between the subJect and predicate elements which is unreal though appearing as

21
real. Accordingly, an illusion is a positive misapprehension.
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The Nyaya-Vais’esika advocates the theory of extrins'ic validity of

'cogn1t1on called paratahpramanyavaa’a Accordmg to 1t cogmtlon is neither.

valid nor 1nvahd in itself. It is neutral. ‘The questlon of its val1d1ty or mvahd1ty

_ arises only after. the sald cogn1t1on has been arisen. The nature of cognltlon hes
E 1n its correspondance w1th its object. "The test of truth is a fru1tful activity. If
cogmtlon leads to fruitful activity, itis val1d if it does not, it is mvahd Validity

‘_ and invalidity are not 1ntr1ns1cally connected w1th cogmtlon They are the result, »
- of a subsequent t_est, cognition arises 51mply as cognition and becomes valid or '

- invalid afterwords due to extraneous-conditions. -

' Thel‘Bhatt.a Mimarnsakas agree with the Naiyayikas so far as the
invalidity of cognition is concerned, because both regard it as due to extraneous ]
cohditions. "But they criticise the Naiyayikas with regard to the validity

(pramanya) of eoghition. If the validity of cognition also like its invalidity

depends'on‘ extraneous conditions, no cognition’would ever become valid. The .

‘Naiyayika contends that cogmtlon arises 51mp1y as cognition, that it is neutral

and that the. questlon of 1ts validity or 1nval1d1ty arises afterwords and depend on
extemal test. The Munamsaka points out that the so-called ‘neutral’ cogmtlon is
1mp0551b111ty We always experlence either valid or 1nval1d cogn1t1on ‘There is ‘

no third alternative. To say so is to maintain the absurd posmon-that cogmtlon

: when it arises is devoid of all logical value. Hence neutral cognition is no

cogmtlon all. All cogmtlons must be e1ther valid or 1nva11d

4 Pra'bhakara S theory of knowledge is known as trqvutzpratyak.s'avada He
regards knowledge as self-luminous. It manifests itself and needs nothing else

for its ’manifestation ‘Knowledge reveals itself and as it does so, it also

: s1multaneously reveals its subject and its object. In every knowledge situation,

we have this triple revelatlon The subject and the object both are manifested by

knowledge itself, simultaneously with its own manifestation. The self is known

- as the knower and it can never be cognized as an object. The triputi of the jiata,



]neya and jhdna is srmultaneously revealed in every act of cognmon The
' subject the object and the. knowledge are srmultaneously mamfested m every act
of knowledge which is self lummous It does not need any other knowledge for_

s revelatlon The self and the object both depend on knowledge for their

. mamfestatron Therefore the self is not self—lummous Every knowledge has a’

trlple mamfestatron — the cogmtlon of self as the knower the cogmtlon of the

_object as the known and the self—consrous cogmtlon

Prabhakara does not admrt error in the logical sense All knowledge is
“valid by itself. To expenence is always to experience validity. Therefore error is
. only partial truth It is nnperfect knowledge All knowledge, as knowledge is .
quite valid, though all knowledge is not necessarily perfect. Imperfect -
- knowledge.is _eornmonly called ‘error’. But it is true so far as it goes; only it does
‘not'go for enough. All knowledge being true, there can be no logical distinction
‘between truth and error. Prabhakar is true to his realistic position in maintaining
that knowledge can never misrepresent its' .object._ Erro_r is one of ‘omission’
only, not of ‘commlssion’._lt is only non'-apprehension, not mis-apprehension.

This view of error is called akhyati or non-apprehension.

| 1.2 CLASSIFICATION OF COGNITION OR KNOWLEDGE

Takmg cognltlon in the most comprehensive sense as the cognition of
objects, the Nalyaylkas proceed to d1st1ngulsh between its different forms'
accordlng to the dlfferences in the nature and validity of cogn1t1ons In v1ew of

thls cogmtlon is drvrded mto anubhava or presentatron and smrtz or memory. >

There is no clear attempt to deﬁne what is anubhava either in Tarkasarhgraha
or in Tarkasarhgrahadipfa. By implication it may suggest, according to some | V

‘modern scholars of the Nyaya School, a kind of cognition- arising only after a
sense-object _cOntact.l23 In anubhava, there is a presentational cognition of

objects and so it is felt to be given to us. It is original in character and not the



reproduction of a previous knowledge of objects Smyti or memory, on the other

' hand is not the presentatlon of objects but a reproductlon of . prev1ous

. » expenence ‘Here, our cogmtron appears to be due not so much to. obJects '

themselves as to our past cogmtlons of those ob]ects Each of these has been

- ﬁthher d1v1ded into vahd (yathartha) and: non-vahd (ayathartha) formns,

accordlng as it does or does not accord with the real nature of its objects. ‘The

: cla551ﬁcat10n of knowledge from the standpomt of Nyaya Phllosophy is
. 'deplcted by the followmg table : ' A‘

| Knowlejlge (j#idna)

Presenta’txon(anl;bhava) Me:mory (smrtz)

' Vahcl(prama) Non-vahd(aprama) True (yathartha) False(aya?zartha)

ﬁ,

|
Doubt (samsay_a) ‘ E_rror (vzparyaya) : Hypothetlcal

Reasoning (tark) .
Percei)tion . Inference 'Compjarison : Testionomy
(Pratyaksa) . (anumdna) (upamana) (Sfabda)

In the T arkasamgraha ayathartha anubhava (aprama) is “a cognltlon

whlch has for its determmans (prakara) somethmg ‘P, when its determmandum

(vzsesya) is characterlzed by the absence of that somethmg 2 To take for‘

instance ‘the erroneous perceptual cogmtlon of a snake. The object of this

; perceptlon is somethmg that has the feature snakeness -But here that which
~actually exists before the percipient is somethmg that has for its feature -

L ‘ropeness’ or ‘absence of snakeness This perceptual cogmtron has thus

‘snakeness’ - its determmanls when * its determmandum is actually

‘.vcharacterlzed by. ‘absence of snakeness’. Such type of cognition 1s a kind of

aprama or non-valld presentatlon (ayatharthanubhava) , . which includes all
cognitions, that are either false or not true but not false. In this connection,

Visvanatha said that the notion with regard to something that it has a particular




. attribute, which it has not, is described as non—valid or invalid cogntion » Hence,

under aprama the. Nyaya-Varsesrka mcludes doubt (samsaya), with its varieties

of con]ecture (itha) and 1ndeﬁn1te cogmtlon (anadhyavasaya) as well as error

. ‘(vzpatyaya) and hypothetlcal reasonmg (tarka)

However it is. to be noted here that cogmtlons which do not agree w1th . |

_the real nature of their objects are not always false or errorneous (bhrama). .
..There may be cogmtlons whrch fail to glve us a correct presentatron of obJects '_

: and so are not true (pramd). But at the same time they may not make any claim

to tr'uth, nor lead to .any 'deﬁnite -assertion. Such is the case with doubt,
conjecture, indeﬁnite cognition and farka (hypothetical reasoning). These are not

true indeed but yet they are not false (viparyaya). It is in this view ‘o'f'such facts

- that the Nyaya—Varsestka divides non-valid presentation (ayatharthanubhava)v
‘ further into’ samsaya (doubt) | viparyaya (error) and farka (hypothetical

argument) Hence, it is not correct to speak» of aprama or non-valid presentation,

"" always as a case of bhrama or error. It becomes 'so. when it definitely

contradlcts 1ts obJect

1.3 IS SMRTI PRAMA ?

Memory (smrtz) is knowledge of one’s own past experience It is a |
representatlve cognition " of past experiences due solely to the impressions
produced by them.” Accordmg to the Nyaya , memory is different from
recognition, which is a form of quahﬁed perceptron ‘and has reference to the
direct presentation. of some object, although it 1nvolves an elément of |
representation.27 Apart from Jainism which 'considers memory (smyti ) is to be
an indirect instrument of wvalid. knowledge, all other 'schools of Indian

philosophy agree in holding that knowledge derived from memory is not valid

. (pramd) The ‘Naiyayikas distinguish between true and false cases.of memory.

True memory would represent in thought only those characters of an object
which are really possessed by it, whereas the characters represented by false

memory would not correspond to the fal nature of the remembered object.
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According to Udayana the validity of memory is only relative it is dependent
on, derlved from and determined by the valldlty of a prior direct. expenence on

which it rests. If the precedmg anubhava is valid, recollectlon derlved from it 1s

. 'true if not the latter is to be taken as false And for th1s reason, the term

‘prama’ is not apphed to memory because it lacks any 1ndependent vahdlty of

its own

Accrodmg to the Nyaya, true mernory also cannot be called prama or

N valid knowledg_e. But on this very ‘point, opmlons are .devrded in Indian

philosophy. Some of them consider memory to be.as valid as.perception and

inference,dand look upon it as the source of our knowledge of past facts. The

_ Vais’esika accepts memory as valid knowledge distinguished from all forms of
'wrong cognition. The Jaina ph]losophy also counts memory among ‘the forms of
-Vahd medrate knowledge The Advaita Vedanta is not deﬁmtely opposed to

-memory being regarded as valid knowledge

"The Mﬁndms@ refuses to recognise memory as prama (valid knowledge)

because it gives no new knowlédge. However, the Nyaya does not admit the

- -Mﬁnﬁlﬁsﬁ view that any knowledge becomes invalid simply because it refers toa

‘ prevrously known obJect Accordmg to it, what makes memory mvahd (aprama)-

1s the absence of the character of presentation in it. In some cases; memory may

correspond to real objects. Strll it is. not valid knowledge, since it does not

' correspond to’ glven objects and does not arise out of the objects themselves.

| -_Memory thus based on no glven datum and hence, fails to g1ve presentatlonal '

knowledge (prama) and 50, is not a source. of knowledge (pramana).

It.is to be remarked'that the two varieties of memory-cognition — the

~ vendlcal and non-veridical — are not to be descnbed as ‘pramd@ and ¢ aprama

respectlvely ‘Prama’ and ‘aprama’ are two varieties of anubhava which is

just one sub-calss under the class ‘cognition’, the other- sub-class being sm[tz

or memo'ry.3° It follows from the usage that the ‘special means’ (karana) of a -
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veridical memory cannot be designated-.as ‘pramana’. “Annambhatfa accepts
‘ the. fourfold division -of ,‘pfdmd’ and ‘ﬁraména"preualent in the Nydy’a school,
"he recognizes the possibility of a veridical 'memo'ry‘-cognition which is however
. discounted in the Nyaya school, accordlng to Wthh a memory cogmtlon can .

© never be vend1cal w31

Cogn1t1on may. be of expressed in words The complex Ob_]CCt aRb is of

) .fthree factors a, R and b. Here ‘a’ means quahﬁcand cogmtion ‘R’ is the relation
~ and ‘b’ is qualifier. Fot example — ‘this’ ‘table’ is a table, ‘here qualificand is - .

'denoted by this, ‘table” is qualifier and the tableness is present. This is related

w1th ‘the table so ‘this’ is quahﬁcand table is tlualiﬁer'and »- ‘tableness’i is

o relatlon So this isa cogmzed relation.

When in relation there are two relatlves then it wil be correlatlves Like

R is the relat1ons and the two relatlons are ‘a’ and ‘b’, a’ is related w1th ‘R )

“and “b’ is. related_ w1th.‘R’_. So this is the example of a correlatlon. Here ‘a’ is

Pratiyogi and b is aﬁuy‘ogf '

Though ‘a’ and ‘b’ are related with ‘R” but > is related with ‘R° not such
way ‘b’ is related with R So, these ‘a’ and ‘b’ are- related with ‘R’ but they are
not in some same-way, although thlS is a relation between two terms, still it is the
second term (pratiyogi) which determmes the relation and -not determmes the -

ﬁrst term (anuyogm) When we’ con31der the term colour possessmg will be the

second term which produces the cogn1t1on of inherence of colour.

When contact takes as a relatlon then cogmtlon of contact requires a
cognition of -both. its terms. In the relation between two. terms the first term’ is
perceived at the time of cognition and it is related with sense Organs.» This is
because contact like twoness is vyﬁsajydlv_rtti.‘ Though twoness is not a relation
still we have to-cognise both the terms. It will be clear when we take an example.
If ‘a cat is on the mat” then ‘eat’-is qualificant, and ‘mat’ is qualifier and ‘being A

on’ is the relation. Though we know cat is a furry thing so we can cognize there
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is a furry thing in the mat. Still this furry thing will be qualificand. The
_ ,dlfference between the two thlngs is the’ dlfference of 1nterpretat10n ‘cat’ and
: furry th1ng In the first type of cogmtlon of ‘cat’ there are catness In the '

o .second type of. cogmtlon the first type is. expressed in dlfferent modes.

" The mode under wh1ch a quahﬁcand 1s cognlzed in drfferent cognrtlons. .

B _'are technically called ‘hmrtors of- bemg the quahﬁcand of the cognmon

Nature ‘of cognition: . Cognmon of an ~object may be 51mple or- complex.
Cognition is a state of self In the obJect1ve sense objects cons1sts three elements
a quahﬁcand a quahﬁer and the relation between them, such as fo/y here ‘x’ o
is quahﬁcand ‘y’ is qualifier and ‘R’ is the relatlon this is an objective’

congmtlon If we take the broad sense " then. cogmtlon does not contribute

B anythmg to the object. As the three elements quahﬁcand qualifier and the -

relation between them are ob ectrvely real. For example this is a brown box, here
‘this’ indicates quahﬁcand,.‘box is the qualifier and inherence between ‘brown V

colour- and ‘box’ is objectively real. Here relation is the important thing,

* because we do not know the quality of an object without the object matter

quahty is mherent in the object

Classnﬁcatlon of cogmtlon - Cognition " is Aclas;siﬁed into a., different

- classification. The first cla531ﬁcation is, of two kinds — informative and .

recollectlve Cogmtxons may be true or false in nature. True cognitions are

informative cogn1t1on and false cogmtlons are recollective. True cogmtlons in

. the informative sense' are the _four kinds that is called yat_harthanubhava g

perception, inference identification-on the basis of similarity and testimony. This
true cognitions or ‘yatharthanubhava is pratyaksa anumiti, upamiti, sabda.
These are valid knowledge and source of valid knowledge. are pratyaksa

anumanc_z, upamana, sabda. False cognitions are only two kinds; doubt and

- wrong belief? .

These are the classifications of cognition. Na:lya Nyaya deals with the state

of cognition. They deal with internal states of different types of cognition.
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- state of ongmal perceptlon as a state of consciousness.
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In‘ T arkasamgraha-dfpik& (henceforth ‘TSD) Annambhatta deﬁnes

cogmtron He deﬁnes cogmtron and also’ defines 1ts mark The mark of ..

cogmtlon 1s ‘consciousness’ (Buddhz) The other feature of cogmtlon is to

- - describe its nature In T arkasamgraha (henceforth TS) Annambhatta descrlbes

“three: charactenstlcs of cognltlon - these are- quahty or guna, it is the ground of

all lmgulstlc .usage or vyavahara and attnbute of conscrousness or jnanatva

th1s may | be explamed as mtemal perceptlon All the three are the marks of

| "~cogn1tlon but alone (1) and (ii) and (iif) are the marks of cognition. The first mark

quahty is found in colour smell, taste etc. The second mark with is the ground of

“all 11ngu1stlc usage is found in trme soul or manas. The combmed use of first

33

“In TSD, Annambhatta explalns conscr_ousness is the deflning mark of

' cognition revealed in internal perception like. ‘I am conscious’. If we take such -

type of perceptlon true may be a l1ttle eluc1dat10n There is a kind of mtemal

perceptlon whrch called anuvayyivasaya For an example when we perceive a

- box this is only a perceptlon this is not a cognition. Later part of such cognition

will be ongmal perceptlon be anuvyavasaya The internal perceptlon reveals the
34 .

The state of cognition or ‘jiana’ is descnbed as a state of consciousness
1n the Enghsh language The common feature is described as ‘jidnatva.
Unfortunately, thls term is descnbed in the light of state of conscrousness F or
example ‘potness’ is unlversal of the partlcular sensible pot is revealed in the \

sense perceptron of the partlcular pot.

There a'question arises that' why Annambhatta gives the definition of -

i cognmon - Buddhzlaksanamaha (T SD) The answer may be in the term

| ‘defining mark’ (laksana) in the TSD is intended to mean only common feature

but not d1fferent1at1ng ones.’
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It is to be noted that the term cognrtlon is. synonymous with jnana

" which is used by Nyaya Valsq;lka phllosophers This term cogn1t10n is used in
samkhya phllosophy with the term ‘mahat’ which is a kmd of internal organ :

(antah karana) Nyaya Valseslka usage has 1ts bas1s in Nyaya sutra (1. 1. 15)

Aﬁer the definition of * cogmtlon there is dlscusswn about sub-classes as

memory and anubhava Annambhatta in TS explains as consciousness that result

only from samskara If the term conscrousness were omltted from’ the

definition it would like ‘memory (samskaramatra janya ]nanam smg‘tzh) % In

TS, there is a dxscussmn about a state of conscmusness other than memory

' (smyti ) is anubhava that is of two kmds — one is veridical (yathartha) and -other

s non-verldlcal (ayathartha)

‘Anubhava is as d1rect-»or immediate cognition ~But if we take such

'.express1on then this w111 appear presently, medlate _knowledge llke inference

etc all will be anubhava

Th1s type of distinction hke memory and anubhava are similar to the

Kantlan dlstmctlon of cogmtlon a ‘direct’ or 1mmed1ate and mdrrect or mediate.

; The veridical anubhaya or yatharthanubhava or prama -involves the

'_ concept of prakdra, and t)is/e;syc'z. In Gahgesa’s n_ew school of Nyaya these two

concepts prakara, and. vz's’esya have'been discussed and these concepts are very

much 1mportant to explaln true knowledge or pramd. 2.

When we have cogn1t10n we must have a cognmon of someth1ng—~ this

something is an ° obJect .50 in the process of cogmtlon we must have an obJect

or cognmon. This is called ‘visesya’ - of cognltlon Thls cogmtum of

cognition must be a cogmtlonal object. ThlS complex. object is constituted of
three things — visegya, prakara and samsarga. Other than ‘samsarga’ the other
two components of the ‘object’ of cognition are the"vi§e§ya’ and the ‘prakara.

An example will clear the total concept. If we have perception of ‘a pot’ it is a

' fcomplex idea, which is ‘potness’. According to Nyaya philosophy ‘something’
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that is ‘pot’ is known as ‘vi’s‘egya’ and ‘potness’ is known as ‘prakara’. This

‘ prakara is the vzse.sana of perceptlon In other inferential cogmtxon and

test1m0n1a1 cognltlon there are vzse;ya prakara or, vzse§ana This characterlser
T

The deﬁmnon of vendlcal cogmtlon prama .as glven in TS and TSD is

tadvatztat prakarakanabhava The Sanskrit word -_‘tat’ is ordinarily a

demonstratlve pronoun meaning ‘that’. The term “tat’ 1s a variable and hence it -

has here been translated as somethmg It has no constant value. The word tat - '

: vat also a vanable which means ‘something’. The change of ‘tat’ to ‘tad’ is .

fonned by afﬁxmg the seventh case-cndmg to ‘tad-vat’ and means when there is

~ that which has the something. The total sense ‘of the expression ‘tat-vati .....

anubhava’, would ~ thus amount to, verldlcal’ cognition. or ‘prama’ is a'n'

‘anubhava’ which has for its. ‘determmans ‘Prakara object’ somethmg ,

" when the determmandum (vzse;ya object) is that which has that somethlng It '

' w111 be seen that this is a version: of the correspondence theory of truth 9

‘With regard to TS and TSD definition of cogmtlon there a difficulty”
arises of avyaptz . In .vendlcal cognition potness is present in the pot.” In

veridical cognition potness is. present in the pot. It is rather to say. potness is

- present in the pot but not vice-versa. The definition of ‘prama’ requires that

there must actually be the ‘tad-vat’. Here we can not have that ; for if “tat’ in the -
present case stands for the ‘prakdra’ ‘pot” the ‘tad-vat’ should be the vifegya
‘potters’ or haVing ‘pot’, the ‘fad-vat’ should: be the vifegya potters as having ‘

pot. But “potness™ .fcan not surely have ‘pot’ -for its ‘determinance’ or

- characteriser. Thus the required ‘tad-vat’ is the present case non-existent, and

the definition of ‘prama’ in terms of ‘tat-vat’ fails here accordingly.

Annarhbhatta explains the:terr'n ‘tat-vat’ in his TS but there arise a prim& |

faéie' difficulty. Annarnbhatta himself possessed the solution, by interpretation

of the term ‘tat-vati’. When there is that which has something. ‘P’ and when
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'bearer some relatlon to potness and potness bears some relatlon to ‘pot’.
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there is a ‘that’ which has the relation of something ‘P’. It is clear that there is

“not- tat—vatz meanmg that there is somethlng ‘P’ but there isa ‘tad- vat meaning
| ‘that there is a. relation to somethlng P’ when we say about pot (somethmg)'
"there must be a relatlon w1th potness Relatlon between pot and potness -
' potness is said to be pratzyogm (the relatum) and pot is said to be anuyogin (the '. N

'seat) Agam it is sald that if “‘pot’ and potness are related entities the potr

» 407

Annambhat;ta dlscusses the phrase ‘tad-vat’ in TS he mtended to mean

‘that the somethlng must bears the- relatlon W1th somethmg To express the

term ‘relation’ he determines the term has in ordinary sense. To ordlnary sense, -

is in'se'condary sense.

Accordmg to Nyaya School they explam veridical anubhava and also

explam that not all veridical cogmtlon is prama Nyaya school explains vendlcal :

memory (smz'tz) this is not prama not all the Indlan schools accept verldlcal

_cogmtlon as prama. The Vazse;zka School explams Prama the vendlcal

cognition but they do not explain it in true anubhava.
o An'narhbhat_ta deﬁne's non-Veridical anubhava 'as a COgnition which
explams the absence The non-vendlcal cogmtlon (a-prama) has its prakara of

somethmg , when its viSegya is characterlzed by the absence of something.

. For an instance, the false' p'ercep'tion ofa snake has the'relation ‘with the object of

somethlng ‘snake-ness’. But here that which actually exists before the percipient :
is somethmg that has for its feature * rope-ness’. This perceptlonal cogmtlon has

thus _snakeness for its determinanfs. When its determmandum is actually

‘characterized by ‘absence of snake-ness’. If we take such definition, there arises

the question ‘of -‘overcoverage." In the case of cognition — the table has

. conjunction  with “X’. Now the ‘conjunction’ and ‘contact’ are different

(avyapyavrttz) When the table has contact with <X’ it is not that all the parts of

the table have contact with ‘X. Some of the parts of table have the contact with

~97306 1 0
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table So conjunctlon means conjunction with some parts of the obJect In other
~words when we have contact’ with the table, then there also contact with the

' parts of the table then the -other parts of the table which have no contact with .

| X are called absence contact’. So in conjunctlon there 1s no ‘absence
' conjunctlon but in contac"t'the're is ‘absence contact’. So the cogmtlon of thlS-

tab]e has contact with ‘X may as well be descnbed as a cognition which has for

its- determmance (prakara) something p’ (contact) When its vz.s'e,sya

(determmadum), ‘the table is’ not characterlzed by ‘P It would thus confi irm to

-+ the definition of a false cognition ‘a-prama’ while as a matter of fact it is

accepted as an instance of ‘true cognition’, The TS definition of false cognition
1s thus too w1de in that it involves an. over-coverage (atzvyaptz) in relatlon to-

mstance of true cogmtlon

If we take the defmltlon of false cogmtlon (aprama) then the dlfﬁculty

g wxll vamsh

In TSD the definition asserts the followmg -a false cogmtzon is that

" Wthh has for its determman is. (prakdra) somethmg ‘P’ in a certain relatlon r..

(sambandha) to ‘a- certain aspect ‘a’ (avacchedaka) of the determinandum

-_(vzse;ya) when the latter has the absence of the’ somethmg ‘p’ in that relation ¢ r

(yatsambandhavﬁha) to that aspect “a’ (yadavacchea’a). There would be then' no. :

| over-coverage of the TS deﬁnition.' for there is here actually' some contact by the
'relatlon of ‘inherence’ and a cognition of contact would be false only when o
there is absence of all contact-or, contact as. such (samyogabhavavacchedena) by

" that relatlon

To explain ‘table’ and the table does actually have the conjunction. This

cogmtlon satlsﬁes true cogmttons (prama). It would be cleared about the

~ definition of ﬂse cogmtlon (aprama) when the table does .not have the -

conjunction w1th ‘X”. But this. concept of definition has been argued that when

- we explain that every part of a ‘table’ does not have conjunction with ‘X’. It may

be said that TS definition of false cbgnition suffers from the blemish of over




19

coverage The prakara of cogmtlon is unpervasrve The difficulty would be .

solved 1f the prakdra were a pervaswe or vyapyavrttz in character (TS - 154)‘ .

(39) TS: verldlcal anubhava’ (prama) is of four kinds: Prazjyaksa anumiti,
_upamztz sabda Tts' spec1a1 condltlon (karana) is also four kmds Pratyaksa

- -anumana, upamana and sabda

The Enghsh term perceptlon is 51m11ar1y used for pratyaksa When we

'. percelve a ‘tree the ‘tree’ known through perceptlon (pratyaksa)

~ This is verldlcal anubhava (prama) Like the perceptlon is 31m11ar1y used _

) for pratyalcsa and anumztz is used for anumana and upamztz used for upamana
* and Sibda is used for Sabda. The term anumana and upamana have been used

- for both ver1d1ca1 anubhava " and there must be a spec1a1 condltlon The term

anumiti and upamztz have been used for veridical anubhava but there must not

any specral condition. The Enghsh term ‘perception’ is used for pratyaksa like

_ ,mference is used for anumdna and testimony for Sabda and comparison for
' upamana. It is to be- noted that though the term pratyaksa, upamiti, anumztz

; $abda are used for significance of ver1d1cal state of anubhava but they have a

wider usage as well. They used for any state of cogmtlon which may be ver1d1cal

and non-vendlcal “

_-Annarhbhatta usages the term kdrana. 'Karapa' is a causal condition

| which is called Karana, but not all causal conditions are called karana only the
" uncomimon causal condition is called k&randﬂabﬁdh&rapdﬁa karanam). An effect -

is- dependent on two sets of condition, One condition is sadarana karana which

are used.for ‘God’, ‘Space’ ‘Time’, etc. The other condition is asadharana

| karana which are used for cognifion. Annar'n_bhatta used only_ the term

asadharana karana. The term k@rana is used for either in terminal condition or a

causal condition functioning through an intermediary (vyaparavat karana).®®
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20

Annambhatta himself was not quite. steady to explain the term karana In

: ,the cause of prazyaksa upamztz and sabda badha he takes the term to mean

, the causal condltlon through an mtermedlary or vyapara But for anumzty prama

- the causal condltlon is used. For. the unsteady use of ‘karana he " describes B

: zndrzya or sense organs as pratyaksapramana cogmtlon of resemblance or

L sadrsyajnana ‘as the upamana pramana and statement or sabda as sabda

pramana and in the case of anumiti paramarsa is for anumana pramana He is
not faithful W1th hxs own .concept of karana. .But karana is always descnbed as

46
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. CHAPTER-II

THE NYAYA THEORY OF PERCEPTION

1 Reallty of the ob]ect in Perceptlon

Percept1on is-the one: 1nstrument of knowledge admltted by all schools )

. alike The obvious conceptlon of a contact; between sense-organ and object

(zndrzyarthasanmkarsa) was the startrng-pomt for the development of the

| doctrme and appears in the ‘Nyaya, Valses1ka and Mrmamsa siitras? But the’

amblguous character of the obJect’ suggested doubts as to 1ts reahty at a very

-early perlod so that the defence of the va11d1ty of perceptron assumes at a very

early stage the form of a ‘refutation of' 1dea11sm An early statement of the

‘ refutatlon is fortunately preserved in. Sabara’s Bhasya on Mzmamsasutra and

forms as »convenlent preface ,to the doctrme of perceptlon.

The Vrttzkara s refutat10n embodied i in Sabara falls 1nto three parts each '
of which meets a distinct . difficulty; and the first and third parts deal with the

- two difficulties- whrch, -according to Vatsyayana S mterpretatron, led to -the.
) insertion into the Nyaya-Sitra’s definition of the two words avyabhicari and
" avyapadesyam. The second part.meets the ‘idealistic’ argument from dreams

~which is dealt with in a later section of the Nyayasiitra in the course of a polemic

agaihst’ Bﬁddhist views® The three difficulties are (1) the 'exiStence' of erroneous’

'. perceptrons s1de by side with true perceptlons (2) the ex1stence in dreams of

‘perceptions’ wh1ch admittedly have no basis (niralambana) in an external

object present to serrse, and (3) the impossibility of characterizing (vyapadis©)

-cognitions without reference-to the objects cognized, so that thought without

things seems Ae_mpty, void, or nothing (s’ﬁ{'zyaf : And, as things have already

_been shown to be unreal, the paradoxical conclusion emerges. that everything is

void and nothing (s'imydvdda).
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'FIRST DIFFICULTY |

* Perception and Error

' The argume.nt in Sabara is as follows. The- ‘opponent says that the rneans_
'of cogmtlon need examination, because they sometimes err (vyabhicarat

| 3 parﬂcsztavyam) “For in as much as mother of pearl has the look of s1lver

thereby perceptlon errs; and 1nference and the other means of - cogmtlon err

- because they are based on perceptlon It is replled “This is not so. That which is
really perceptlon does not err; and what errs. is not perceptlon 1he opponent ]
asks for a definition of perceptlon SO understood and the Vrttzkara answers w1th

.an amended version of the satra: - tatsamprayage purusasyendrzyanam

buddhyanma sat pratyaksam - When a man’ s sense-organs are in contact with =

' ,.that the ansmg of cognmon is true perceptron” In other words perception,

properly SO called is cogmtlon which has as its object the very thmg w1th which
the sense organs is in contact (yadvzsayakam Jjnanam, tenazva samprayoga)

The opponent asks : “How is it known that in the-one case (1 €. that of real

‘ percept1on) the organ is in contact wrth an obJect which is the obJect —-as —
cogmzed while i in the other case (that of error) it is in contact with somethmg
other than the ob]ect-as-cogmsed while in the other case (that of error) it is in

‘_contact with something other than the. object-as cogmsed- ? A man who

apprehends srlver where ‘there is actually mother of pearl thmks that h1s visual

organ is in contact w1th silver.” The reply is that it is known when a conﬂlctmg )

and arose when the organ was actually in contact with somethlng different — yes,

~ but how could it be known before the conﬂlctmg cognition arose? Since at that
time there ‘was nothmg to dlstmgursh a true perceptlon from an erroneous

| apprehension, - It is answered that false cognltlon arises when either the organ is R
‘affected 'by-obscurities or the object by impediments to perception such as

_ minuteness. Contact of lorgan and object is the cause of (true) perception, while

- defects affecting either factor (organ or object) are the cause of false

'cogmtlon arises, $o that the man says to himself ‘this was a mlstaken cognition
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apprehension. — Yes' but how is it known that defects are or are not present? The.
. answer is: “If after lookmg for defects carefully we do niot ﬁnd them we accept

" the expenence as not 1mpa1red by defects ‘because there is no proof that 1t is so

1mpa1red

Vatsyayana commentmg on the word avyabhzcarz in the deﬁmtlon of

- perceptlon glven in the Nyaya Sutra answers the same objectlon to the vahdrty -

of perceptlon in the same way.°

In the summer the sun’s rays commmgle with earth—warmth and become

- tremulous These commg in -contact with the v1sua1 organ of a person at a

d1stance 7 the cogmtlon of water arise from contact of organ and object. And (as

it “arises from contact of organ and object ) 1t would turn out to be perceptlon

(and SO perceptlon which is supposed to be a pramana an instrument of prama

_ or truth, is an instrument of error)

' “It is w1th reference to this p0551b1e objection that the word avyabhzcarz is-
- 1ntroduced 1nto the definition. Cogmtlon of ‘that’ in what is not that (atasmzms

' tat) is characterrzed as vyabhzcarz while cogmtron of ‘that’ m what is that is

avyabhicari, non-erroneous. Perceptl,on is non-erroneous cognition.”®

~ 'The first phase of the discussion, of 'error in perception may be regarded

-as endlng with the limitation of the name perception to friie cognltlons of sense.

But. obv1ous1y the dlfﬁculty can recur in an acuter form as soon as analy31s

B reveals the dlstlnctlon between the “bare 1mpressron of sense’ and ‘ﬁctlons of

1mag1natlon for the appllcatlon of the formula tasrin tad iti Jrianam - knowmg

that as that’ . o is seen to be less simple than it looked

- at first when the ‘ideal element’ in perception is insisted on. The discussion then

passes into another phase: a phase which may be said to crystallize in the term

kalpanapodha, “stripped of idcias,-’.’ by which Dinnaga describes pure perception. B
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' SECOND DIFFICULTY .
| Pereeption and Dreams. (Idealist Argumen‘t) o

The second part of Sabara S argument is the part to Whlch the appellatlon

- of a refutatlon of 1deahsm may most appropnately be _given, . the analogy :

between perceptlon and the baseless fabric. of our dreams being in the '
charactenstlc vein of idealism. ' '
The objector argues: “All ideas are without eXternal objects, like dreams

(sarva eva mralambanah svapnavat pratyayah) 'An. idea has no ground in- -

““external objects : reality (svabhava) is falsely attributed. to a fream 5 and the
' waking person’s apprehensmn of ‘a post or ‘a wall’ too, is no more than an

' 1dea (pratyaya eva) - and therefore it, too, is not grounded in any extemal object ’

(tasmat so pi nzralambanah)

: It may be said in reply The waklng man s apprehensmn of a post was

perfectly certain (suparzmsczta) how shall it prove false? But the apprehensmn )
- inthe dream was perfectly certain in exaetly the same way: prior to w_akmg there
- was.no difference in this respect. But there is a differ‘ence, for dreams are found

to be erroneous, while error is not found in the waking cognition. -

“The -opponent retorts that his point is that error will be found in waking

cognition, seeing that . the | Wak_ing‘ cognition resembles ~dream—cognition '

(tatsamanyar). 1If the 'dream—cognition is false because- it 1s an idea

g (pratyayaz‘vc‘zt) the same must be true of waking-ideas The mere fact of having
an idea is enough to estabhsh fa1s1ty, - and it is 1mpossrble to say that waklng-,' :

: cognltlon is other than an 1dea

* The answer to this is that the falsity of dream-cognitions is known from

. something else than from their being ideas, namely from their conflicting
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character. And if it be asked ‘whence comes this conﬂicting character?’ the

~ answer is that it comes from the 1mpa1red efﬁcaCy of the mtemal organ in sleep
- Sleephess is the cause of the erroneous character of dream-ldeas Therefore a

‘ .wakmg person s 1deas are not erroneous (since then the rntemal organ is not thus

1mpa1red)

- To the objectlon that when a person is awake too, there may be defects m'_ N
the mstruments of cogmtlon whrch cause falsrty of 1deas the. answer is that if

there were such defects they would be known. As for the objection that at the

' t1me of having the dream-rdeas the impairement of the internal organ is not

reahzed ‘though present, the answer is that on waking the person realizes that his -

o mternal organ was overcome w1th sleep

DIALECTIC OF WHOLE AND PART

‘The treatment of" the dream—argument in the Nyaya is conﬁned to four

’sutras (NS IV ii. 31- 34) and forms a small part only of the general polemrc

directed forms a small part only of the general polemlc directed against the'

; Buddhlst denial of reality (NS IV. L. 4-37) The general purport of the skeptlcal
: dlalectlc which this passage as a whole meets is perhaps best described in ‘a

- couplet found in the Lankavatara Sutra - -

Buddhya vzvzcy amananam svabhavo navadharyate ato mrabhzlapyas te

' nzhsvabhavas ca darsztah

' | Perceptlon (pratyaksa) is accepted as on'eof the four means of knowing '

(pamana) accepted in Nyaya-Logic. In fact, it has been accepted as eldest among

. the four means of knowing (Pramdpajye.stha) on account of the fact that other

pramanas like inference (anumana) étc. are dependent on perception. In-the case '

-, of inferential cognition (anumiti) the perceptual knowledge of hetu (prabans) and

the invariable relation between hetu (prabans) and sddhya (prabandum) are

~ essential. The knowledge attained through c'omp_ariSOn (upamiti) depends on the
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perceptnal knowledge' of similarity "(sddrsj/ajﬁdna) Even the testimonial '

] knowledge (sabdajnana) would not .be poss1ble and thereby no perceptual _
' knowledge of word etc. Hence the Indlan Loglcians in general and Nalyayikas :

in partlcular have given much emphas1s on the theory of perceptlon and 1ts_ .

pnmacy Con31der1ng its. 1mportance in’ Indian eplstemology Gautama has

‘ mentloned perceptlon at’ the very beginmng and aﬁerwards the mentlon of '

' mference etc is made

Let us concentrate on some of the deﬁmtions of perceptlon glven in

. various texts of the Nyaya system of Indian Philosophy

L
‘Kesava. Misra m ‘his T arkabhasa has 1nterpreted term ‘Saksatkara as

perceptual knowledge and the term pratyaksa as the means of perceptual

- knowledge

Accordmg to’ some. thinkers hke Uddyotakara etc the term pratyaksa

g literally means what is re]ated to the senses, wh1]e others like Prasastrapada etc.

“are of  the view that the term pratyaksa 11terally means ‘knowledge which: is

0 .

In the Nyaya system perception is deﬁned as the knowledge Wthh arises .

out of the contact of the sense—organ with the Ob_] ect.!

But in the Nyayasutra of Gautama the deﬁnltion of percept1on is qu1te |

different from the above-mentloned _one. To Gautama — perception is the

a knowledge whic.h is produced out of the con_tact of the sense-organ with object
and is not caused due to words (ai)yapadesjza),‘ is-certain (vyavasayamaka) and

* invariably connected with the object (avyabhicari).”

It may be argued that the definition of perception given by t'he_"Naiyay_ikas

" is defective. Because in the case of ‘perceptiOn there is a contact between object
-and sense-organ which is associated with mind which is again connected with

- dtman or self. So self and mind are vital causes of perception which cannot be
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demed but the role of self and mmd is not mentloned in the above-mentloned

. deﬁmtrons

In reply, the Na1yay1kas may argue that in. .the deﬁnltlon of percept1on the:

spec1al cause or the uncommon cause (karana) of it has been mentioned. Karana :

s deﬁned as “Vyaparavad asadharanakaranam kﬁranan& (1 €., ‘the uncommon -

cause along w1th mtermedlary is called a. karana) But self mind etc. are not the

-UNcommon causes but the common causes of perceptlon by virtue of the fact that '-

they are common in mference comparison and testimony - also. Hence it is

' necessary to mention the charactenstws of the perceptual cognltlon wh1ch are

different .from other sources of valid cognition. It is not. at all necessary to

', mention the role of atman and mind i in the deﬁmtlon

Accordlng to the Nalyaylkas,' ‘sense-object-contact is the prirnary cause

and self-mind-contact is the secondary cause of perception which is explained '

o w1th the help of the followmg metaphor A person sleeps soundly, suddenly he

wakes up hearlng a loud sound or a vrolent push. Here the prlmary cause of his
waklng up is the sense-object-contact and not the conscmus-guldance of his

mind by the self. So sense-object-contact is primary and self-mind- contact is the

: secondary cause of perceptlon

It may be" objected "that the " definitions of perception given in

Tarkasamgraha and Nydyabhdasya is not applicable to God’s perception and

. hence it suffers from the defect called avyapti. God’s perception not caused by

sense- object-contact does not come under the purv1ew of the above-meéntioned

B W

deﬁmtlon

In order to accommodate such perception the Neo-log1c1ans have glven

the another new. definition of pérception which runs at . follows:
G Tv:.. 4 - . ‘ . . . -
“Jnanakara(za_kam Hanam pratyaksam” or the knowledge' in which the

knowledge is not the instrument is called perception.'’ As inference is based on

_the knowledge of invariable ‘concomitance, comparison on the knowledge of

similarity, verbal testimony on the'knoyvledge of words, they are described as
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jnanakaranaka -jiiana (1 e. the knowledge ar1s1ng out of the mstrumentahty of

another knowledge) As perceptlon does not depend on other knowledge, it is

" called Jnanakaranaka]nana .Tl’llS new deﬁmtron has been mtroduced by the

Neo-logrcrans S0 that God’s perceptron may come - under the purvrew of
16 : : -

Let us explam and examine the deﬁmtlon of perceptlon glven by the

Nalyaylkas chardmg this a questlon may arise why the terms ‘sense-organ’

o (indriya) ob_]_ect’- (artha) and. ‘contact’. (sanmkar:s'a) are mserted in it. The

- Sanskrit term ‘indriya’ does not stand for sense-organ in the physiological sense.

For, the deﬁnition of indriya is that which, not being the seat (andfraya) ofa
manifest (udbhuta) specrﬁc quality (vzsesa—guna) other than sound is the seat of
that conjunctlon with manas (manahasamyoga) wh1ch -is the. cond1t1on of
cognition (/nanakarana )- Accordmg to the Nyaya and Va1seslka the conjunction

of ma’rzya with manas which i 1s_ a quality inheres in the sense-organ as well as

in the m&"nq.é' or mind. So indriya is the seat (asraya) of that conjunction which is

‘one condition of perception. _Again- it ‘is not the substratum (ana"s?aya)‘ of

* manifest specific quality other than sound. The first part of the definition (i.e. not

being »the'- locus ‘of the manifest specific quality other than sound -

’ ‘s’abdetarodbhﬂtavis'esdgu{zandé}ayatve sati’) has been given so that self or .

VAtmah does not come under's‘ense-organ. Though self is the locus of the contact’

of the mind the cause of knowledge it is the-locus (but not the non-locus) of the
mamfest spectﬁc quality other than sound. So the definition of sense-organ
cannot be applied to the ear as it is the locus of sound whxch is the manifest
specrﬁc quality. So, the adjunct ‘other than sound’ (Sabdetara) has been inserted
in the definition. As the specific qualities like colour etc. exist in eye etc. the
,deﬁnltlon of sense-organ cannot be applied to them and hence the adjunct
‘manifest’ (ubdhiita) has been 1nserted m the definition. As the colour etc. are
not manifest specific qual1t1es, they cannot be taken into consideration."” There

are five external sense-organs and one internal sense-organ. The perceptions
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caused by . external sense- organs are known as olfactory (ghranaja), the

'gustatory (rasana), the. visual (caksusa), the cutaneous (sparsana) and the S

| audltory (srqtra) organs. Perceptlon caused by 1nterna1 sense-organ is known as’
. Manasa Each and every sense-organ has a part1cular obJect of its own ie.
B dlfferent sense—organs have d1fferent obJects e.g. -the fufnctwn of olfactory sense- '.

- organ 1s to receive smell wh1ch is the Obj ect of thlS sense-organ etc

In the deﬁmtlon of pratyak;a the term artha is rendered as ° object

'whlch stands for a ‘real thing’, but 1t does not stand for anythmg of which one
‘may aware without the contact of the sense-organ So the word ‘artha’ is used m .

- the sense of only perceptlble object. Perception will not be p0351ble w1thout a

contact .between such an object and the sense-organ. In the Ny&yasiitra the o

word ‘artha’ means the five. qualltles belonging to the five elements that are.

earth (prthzv') water (ap), ﬁre (tejas) air (vayu) and empty space (akasa) from
whlch the senses originate.”” - - ' '
To the Nalyaylkas,- our perc'ept_ion. is dependent on the contact of the
sense-organ (indriya) with the object.(artha). This contact or relation is known-
as ‘sannikarsa’ which is the ‘operative relation’. ‘
Gautama’ has included the . tenn ‘sanhikar;'a’ instead of -t_he terrns ,
‘samyoga’ or ‘samaviya, as sannikarsa'embraces_ both the entities (i.e. object
“and sense- organ)

In’ the Nyayabhasya Vatsyayana says that zndrzyarthasanmkarsa is the )

' specral cause (ka’ra;ga) of perceptlon. And the sens1ble obJects i.e. quality (g-upa),

action (kriyd), universal (jati) etc. do not have any relation of contact (samyoga)
with the sense-organs.. So Gautama in  his' satra has used the term ‘sannikarga’

(mstead of the term ‘samyoga’y through which the other relations including

samyOga are to be understood.”!

This sense- object—contact is of six kmds
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First, we have a case of d1rect contact Wthh consists in the conjunctlon

" (samyoga) between sense and -its obJect For example in perceptlon of a

substance like a pot or a cloth we may percelve e1ther by visual or by tactual-

sense-organs In both kmds of perceptlon the v1sual sense-organ (caksu) or the  ~ -

. tactual sense—organ (tvak) comes in dlI‘CCt conJunctlon (samyoga) with the

substance wh1ch is the operatlve relatlon

Secondly, we have a case of 1nd1rect relatlon @aramparasambandha) ‘

~ ~which i is called 1nherence in the conjoined’ (samyukta_— samaviya) between the

_sense and the sensible _quaIitle's' of the object. For example, in the .case of

perception of a pot we cannot have direct perception of the colour of it. The

relation. between the sense and the colour is not dlrectly percelved by the sense. '

" So the relatlon between the sense and the quahty is called 1nherence in the _

conJomed’ (samyuktasamavaya)

Th1rdly, not only the colour i.e. red colour of the pot but the un1versa1 ie.
redness which [inheres in the partlcular colour is also perceived. Here the-'

operative relation between the sense—organ and the umversal is called ‘inherence

mherent in the conjomed (samyukz‘a-samaveta—samavaya) in the case of the -

.perceptlon of redness of the pot we have an 1nd1rect relatlon with redness whlch .

inheres i in the substance pot .

Fourthly, the md1rect sense-obJect-contact is known as 1nherence

(samavaya) which remams in the perceptlon of sound by the audltory sense-

_»-vorgan Or ear. Accordlng to the _'Nyaya School, the ear Wthh is a sense-organ is

" the space (akasa) limited by _ auditory passage (karyas’askulyavacchinnaiﬁ '

nabhdh) and sound is a quality. As quality always exists in a substance through

the relatlon of 1nherence sound as a quality exists in the space (akasa) which is a

i substance through the relation of inherence (samavaya) 26

Fifthly, the sense-object-contact called ‘inherence in the inherent”
(samaveta-samava'ya) remains not only in the perception of sound by the ear but

in the perception of ‘soundness’ also which inheres in the sound which again is
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. related to ear through the relatlon of inherence. The relatlon between soundness
“and ear is called. samavetasamavaya These ﬁve ‘kinds of relation remain
.between the sense-organs. and the posmve entities. Slxthly, there is the relatlon o
| between the sense-organ and the negatlve ent1ty Wthh is called the relation of |
characterlser and charactensed’ (vzsesana —vzsesya—bhava) For example ‘I am
seeing the absense of a jar on the ground’ Accordmg to. the Nalyaylkas an
' -.absence is as much afact as presence The case may be 01ted ina dlfferent way if k

“we turn the sentence as T am seeing the ground endowed with the absence of a

jar’. Here my eye whlch is.the sense-organ 1s in conJunctlon wrth the ground
which is charactenzed by the absence of a jar. So there is the operatlve relation

between the eye as the sense-organ and ‘the absence of a jar’ as the object. This -

~ relation is described as the relation of ‘characteriser-characterised.’*®

In order to accommodate absence in perception, the Naiyayikas admit this

sixth - kind of sense-object-contact (relation of characteriser-charac_terised).

According to this -view, non-apprehensiOn (dnupalabdhi) and presumption

(arthapatti) are not_ _sepatéte Pr."amc?pas but they are included in percept_ion and .-

inf__erence respectively. So the Naiyayikas have to admit the sixth kind of senSe-

- object-contact, where it is stated that absence can come in contact with the -

sens'e-organ.'

- According to Vatsyayana, it is the function of a lamp to reveal the object
which exists and also which does not exist. So when a-man cannot see an object
w1th the help of a lamp, he would come to the conclusmn that the object i is not

there. If it were present there it would have been seen w1th the help of the lamp

In the same ‘way, when an obJect_ is not known with the help of a particular .

Pr'amdna, it would be. treated as absent. The knowledge of the absence of an

object through a partlcular Pramana proves the non- ex1stence of it. So the

Pramana (partlcularly perceptlon) which reveals the ex1stence of an object also‘

reveals the non—emstence of other object.”” That is why, the Naiyayikas do not
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-accept anupalabdhz as a separate source of Valrd knowledge (Pramana)

' Accordlng to them thrs non-ex1stence of an Ob_] ect can be percelved through the -

relatron called charactenser-characterlsed’ (vzse;ana —vzsesya-bhava)

: -In the super commentary Nyayabodini on szikc’i of T arkasamgraha- three- -
types of contact in the case of the perceptron of absence have been accepted
They are quahﬁer in the conj omed (samyukta— vzse;ana) quahﬁer inherent in the
- conjomed (samyukta-samaveta-vzse,vana) and quallﬁer inherent in the inhered
conjomed object (samyukta—samaveta—samaveta—vzse;ana) ‘In the case of the. '
perceptlon of a Jar, we also perceive the non-existence of clothness in it. Here
the absence of clothness inheres in the j'ar which comes in contact (conjunction).
' _'_with'the ey_e,. becaiise in a jar there is the distinction (bheda). of a cloth, which is

also revealed sinnlltaneously So there is another case of the perceptiOn of fon- .
_ exrstence Thrs contact. between ‘the eye as the sense—organ and ‘the absence of

: cloth ness in the obJect is called samyula‘a— vzse,,s'ana (1 €. conjomed qualrﬁer)

. Agam whrle percervmg a Jamess (exrstlng in a jar). the absence of -

| _earthness in it is also’ revealed -Here the absence of earthness 1nheres in the :
R jarness (through the relatlon of inherence) Wthh also. mheres in the jar wh1ch is
in conJunctron w1th the eye. So the perceptlon of the non-exrstence of earthness
in jarness is -possible through the contact called samyukta-samaveta- vzse,sag;za

.(quahﬁer inherent in the conjomed)

Agam in the case of the perceptron of colourness (exrstmg in the colour :
of a Jar) we also percerve the non-exrstence of blueness in it. The absence of
blueness inheres in the coloumess which also inheres in the colour which agarn
inheres in the jar. Thls is. conjomed with the eye. So, the contact between the eye '
as the sense-organ and the absence of bluness as the object is called samyukta—
sa_maveta—samaveta— visegana (i.e. quahﬁer inherent in that which is again '

inherent in the conjoined).*
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In the definition of pereeption viz., indriyathasannikarsotpannan’t jﬁ&nam '

" pratyaksam etc Vacaspati Misra is of the opinion that the term utpanna is the -

indicative of the. fact that the sense—object-contact is mstrumental in bringrng

o about perceptual knowledge

In the adjunct ‘Indrzyarthasanmkarsa of the deﬁmtlon the term artha

| has been inserted after keeprng some purpose m v1ew It is to 1nd1cate the fact; _

i, that the obJect should be knowable in shape and 51ze

Let us consider the purpose of the mcluswn of the term avyapadesyam ’

"whrch means ‘unnameable’ ‘of non-expressible through words Accordlng to

Vatsyayana every individual manifestation of knowledge of an obJect which is
produced out of the contact of the sense- organ with the ob_]ect is expressed by

words like colour taste etc. The cognitlon which is expressed through words

‘would be taken as produced from verbal testr-mony._ In order to exclude this

possibility the term avyapadesya has been' inserted in the definition. Tt has

ﬁthher been stated that the name of the percelved obJect is necessary when th1s
knowledge is bemg commumcated to others. The mam purpose of the use “of the"

term 1s to point out that the knowledge produced from the sense-object-contact
33 :

Some scholars think that the term m{yapadesyam ‘has been inserted in the

definition in order to mclude indeterminate perceptlon (which i is not expressed'

through words) under perceptlon When our sense—organ has got contact witha .
_ particular object the knowledge of that object cannot be expressed at ﬁrst But

' the existence of such knowledge cannot be 1gnored as it becomes. the cause of

the later knowlédge endowed with name, universal etc. Hence the term

avyapadesyam’ indicates that the indeterminate perception is also a kind of

' perception.** Moreover, this adjunct removes the charge of impossibility of the .

R % ' v _ _
definition given by lﬁ,lﬁartrhari.“ According to ﬁ}iartrhari there is no knowledge

~ in this world which cannot be expressed through words and hence we always

colme across an obJect qual1ﬁed by words. >
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‘So far as thls theory is concerned, one mlght think that the deﬁmtlon of

_,'perceptlon unduly extends to the verbal cogmtlon leadlng to the defect of

1mp0351blhty, as each and every 1nd1v1dual manlfestatlon of knowledge is -

expressed through -words. Through the 1nsert10n of the above—mentloned term

- Gautama wants to mdrcate that there is at least the ex1stence of a state whrch is
* not 'endowe_d with a word,g tts denotation' and their relat_ron. Though‘ the _

 judgements like' “this is ‘_a_ COW’ ar'e}verbalized knowledge, there is the initial

'_sense-perception which is capable of being deﬁned_ and this has hecome possible
through insertion of the adjunct uvyapude.s'ya.'3.7

Let us consider the significance of the insertion of the term a\}yabhicdrf in

‘the deﬁnition of perception. When we attain the knowledge of water in the case

of mlrage connected with sunrays durmg summer, it (i.e. the knowledge of

' water) would come under the purv1ew of perception as it is produced out of the

s_ense-object-contact. The insertion of the term avyabhicari entails that such type
of knowledge .would: not be 'considered. as a perceptual one. The perceptual
knowledge}would.-‘aIWays be non-deviated (avyabhiﬁrz‘)_ and hence it is always

. * . . J - ’ 3 .
the right cognition of an object. That is, when an obkect is known as such, it is

. called non-deviated knowledge and an object known otherwrse is called dev1ated

E (vyabhzcarz)

One may have doubt (regarding the nature of an'object seen at a distance)'
in the. form Whether it is smoke or dust.” Such type. of dubious knowledge
would be treated as a perceptual one as it 1s produced from the sense- -object-

contact. In order to exclude such type of knowledge from perceptlon the term

~vyavasayatamaka has been inserted in the definition. The cogn1t10n Wthh being

“produced from the sense-object-contact becomes certain in character is called -
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It may be argued that doubtful cognltlon is produced from the contact of |

the self w1th mind and not by sense- obJect-contact So, there is mo necessrty for

: 1ncorporat1ng the term vyavasayatmaka in the definition.
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The above-mentioned view is not tenable. ** For when one sees an object .

‘with the help of eye one has a doubtful cognltron Itis found that in all cases of
'perceptlon our sense-organ is operatrve The doubtful cognltlon would be
. included. 1n perceptlon on: the basrs of havmg the characterlstrc sense—object- |

'f'.contact’ In order to exclude - such type of cogmtlon from the purvrew of

perceptlon the ad]unct vyavasayatmaka has been 1nserted in the deﬁn1t1on To

| .Vacaspatl Mlsra doubtful cognition has already been excluded from perceptlon '
w1th the help of the term avyabhicari (i.e. non-dev1ated) and hence the term
'Wava_sayatmakam has been inserted - only to include determinate p_er_ceptlo_n'

under the purvieW“of perception. This point or interpretation has not been

mentloned by Vatsyayana and Uddyotakara as 1t 1s very srmple to them and
1 . .

As per the nature of the sense-object-contact which is instrumental to all
perceptlons perceptron has been d1v1ded by the Naiydyikas into two broad

classes viz. laukika or normal and alaukzka or supernormal perceptlon Again,

' nor_mal (laukzka),A perceptlon has been d1v1ded mto_ six classes- i.e. olfactory,

gustatory,‘ visual, tactual, auditory- and mental perception due to six kinds of

N sense-organ There is another classification of normal perceptlon v1z

-nzrvzkalpaka or the mdeterrnmate perceptlon and savzkalpaka or the determinate

perceptron

~ Though the distinction between nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka perceptions

_ is’"-ge‘nerally 'reco‘gnized in"Indian'philosophy, there is difference of opinion

among the different systems as to their exact nature and validity. To some' .

thinkers nirvikalpaka is not at all a case of perception; and hence all perceptions

are savikalpakas. But accordlng to the Naiyayikas, nirvikalpaka is as much a -

case of perceptlon as savzkalpaka '
L1te_rally nirvikalpaka means that - in -which there is no vikalpa and
stzvikalpaka means that in which there is a vikalpa. Now what is to be

understood by the term vikalpa? The term vikalpa means name, universal, a
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~ quality or a relation of ‘charaoteriser-characteriS’ed’ (vi.s’e;ana—vi.s’esya-bhdva—)

So, mrvzkalpaka perceptlon is a perceptlon which is not endowed w1th name,

umversal quahty or relatlon of charactenser-characterlsed

In other words mrvzkalpaka cognltlon means msprakaraka whlch means - -

_that Wthh has no prakara or qualifier. Prakara denotes somethmg havmg some

character (i.e. vzsesana ). Nzrvzkalpaka cogmtlon is thus-a cognition whose

: object i is not glven as havmg some character. That is to say, an 1ndeterm1nate or .

_ nzrvzkalpaka perceptlon is a cogmtlon which does not apprehend the re]atlon_' ‘

between the - qualifier and "the quahﬁcand But in “the case of determinate

| perceptron there is the apprehension of the relation between the quahﬁer and the
- qualiﬁcand When a jar is known there is apprehension of qualifier (i.e. jarness);
quahﬁcant (|ar) and thelr relation (1 e. 1nherence) But nzrvzkalpaka cognition of
- a jar would be the cogmtlon of somethlng whrch is not characterized by the
'_ ,spemﬁcfeatures of the jar. The object of ntrvzkalpaka—cogmtlon would be 51mple
- entity and not anything complex How can the reahty of the mrvzkalpaka

_ perceptlon be proved"

: The reahty of such perceptlon is proved with the help of an mference in"

. the followmg way

The cognition of a quahﬁed entlty (vzszsta) is due to the cognltlon of the

quahﬁer (vzsesana) The cogmtlon of ‘cow’ is the cogmtron of a quahﬁed entity.
Therefore the cogmtlon of cow’ is due to the cogmtlon ofa quahﬁer

F rom the cognltlon a person possessmg a stick’ (dandi purusah) we have

the cognition of somethlng having the character ‘with a stick’. But w1thout the

' cogmtlon of ‘stick” one cannot have the cognition of one with a stick’. The -

cognition of stickis the cognition of qualiﬁer Here the cognition of ‘one with a-
stlck’ (vzszsta) is followed from the cognltlon of a ‘stick’ (vzse§ana) The '_
cogmtlon of ‘stick’ again is followed from the cognition of its qualifier, i.e.

‘stickness’ if stick is taken as a qualified object. And the cognition of ‘stickness’
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is here the hirvikalpaka cognition To claim that it establishes the reality of

' mrvzkalpaka lS to clalm that the cogmtton of a quallﬁer is the cogmtxon of
, comethmg that is. not 1tself quahﬁed Because if the cogmtton of quahﬁer were

' taken to be determmate or savzkalpaka the defect of mf nite regress would cropA )

up, For example, the cognltlon of a a quallﬁed ent1ty cow is due to the. cogm-tlon :

of ‘its qualiﬁei' ‘cowness’. Agaln the cogmtton of the enttty ‘cowness’ is -

dependent on the cognition of cowness-ness and in this way it will lead to the. |

def_ect called infinite regress. So i in order to avoid th1s dlfﬁculty the Naiyayikas

~accept the qualifier of a Qualiﬁed entity as nirvikalpaka-or ~_in‘deter',rninate; So.

here the cognition of ‘cowness’ is cognized in itself, that is, without.any further

. 'qualiﬁer. And the actuality of nirvikalpaka perception is proved in this way.

I

From the above dlscuss1ons the following comments may be made First,

‘the deﬁnmon of perceptlon gtven by Annambhatta is to some extent dlfferent ;

: from that given by Gautama. In the later, three terms v1z., avyapadesyam ,

avyabhicarT and vyavasayatm8kani have been included but thése are not found

in the former. It is perhaps the intention of Gautama to include both the

deﬁnition and classification in the same s#ra. For the cha,racte_risuc. feature of a

o, . -, . e . ) - :
" .sutra is to discuss all the matters in a ‘very' minimized wayf4 In the sutra .

tatpﬂrvakamanumdnarﬁ pﬁruavacché‘avat -s&mdnyatodr;tah"ca» (1. 1.5) the first

part 1s the definition and m the second part the account of classification has'

. been gtven In the same way, it can be said that the first part of the sutra'

' v(mdrzyarthasannzkarsotpannam Fianam) gives the - deﬁmuon of perceptlon and

the terms avyapadesyam and vyavasayatmakam existing in the second part

. ‘mdlcate the two types of perceptlon- determinate and 1ndeterm1nate respectlvely

The term avyabhzcam 1s glven only to exclude 1llusory perceptton from. h
g perceptlon as state earlier. But in Tarkasamgraha Anriambhatta does not feel any
- necessity to include these terms, as he at first divides the valid presentative

- cognition into perception etc.*? So the question of coming of illusory perception
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.under purv1ew of perceptlon does not arise at all But 1n Nyayabhasya
. Vatsyayana feels necess1ty to 1nclude th1s term as there is poss1b111ty of undue . :

' extens1on of the deﬁn1t1on of percept1on to 1llusory perceptlon

Secondly, it is already said’ that absence (abhava) wh1ch &8 already taken .

| as a 'category (padartha) is capable of bemg percerved w1th the help of the .
'contact - called quallﬁer-quallﬁcand relatronshrp (vzsesana —vzse;ya—bhava- o
'sanmkar,;a) This contact. is, I think, of a pecuhar nature since in our dally hfe _
~we do not think this i in such a way. When the ground is seen without a _Jar, it is

B -generally said that there is no jar on the ground (bhiitale ghato nasti). The verbal

expression is .of this type' but it is not generally expressed in the form of
‘qualifier and qualiﬁed’ Though there'is no basic difference between these tWo

types of. expressron the earller one directly pmpomts to-the express1on whlle the >

_latter one 1nd1rectly expresses the expenence We generally do not take recourse .

to the quahﬁer—quahficand—fonn when we feel the absence of money at the end‘

. of the month_ln the form — ‘I am endowed with the absence of money *

',-'(urth&bh&yiv&n aham), ‘but it 1s ;expre_ssed as = .1 hav.e no money’. “The

qualifier-qualificand-form is done by an individual to indicate such expression

' artlﬁcrally as he has every nght to express himself in h1s own way accordmg to

his own des1re (vzvak;a) In splte of th1s it 1s not a normal way of expressron -

Thrrdly, the perceptuality of absence is not accepted by some schools like

Advaita Vedanta etc. who-admit that absence is known throu_gh a separate means

of knowing called.anitpalabdhi. If we ponder over the fact how the absence of

an object comes. under- the purview ‘of 'perce‘p_tion or perceptual cognition, we

' will find that there is no contact in the sense of Sanhikar;a, as absence is not a

: pOsitive entity (bhavapadartha). Had there been contat:t it would have been a

positve object. In other words it may be asked how a negative fact becornes an

artha (object) with- wh1ch sense-organs can be connected When the absence of a

o jar on the ground is known,_ there is the contact of the eye with the ground from

which the absence is presumed. The argument runs as follows: ‘Had there been a
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.. jar on the ground it would have been perceived’, there is no jar at all. Obviously
g there is the role of perceptlon in dlscovermg the absence of a Jar but perceptlon

" one may argue cannot reveal it dlrectly through sense—object-contact because ‘
' contact is d1rectly related to ground from Wthh the absence is assumed L
‘ mdrrectly For this reason only the Buddhrsts (specrally Dharmaklrtl) 1ncorporate- a

.1t under inference, the probans of whlch is anupa/abdhz (non-apprehensmn) and

Adva,'tlns regard this a Spec1al source of knowledge called anupalabdhz

In order to remove these dlfﬁcultly’es the Nalyaylkas retain thelr ongmal o

B position about the perceptuallty of absence by ‘way of adducing the followmg

arguments. To them, as soon as an indiviidual sees the ground, he perceives the |

absence of a jar also simultaneously The perceptual knowledge of “bare'

ground” or empty ground” gives rise to the knowledge of the absence of a Jar ‘

Actually the knowledge or ‘bare ground’ incorporates the knowledge of the

- - absence of a jar etc. Otherwise how does the awareness of ‘bareness’ or

‘emptiness’ come into being? In fact, the terms “bare’, ‘empty’ entails that

ground is having some absence_ (ubh&vavdi). Without the‘help of such contact in: _ |

the form of qual~iﬁcand;qualiﬁer relation (visesana vise;ya-bhdvaﬁsqnhikarsa)

-~ the perceptual knowl'edg'e of the absence of a jar on the ground is not poSsible In
'our everyday life we also express the absence as ‘empty pocket’ i.e. money-less _

- pocket. In these cases ‘also we have the awareness of the quahﬁer-quahﬁcand—

: relatlonshrp Though we do. not adopt the sophlstrcated way of presentatlon like.

“The’ ground is endowed with the absence of a jar® (ghatabhavavad bhutalam) ' |

the same thmg is expressed in ‘another way of as Sunyam bhutalam (empty

' ground). In this context “Stinpa’ ‘(empty) stands for ‘abhava’ (absence) of

" something, which "is obviously a visegana (qualifier) of the ground, the

qualiﬁcand (vz's’esya) To the Naiyayikas such an’ awareness of qualiﬁer—

' quallﬁcand—character 1s spontaneously grasped by us, which becomes an

instrumental (in the sense of sanmkar;a) to the perceptual awareness of a
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negatlve fact Hence the Nyay(f posmon can be defended if this aspect of -
mstrumentallty is taken for granted ' ' ' B

Fourthly, some novel thoughts are found in the Nayayaboa’hzm on szzka ,
of Te arkasamgraha whlch I th1nk deserves a spe01a1 mention. It may be taken as
"new focus on the ste;ana—vzse;aya—bhava - contact Wthh is accpepted as a

. srxth normal contact revealmg a negative fact

Our attent1on 1s drawn towards the fact that when we percelve a Jar there
is the awareness of the absence of a cloth endowed with clothness (patatva) The

"_Nalyaylkas generally explam mutual absence’ (anyonyabhava) wh1ch is
otherwise called bheda with the example — ghato na patah i.e. the j Jar is not a

| pot. To know ‘a Jar is to know it as dlfferent from non-jar’ or a cloth’ The .
Buddhists, T think, have accepted the theory of apoha (the negatlve way of
argumentatlon) after cons1der1ng th1s aspect of knowledge From this, it may be - |
" concluded that the. awareness of each and every. pos1t1ve object amounts to the
- .awareness of the absence of other obJects exceptmg the partlcular one. Hence :
the prior — knowledge of the absence of other objects is known -as soon as a
positive entity is known It is quite natural that when a jar is as a posmve entlty '
is known. It is qulte natural that when a jar is percelved ‘the absence of clothness 1 '
(ex15t1ng ina cloth) is known by us simultaneously. In.this context the absence -
of clothness is known as inhered in the jar which is again connected with the
_ eye,- because - v-m_ a jar there is the d1st1nct1_on»(bheda_) of a cloth which is also
- reVealed\.SimultaneQUSly at the'tlme of :the perception of a jar. The absence of
cl'othness inheres in the jar connected with eye, which ‘is called sarmyukta-
vifegana . (qualifier conj_oined ‘with something). In other words, the contact
. between an eye and “the absence of clothness™ is call_ed.san%j}uka- visesana
(conj_oined, qua—liﬁerl.' In the same way, while perceiving jatness '(e_x-ist'ing in a
jar) the absence of earthness in it is aI'so"r'evealed._To know something as jarnes's
is to know as absence of earthness in it applying the same logic of bheda or

anyonyabhava. This awareness is acquired through the contact called sarhy‘zt_kta—
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samaveta—vzse,sana (quahﬁer mherent 1n the conjorned) The perceptual
" awareness of earthness which is a quahﬁer (vzse,s'ana) 1nhered (samaveta) ina Jar '
..whlch is connected with the eye (samyukta) Wh1le percelvmg colourness
| (ex1st1ng in the colour of a jar) the. absence of bluness in. 1t 1s also percelved with
. 'the help of the samyukta-samaveta—samaveta- vzse,s'ana (i-e. quahﬁer 1nhered in
.' an obJect which ‘is' again 1nhered in the conJomed) In a partlcular ‘case _‘the'
absence of bluness is a quahﬁer (vzse,sana) mhered (samaveta) 1n the coloumess
| existing in- colour ‘which 1s again inhered . (samaveta) in the _|ar connected

(samyukta) w1th eye.?

These three sub—types of the qualiﬁer’— qualificand-contact (vi.s"e,s'and -
vzse;ya—bhava-sannzkarsa) is really an addition to the hrstory of Nyaya 11terature
This- contnbutron to Nyaya theory of sanmkarsa done by the author of .
'Nyayabodhmz opens a new horrzon in the ﬁeld of Nyaya—eprstemology Though

* these three-are different types. of vzsebsapa —vzsegya—bhava-.?annzkar;sa, the insight

‘ found in analyging these is really praiseworthy and th_ought-provoking.

The- justification of the 'inser'tio'n of the term vyavasayatmaka in the
deﬁnltlon of perceptlon as grven by Vatsyayana and Vacaspati Mlsra is not at all
tenable Vatsyayana opines that th1s term is 1nserted in order to exclude doubtful :

A. cognition from the - purview of .perceptlon. The doubtful cogmtlon though -
produced from the sense-object-contact 'cannot be called percention as it is not

- -certain (yyavds&yc‘z'tma_kg); To ‘Viacaspati Misra doubtful cognition has already

beén exclude'd frorn perception with the lnsertion of the term avyabhicar (i-e. -
non;deviated) and hence the terrn uyavasdy&'tmaka 1s inserted in the derfinition
to include determinate perceptron (savzkalpakajnana) under the deﬁmtron of
' .perceptlon So far as my understanding goes, the term vyavasayatmaka is not
used ..to -exclude d_oubtful knowledge, because, .rn ‘the earlier sutrq
‘Prut)/aksdnul}zdno—pamdnas’dbdd_@‘ Pramanani (1.13) it is said that perception,
lnference, cornpatrison and verbal testimony are the sources of valid cognition. In

the sutra perceptior_l is already taken as a valid cognition and hence in the
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 definition an object is rlghtly known through the contact of the sense-organ with

-'an object There is no. questlon of havmg dev1ated cogn1t1on (vyabhzcarz') of an -

obJect and hence the term avyabhzcarz is not at all useful in the deﬁmtlon That-

wh1ch is expressed with the help of language 1s called vyavasayatmaka 3 o
- (determmate cogmtlon) As it 1s a form of vahd cogmtlon it is always valid and '_ '
- hence determinate. The validity of a pxece of cogmt1on is. determined by
B venﬁcat1on Wthh is possible in ‘the case of determinate perceptlon only. The
, mdetermmate perceptlon is not venﬁable as it is formless and not expressed in

language So, .the questxon of validity cannot ‘be determmed So the term

‘vyavasayatmaka’ should not be included in the definition on account of the fact .

that it 1s already taken as a form -of prama. Hence the use of the term

: vyavasayatmaka is superﬂuous and redundant

Followmg the line of the Advalta Vedantins Vacaspat1 Misra has sa1d in
hlS Bhamatz commentary that, though perceptlon is taken as eldest among the
Prama;yas (Pramapajye,s:tha), it is not superior to_ Agama i.e.,. testimonial,
knowledge 50 .far as the_vali:dlty of the :statements like ‘S_vargakc’imo ydjeta ‘_etc.'

is concerned. Because, the veri_ﬁcation of such statements .is'not at all possible. If

 the statements about some this-wordly fact or deScription are concerned, they are
. taken as perceptually true as venﬁcatwn is pos51ble in such cases Wthh have got o

| emp1r1cal valldlty (vyavaharzkapramanya)

‘The Na1yay1kas though believer in Srutz or Agama do not solely depend

‘on them for determmmg the va11d1ty of the statements g1ven in Srutz Hence :

; -'they are of the opinion that the vahdlty of such statements can be determined

through transcendental perception (yogqjapratyalgsa) which is accepted as one of

the supernorrnal"means of knowing. The statements given in Sruti may not be

l' ~taken for granted by all. Those who are non-believers of Sruti can be convinced

through some practical means.' If they practise yoga, they would be in a position =
to realize the truth of the statements_thrOugh this method.* Hence, the primacy

or supremacy of perception has to be retained according to Nyaya.
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The Mrmamsakas say that the 1dea of an obJect is void — nothmg How

Tso‘? Because we do not- ﬁnd any dlfference of presentatlonal form (akara)
.between the thmg and the cogmtlon of it. It is our idea that is, the obJect of '.
. ':perceptlon (Pratyaksa ca no buddhzh) and so. the supposed somethmg in. the
shape of a ‘thlng, separate from_the thought is nothlng atall. This _would be so 1f S

the thought had the form of the thing, but our thought has no form (nirdkara);

' _wh11e the external thing has form (akaravat), since it 1s percelved as connected
~with extemal space For perceptual cognition has-‘thé thmg for its obJect

(arthavzsaya hi pratyaksabuddzh) and has not another thought for its Ob_]BCt (na - -

buddhyantaravzsaya) For .thought is momentary, instantaneous (ksanzka) and"
w1ll not endure through the time of another thought — The view that thought is

known just in’ 1ts commg to brrth and that it makes known somethmg else hke a

‘lamp, is “wrong. For no one “apprehends a thought where a' thing is not
o apprehended But when a thmg is apprehended a_man knows that there 1s
i thought as the result of an 1nference Srmultaneousness (of apprehens10n of the

| thing and apprehensmn of the’ thought) is 1mposs1b1e in thrs Ihatter. It may be Ny

objected that it is after the thought has arisen that we say ‘the thlng is known

) and not when the thought has not (yet) arisen. Therefore the thought arises ﬁrst .

and aﬁerwards the thmg is known To this we reply that it 1s true the thought -

arises first; but it-is not known first. For it sometimes happens that even when a

| thlng has been apprehended we say that we have not apprehended it (mato py

arhah san ajnata zty ucyate) Nor can we apprehend the premse character.
(rupa) of the thought w1thout designating the thmg (which is the object of the

thought (na ca arthavyapadesam antarena buddheh rupopalambhanam)

~ Therefore thought cannot be designated (na vyapadesya buddhzh) and what.

cannot be de51gnated is not the object of perceptlon Therefore thought is not the

' : Obj ect of perception.

Moreover, granted that in case the cognition and the object cognized were

identical in form there would be no such thing as cognition, this would not
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) establish the | non-exrstence of the thlng, which is the object of perceptron )

. (arthasya pratyaksasya satah_na ( Abhavah)) And (as a matter of fact) the

thought and the thmg are not idéntical in form for the thought the ex1$tence of '

B 4 Wthh we 1nfer is W1thout shape or form (anakarameva) whlle the thing, whlch

 we apprehend as the object of perceptlon (pratyaksam evavagacchamah) has‘

shape or form (sakara) Therefore thought has the thing as its support, 1 e.

B depends on things (arthalambanah pratyayah Cf Just below - ,' --na
~mralambanah pratyayah) Moreover, the thought ' of a cloth ‘has a cause

restricted to the case (i.e. only arises) when threads are present (myatanzmzttah‘

tantusvevopadzyamanesu patapratyayah): if it were not so, the idea of a jar

would sometlmes occur, in the case of a man zaﬁwrth senses. unlmpalred even’

when threads are present But thrs does not happen Therefore thought is not
1ndependent of thmgs i.e. it refers to external thmgs (na nzralambanah'
, pratyayah) And therefore perceptron is not an erroneous process (na

) vyabhzcaratz pratyaksam)

The passage in wh1ch Vatsyayana explams the word avyapadesyan? in NS R

e Lidis closely parallel to the third part of Sabara s argument

What Vatsyayana has in mmd is that there is no way of nammg cognrtrve |

states except through the names of their objects. How can we d1st1ngulsh the
'perceptlon of &lour from the perceptlon of taste, except by saying that the former
is the’ apprehensmn of colour — rupam iti Jamte - and that the latter is -th"e

o apprehensron of taste — ‘rdsa iti Janzte 2

The words rupa rasa’, denomlnate the object of the perceptions

_ (vzsayanamadheya) and not the perceptions as such. And yet thereby (tena — .

| vzsayanamadheyena) the perceptrons are in fact expressed (vyapadzsyate)

* From this, Wthh Vatsyayana would accept as so far a correct statemert,
some appear to have drawn a further conclusion which Vatsyayana reJects, and
which, as he thinks, the sittrakara intended to reject hy the. i-nsertion of the word.

avyapadesyarn in his definition of perception. This conclusion is stated in the



48

. words namadheyasabdena vyapadzsyamanam sat Sabdam prasazyate - the'

) perceptlon bemg expressed by a word whlch is the name of the Ob_]CCt turns out "

_to be an afﬁr of words verbaf&

The dlfﬁculty 1s to see just how this’ conclus1on is ]ustlﬁed by these ‘

premlses a dlfffrculty due to the fact that we do not know the precise nature of

| the doctrine whrch Vavsyayana here crmc1zes In what sense can it be held that

the perceptlon is verbal’ on the ground that you can only express it (vyapadzs—) -

. 'by usmg the word wh1ch is the name of the obJect percerved"

. The pos'ttlon 'seems mtelhglble As expounded by Vatsyaya'na it starts out '
from the assertlon that wherever there is a distinct thlng, there is a distinct word
for 1t yavad artham vai namadheyasabdah - : and the 1mphcat10n of this is-that

if there is a supposedly distinet thing wh1_ch has not distinct narne, then it is not

: after all a-distinct thing. Now cognition as such, comes under this description,
for it has no name other than the name of the obJect of which it is the cognition. S
'A Therefore, it is' nothing dlstmct from the obJect - or, if 1t can be at. all

) d1st1ngyhshed then thoughts are just the names themselves as dlstlngulshed from

the thmgs There are thmgs ‘and there are names of things: but there is nothlng

) else, - no th1rd dlstmct entlty cogmtlon

Vatsyayana replies that the distinct status of the 'apprehen'si'on as such is

shown by the fact that there is apprehensron of the object before the unlon of

- word and thing has come into play (anupayakte sabdarthasambandhe) and even -
. after the naming has taken place the same remains true — the’ cognltlon remalns

_distinct from the " names. This 1s what the sutrakara asserts by the. word ‘

avyapadesya - 1e. distinct from names’. When it is necessary to speak of the

cognition as such —~ as it is for practlcal convemence (vyarahara) we can of

" course indicate what partrcular _cognition we' refer to . the ‘indication’
‘ _(vyapade.s'/a) being made by the name of the object followed (in Sanskrit) by the
- particle iri. The idea is'not the object; but it can be indicated as being of the

object.
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- father on the early authorltles of the Nalyaylka school ‘Trxlocana s’

doctrine of two kinds of perceptlon perceptlon without quahﬁcatrons-

| (mrvzkalpaka) and perceptlon thh quahﬁcatlons (savzkalpaka) He -

- avyapadesya, and savzkalpaka in the word Vyavasayatmaka The doctrme - |

mterprets the switra as mentlomng both kinds — mrvzkalpaka in the word

however is later and seems to have arisen in. answer to the Buddhist v1ew

. of perception as kalpanapodha i.e. the bare unpressmn of sense d1vested

' 'of all- addltlons made by the understandmg That - thls Bauddha

- -1nterpretat10n of: avyapadesya as. kalpanapodha is a not unnatural-

mterpretatlon is evidenced by Dr Jha. He says “it would seem that the

- Bauddha deﬁnltlon of perceptlon as kalpanapodham abhrantam were a

 true rendermg of Vatsyayana s view % But it seems to me that

48,
o quotes in this connectlon two passages from Bhartrharl s Vakyapadlya T

Vatsyayana’s view (which _I believe represents the probable meaning of

the sutra) is differeht both from the Bauddha view and from Vacaspati’s.

_Vacaspati appears to co'nhect 'it with the philoso'phical grammarians and

124and L. 126 Nyayavartzkatatparyat‘ka p- 83.
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CHAPTER III

- THE ADVAITA THEORY OF PERCEPTION
AN ANAL YSIS |

" To the Advaitins the 'A whole world- is noth'ing but the manifestation of '

: Brahman or Atman or Conscmusness (Caztanya) Keepmg this presupposmon in. .

: .v1ew Dharmaraja Adhvarlndra, a phllosopoher belonglng to the Advaita School
_thinks .t_hat mere connection (sannzk_arsa) between ' sense-organ and an object is -

- the - cause of perceptual -cogni'tion If the whole world is covered by the

_ Consc1ousness (C’aztanya), a object ontologlcally cannot remaln w1thout bemgf '

covered by the sa1d Consclousness If the Conscmusness were taken as-an ali-

pervading entlty, it would logically follow that nothlng is left uncovered by this.

Hence, all the objects mcludlng sense organ etc are covered by this. Though the .

' Reahty or the Conscwusness is one, 1t may have some lmnted forms whlch are -

 called limiting adjuncts (upadhzs) for our phenomenal necessaity. The Upadht or’

.hmltlng adjunct experienced. in our life is called constitutive ‘while the main

. entity, which is free from limiting adjuncts (niravacchinna or nirupadhika) is

called regulative. In the Dialectic part of the Critiqué of the Pure Reasoﬁ Kant =

_ ,institutes a distinction between regulative and constitutive ideas in the context of

cosmologlcal 1deas By ‘ideas’ Kant means a set of apriori ideas such that are

" derived from Rcason the hlghest human faculty One feature of these ideas is

~ that there can never be intuitions or facts correspondlng to them. But they do

regulate the ways in which certam other ideas are to be used. Freedom, Ought

‘ Immortahty of the soul God etc. are regulative notions. The constltutlve 1deas

always’ :ha've - intuitions. correspondmg to them and together they render

knov_vledge' possible. The, apriori cat__ego.rxes of understanding are constitutive

‘notions. They are apfiori but intentional, and it is with their help that we can

organize the world as _and’ when we come to know it. The result of -the
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applicatlon of const1tut1ve ideas s venﬁabﬂlty But .the app11cat1on of the

' regulatlve ideas is never verifiable, ‘but they can be d1spensed with, They are

unallenable presupposmons of human state of affairs. The llmltlng adjuncts hke _

- ghatakasa (space 11m1ted by a jar),. month week day, mght etc.. are const1tut1ve'
" “in the sense that they have 1ntu1t10ns correspondlng to them through which our
~ phenomenal purpose is served while the absolute entities like Time (kala) Space'

- (akasa) etc. that are free from hmitmg adjuncts (nzrupadhzka) are accepted as

regulative on account of the fact that they are accepted ontologlcally but not

venﬁable through expenence or ‘there we do not find 1ntu1t1ons or facts

corresponding to them. That is why ; upadhi is called an introducer (parzcayaka)

by the Naiyaylkas. The Advaitins also accept three types of Conscmusness

' though it is .ontologically one. ’l‘hésé limiting adjuncts-' are Consciousness limited _-

by an Ob_]CCt (vzsayavacchmnacaztanya) Conscmusness l1m1ted by the mental ‘

mode 1n the. form of an object (antahkaranavrttyavacchznnacaztanya) and'

3 Consciousness l-irmted by _'mind (antafz]carjanqvacchz‘nnacaitanya), These 'lim1t1ng

adjuncts --of the Consciousness are technically called vz'sayacaitanya,'

' pramanacaztanya and pramatrcaztanya respect1vely just as Tlme though onein '

' number has got various 11m1tmg adjuncts like hour month, week,. fortmght etc

Keeping these metaphys1cal presuppositions in view Dharmaraja Adhvarindra

: _\ has accepted two critena of perceptuallty J" anagata (eX1st1ng in cogn1t10n)
- and vzsayagata ( ex1$t1ng in an object) To him when there i is a union betiveen
- pramanacaitanya (Consc1ousness limited by mental mode-antahkarana vrtti)

- and ' visayacaitanya _ (Consciousness limited by an. object), there is the

‘perceptuality of knowledge or cognition (iﬁ&nagatapratyakéatva).3 It is to be
borne in mind that he has made a clear distinction between perception of the
knowledge of a jar and perception of a jar. In the case of the perception of the

knowledge of a jar there is a unity between vzsayac_aztanya and




.pramanacattanya but. pramatrcaztanya remams isolated under such situation.
How is ‘such union of these caztyanas pOSSlblC ? Dharmaraja Adhvanndra had -
. made an effort to convmce about the loglc of such descnpotlon ‘When our mmd :

: goes out of the body wrth the help of the sense-organ and assumes the shape of
- A_-the obJect then it called mental mode (vrttz) which is also a limited form of the
-_ ‘ Consclousness To them mlnd or’ antahkarana “has no shape of its own' JUSt as

.'hquld substance but it can assume the shape of the obJect Just as water assumes

the form of the - contamer If thlS were the case, ' the- vzsayacaztanya

) "(Conscmusness limited by an object) becomes. 1dent1ﬁed with its correspondmg

conscmusness gives nse to.the perceptlon of the knowledge of the- object. The

-pramatrcaztanya (Conscrousness limited. by mind) who bemg a knower remams

isolated’ and;percerves the knowledge of an object (]ﬁanagatapr_atyaksatvq). In

this case there is the distinction between a ‘knower (iﬁdt&) and a known object

) (meya) ‘That- is why, it 1s the perceptuahty of knowledge of an object‘

(]nanagatapratyaksatva)

There is another type of perceptlon which is called the perceptuahty ofan.
object (vzsayagatapratj/aksatva) By vrrtue of bemg cogmtlon of an- object in the

previous case there is a knower; otherw1se the knowledge of an obJect becomes
meaningless. If it is sard that there is the perceptuahty of an object, it should be ‘
»"treated as drfferent from the earlrer one. It is not knowledge, which is percelved
- but the object only Such a. situation cannot glve rise to knower-known.
' ‘relatlonshlp (/natr-_;neyabhavasambandha). Hence Dharmardja Adhvarindra.
: obines.that in such ‘cas'esthere is only the knower in the form of -consciousne_ss
- .(pram?it.rca'itanya);, but the other two i.e., c'onsci'ousness limited by mental mode
| (antahkaranavrttz) and consciousness 11m1ted by an object are united in the "

knower (pramatﬁ) are, absorbed in it. It is descrlbed by  him as

~ mental mode (antahkarana—vrttz) The union of these two limited forms of .
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. pramatrsattatn'zktasattakatvabhavah there will be an absence of the

' ex1stence of the other forms of conscrousness exceptmg the ex1$tmg of pramata "

. Aor knower It has been sald that the amalgamatlon of the three 1nto one 1s not, -

des1red (na tavadazkyam) but there is only the e)nstence of the Pramatrcaztanya

in whlch other forms of Conscmusness are hldden 'Iherefore the

- pramatracaztanya would be an object of our awareness, but other forms of the

same are the. manlfestatrons of the pramatrcaltanya and ‘hence the1r existence
does not come to our awareness Herem lies some metaphysrcal presupposrtron :
In such case Dharmaraj_a is dealmg w1th metaphysws in dngUlSC of

eplstemology

When a person thmks hlmself 1dent1ﬁed wrth the world it is the stage of

llberatlon due to’ the absence of reality of more than one (Advatta) In this stage |
an object is no more than an object but subjectlﬁed object’, though there isno.

- d1fference_ in saymg: ‘subjectified object’ and obJectrﬁed. subject’ as evidenced .

in the Bhggaungfté_ - ‘Sarvabhiitasthaméatmanam sarvabhutéani Ac'Etmén_z' ’6(i.e.,‘- '

extension of self to others and'bringing others under self), Dhannaraja preferred

to use subjectzf ed ob]ect since. pramata (knower) only remalns at thls stage

There i is the absence of the existence of other obJects exceptlng the ex1stence of

: .knower (vramata). Is it not a state of hberatron? Such a state is generally

realized temporarily at the time of aesthetic enjoyment (rasa). Abhinavagupta

has_ ekplained this state of ‘subject’z’ﬁed_ object’ as _the melting of the‘ state of -

" pramata (pramatrbhavavigalana). Just as an object when liquidified covers

many areas, in the like manner the knower can expand itself in such a way so

that all objects are included in him. At this time he is not confinéd within himself

* but expanded himself to all the objects and hen_ce' objects have no other existence

" other than that of the knower. That is why; an’individual can enjoy aesthetic_:

pleasure (rasa) as he considérsthe pathos etc. belonging to characters of the

novel or drama as his own due to emotional involvement. This sharing of others
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'_feelmg is called by Abhlnavagupta as tanmayzbhavana ie. becommg one w1th _

“other.? Actually the feelmg exrstmg in an 1nd1v1dual is transmrtted to all the

spectators If. each and every reader rece1ves the same sensmvrty or feehng,

o y _there isa correspondmg fact Wthh is gorng on in all the hearts of the spectators

. (sakala-sahrdaya—samvada—salzta) Such a phenomenon is otherwrse known as

absorpt1on of all the audlences towards a partlcular object (sarvasamajzkanam

: ekaghanatﬁ) To Vlsvanatha also the subject i.e., pramata sees hrmself berng

: 1dent1ﬁed w1th it (pramata tadabhedena svatmanam pratzpadyate) 01 fact self .

exists everywhere 1nclud1ng the art-object Hence the Aesthetlclans are of the

opinion that the relishment itself is rasa (rasanzyah rasah). 1t is the relishment of . |

) _'the bliss ansmg out of self- knOWIedge (as reﬂected in the characters of the
' ~drama), which i is called svasaridananda. As if we have undertaken an activity .‘

. of &chewmg (carvanavyapara) of the bliss ansmg from self knowledge To

‘Abhinavagupta who is chreﬂy mﬂuenced by the Advaltrns such a chewmg .

_ .act1v1ty of the bllss of the self knowledge is called Rasa This mterpretatlon of

' Aesthetlc experrence would not have been possrble had there been no sohd

“ foundatlon of I’z§ayagataprat3zak$a.,

" The questlon was ralsed whether such vzsayagataprazyaksa is equrvalent

to the Advarta concept of hberatron or not. In reply, 1t can be said that such

perceptlon and the aesthetic enjoyment 1s quahtatlvely same- but quantltatrvely_

E ‘d1fferent ‘"When a jar is percerved there 1s the feeling of the non-duality of the

self and the j jar until theé absorption- breaks up. When such absorptlon does not

break, an 1nd1v1dual will see the whole world as his own self Th1s non-dual -

- experience will remain forever and such srtuat1on is descnbed as 11beratron
'accordlng ‘to the Advaitins. The perceptual experience of the phenomenal

- objects like a jar etc. occurs temporally and hence it ‘is, though qualitatively

same, it is quantltatrvely different. Both the experiences— the

vzsayagatapratyaksa and aesthetic experlence contain dIsmterested plgeasure
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_ ansmg out of atmananda It may be asked to the Advaltms ‘whether it is the '
"case of ep1stemology or metaphysws Whatever may be their reply, we have
'» shown that a set of - metaphyswal presupposmons had led Dharmaraja

. Adhvanndra to formulate such a deﬁmtlon of perceptlon

Now let us. try to explam the problem of mmd’s gomg out ﬁrst and'

i ) secondly, ts assummg the form of the Ob_] ect of cognltlon

Mlnd the antahkarana accordlng to the Advalta has parts and is the -

' product of matter Thrs does not 1mply the so-called matenahsm Rather 1t_-

' resembles to the vrew of some New Realists like Russell accordlng, to whom,

matter and-mind are different arrangements of some same neutral stuff. Both

" matter and mmd may be sa1d to be produced out of the same neutral stuff, where
' the characterlstlcs of both of these are_not: present - ie., whlch is neither mind
nor matter. Russell m his ‘Analyszs of mind’ is not interested in enqurrmg any

. metaphysmal reahty as the material ground of the world of mmd and matter,

because to him, we cannot reach at the neutral stuff as existent. He has tr1ed to i

‘ explam this world from the point of view of tlns neutral stuff w1th the help of his

,eplstemologlcal theory of atomlc facts. But in the Advalta, the source
.(adhzsthana) of both the mmd (antahkarana) and matter (vzsaya) is Brahman —

.' the pnnc1ple of one non-different pure Consc1ousness And in th1s sense, mlnd_

is the product of matter. ThlS is the metaphysical standpomt of the Advaita. In its

theory of creatlon antahkarana has-been sa1d to be produced out of the five

" material elements (pancabhuta) in all of whlch the Suttva—guna predomlnates

- However, there is really no dlfference between mind and matter in reallty

or as 1t is the product of matter its movement or gomg out in space has been

- 'granted in the Advaita. Mlnd or antahkdrana goes out to the object, like a Jar of B

" the external world In the Vea’anta—Parzbhasa it is said that when the

' antahkaranavrttz in the form ofa content like the jar goes out to be related to the

~
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‘ obj e, .jar, then pramétf—caitgnya,-: the ) pramdga-cqjtanya and the y{;ﬁz;a- :
“caitanya become one' and non-di-fferent 'lThe.difference'of the. consciousness.is,
. destroyed because of the fact that the hmltmg adjuncts (antahkarana Vriti and
. obJect content) are - placed in the same locus In thls way, when the pramatr—. -

-caztanya and the vzsya-caztanya (consc1ousness 11m1ted by the obJect-content :

. Jar) become one, then the pramatr—caztanya (antahkarana) stands as the

sibstratum of the obJect, Jar Jike the consc1ousness l1m1ted by the Jar-

| (ghatadyavacchznnacaztanya) At that time, there remams no other reallty of the

Jar than the reallty of the pramata viz., the. conscmusness llmlted by the

an_ta[zkarana and the jar becomes_an object of -1mmed1a_te cognlt1on.

Thinkers like T.M.P. Mahadevan ' P.K.Sundaram and D.M.Datta opine

that the outgomg of antahkarana as the vreti is actual not metaphoncal These "

thmkers perhaps have gamed the support ﬁ'om the author of . Vedanta—

| Parzbhasa The Parzbhasakara clearly states that tatha cayam ghata ztyadz—

pratyaksasthale ghatadestadakara—vrttesca vahzrekatra dese samavadhanat etc.

'The word vahtrekatra is to be noted here. But K. C Bhattacharya says in his
- “Studies in Vedantzsm’ “Ultlmately no doubt Vedanta will hold that the body is .
. phenomenal th1s space is also phenomenal and this gomg out’ of the mmd is

. only 1llusory

These two v1ew-pomts in regard fo the mind’s gomg out, in fact, based on
the Advaita d1st1nct1on between the empirical reality (vyavaharika sattvd) and
the Alsohute Reality (W), the ‘parmarthika point of view, all these

: vi_.z.‘, antahkarana , vitti and object-content are illusory. So we may understand

that the mind actually mo'Ves,'towar'ds the .object of cognition existing in the

external world.
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But, then, where does the vriti remaln‘7 In reply to the question, we may

quiote the words of D M Datta : When we perceive. an external ~ob_]ect,, our .

- attention'is dlrected not to the physiological changes caused by the object within

. ‘the orgamsm but to the object itself; outs1de in space And in ﬁxmg attention on

ran obJect mmd comes into d1rect cotact w1th 1t” Here we may emphas1se on the

word attentlon Attentlon it may be thought is what. the Adva1t1n calls
antahka?anafvrttz functlon of the mmd ThlS attentlon in fact, goes out through
'the'sense-organ.,to its obJect in the- productlon of_ the cognition of that. This
'a'tten'tiOn as the antakkéi-a;;zd»vﬂfi is nothing but a re'tatiOn'benyeen the mind and
the. object — the relation. which is made possible through the one-undivided
: .,p.rincip'le' “of conscrousness This - consciousness 'perVades 'th'e -mind |

_ (antahk&;ana) its modlﬁcatlon (vrttz) and the object-content (vzse,s'ya) So the

questlon- in 'COnnectlon Wlﬂ'l the ‘vrti remammg e1ther in :the locus of
antahka’rana or in that of the obJect may be 1gnored

The Advalta shows its pecuhanty by declarmg the act1v1ty of mmds
: gomg out. It. does not hold the accepted view that the objects of extema] world,
| ﬁrst stlmulate the senscorgans, then the mmd recelves the 1mpres31on of the -
| obJects through these organs. The Advaitins grant the sense—obJect contact in

perceptron but accordmg to them, nelther the senses nor the objects ‘have any

' 'dlstlnghlshed role The role completely belongs to the antahkarana VIt This i is

taken as the general v1ew of the Advalta system But 1f we look into the view of
Suresvara, the direct disciple of §amkara in this connectlon we find that the |
: Advalta Vedanta seems ‘not to dlsregard the accepted view of perceptlon To
“quote from an’ analys1s of the theory of perceptlon accordmg to Suresvara as
“ made by V.P. Upadhyaya in his ‘nghts on Vedanta : “It is not certain whether
the outgomg of the mlnd to the object (whlch is admltted by the V1varana

~ School in clear words) is approved by Suresvara as well. In accordance with his



63

- one verse (Brhadaranya—kopanzsadbhasya}(/ttzka Pune Pubhcatlon pp 1827-

: 28) 1f llterally mterpreted it w111 have to be concluded that he 18 in favour of

object transmlttmg its mould and it is this transmission of a dlstmct mould

through the sense-organ by an object and consequent estabhshment of a direct

‘ contact between the m1nd and a partlcular obJect which accounts for the .

1mmed1acy of the percept1on as dlstlngulshable from . other kinds of lndlrect

‘cogmtlons Thus Suresvara thmks that the object transmlts the mould or form N

.through the senses to the mind, and then the mmd has a contact with the form )

. ofthe Ob_] ect and as such becomes modlﬁed 1nto the said form (vrttz)

_ In the light of the above exposition, we may understand the notion of the

'gomg out of mmd or its vrtt1 in th1s way. Itis obv1ously said in the Advaita texts -
that the vriti, a modified part of the antahk&’ rana goes out, not the whole of :
'mlnd-apparatus They by “the gomg out’, it is better to understand is the
format1on of a -part of mind through modification i 1n the shape of the object of .
: cogmtlon Mmd or the antahkarana is tayasa produced of hgllfnatenal also it
'1s predonnnated by the sattva—guna and so transparent (svaccha) But this is
~ . not all of vrttljnana Behind - it there is Saksz—caztanya (J'i'asakm) and behind- .
* this Saksz-caztanya there is the , Cosml_c Conscmusness (I_svara-Saks?. T h1s_.

- Cosniic Consciousness is Brahman, the Absolute Reality-Consciousness and to

the Advaita Vedanta School of th()ught, the energy-source of the Jii/a-Séksf.

"‘The vrftijﬁﬁna” as Prof Hiriyanna puts, “draws 'its‘breath and-substance from

'-'1t and the whole complex of empmcal or ﬁnlte knowledge would be nowhere

without the light of this Absolute or Infinite Conscmusness” The three entities-
Isvara—sak;sz, Jiva-saksi and antahkarana are very close to each other. The Jiva

sdk.‘sfmay be compared witgh a.tank of consciousness, by which, according to

the Advaxta, objects of the world as a whole known or unknown are manifested.

In the case of the immediate cogmt1on of an object, when the appearance of it

creates attention, the anta[zka”)"a(za is modified into the so-called vrttl by the
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Witnéssihg-self (Sc'zkszfcaitanya) which is the store of all objects — cognized or .

' non-cognlsed and at that Very moment the ar1sen vrttz commdes w1th the ',

2

~ approachmg object through the respectlve sense—organ Thrs commdence though _ '

‘ thought to be the result of the gomg out of mind, may ltself be des1gnated as the =
said © gomg out’ It may so be desrgnated only to make dlstmctron ofa partlcular

| vrtti of the antahkarana and nothmg more. And all thlS is happened instantly.

So. ‘the gomg out is Just the comc1dence between the vrtti and the Ob_]CCt-

content As the sense-ob_]ect contact is 1nd1spensable m the case of 1mmed1ate

-cognltlon llke perceptron, so the going. out of the mental mode (antahkarana

. vrttz) has been recogmzed In fact whatever st1mu11 would come from the object

. to the sense, wrthout the attentlve state of mind, the sense-object- contact would :

" not be possrble Agam 1f there arrses any. sense-contact with the obJect w1thout ’-
‘the partlclpatlon of k1nd the contact would certalnly be fruitless. The actlvef
' partlmpatlon of kmd like 1ts gomg out in perceptlon dlstmgulshes it (perceptlon) ..

from the medlate cogmtlons like. mference memory' etc. and also from -

nnmedlate internal cogmtlon The sense-organs conjomed with the antahkarana_

are in contact w1th the objects S0. the vrtti has to go out or we may say, it thus

'commdes with the form of the obJect In that case, the consciousness 11m1ted by -

the object (vzsayachmna caltanya) becomes one and the same. And as all this

- consciousness 1s that one consc1ousness by whrch energlzed the w1tness1ng—se1f o

' (Sa_ks’) is exrstent in _us, we have the immediate’ cognmon of th_e somethmgr
. Letus now come to the other issue. In the Advaita texts, it is said that the
antahkarana or 1ts vriti not only goes out to the object, but also assumes its: form

The Paribasakara has put we may remember as the water of a tank assumes the

: form a tub after passmg through a channel so also the- antahkarana, gomg out

through the sense—channel, assumes the form of the object of cognition.
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The forrn—assummg of antahkarana isnot a ﬁgment of 1mag1nat10n It i is

o capable of bemg recogmzed from our own experlence Suppose I percerve a Jar- -

' before me with the visual organ In course of the percelvmg, I may close up my -

o eyes and so far my attention contmues I may have an’‘image in the form of the :

-jar in my mental world. Or if the object be leﬁ out of the scene any way at that

' 4t1me Stlll ! may be possessed W1th an image of that object partlcularly in the o

. mental state ThJS 1mage may be regarded as the antahkarana vrtti that possesses .

, the form of the object in concern and this i image is nothmg but the 1mpresswn

leﬂ by the total form of the object. Here we are certamly reminded of the’
| phllosophlcal principle that samsk_ara (rmpressron) produces v_m‘i (mode) and
" vice versa. Now When eit_her-for.the closnre of eyes or fo_rany, how r_emov'al.‘of '

" the obj-ect'from the vicinity of the sense wehave the image of the object, then _ |
fthat image is of the past obJect as it is no more. in the sense-contact. The question a

1s How can we possess the 1mage of a past obj ect ?

There must be some inner prmcrple to record the form of the obJect, "
".when it was presented to the sense-organ. D M. Datta observes . that
Antahk&’rana would then be: 1dent1cal w1th th1s pr1nc1ple From all this it wrll-
- appear that - the Vedantlc theory that in the perceptron of an object the L

- antahkarana takes the form of the object is not at all unreasonable.~ '

Secondly, accordmg to the Advalta ‘the form of an object necessanly' ‘

‘ .A includes - 1ts prlmary qualltles like size, shape etc. and also the secondary -

' _"‘_quahtles like colour taste, smell etc. There is no absolute dlfference of these:
qu_ahtles from the obJect-substance, The forms of the qualltles are the forms of
their substrata. So like the form of an object, the form ofa quality or of an action

may also arise in case of exclusively their (of qtlality or action) perc_eption‘.. The
Adyaita strictly -npholds that the -'cognit.iOn_'of quality etc. (dhdrma) is not
| 'pos'sible without the cognition of the substance (dharmi). To ascertain the -

immediacy in perceptuality the Advaitins do not recognise that the qualities are
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only sensed by the organs not the substance, like some western realists? or they

do not beheve in the Humean conceptlon that there is no substance over and

o above the quahtles Accordmg to the Advalta thmkers the obJect as a: total form
' "_.1s assumed by the mind through the sense-organ It resembles to the vrew of o
‘common—sense reallsm of the West In fact the Advalta view of perceptlon may

o be called to be solely based on the experrence of common people The pomt is .
that the form-assummg prmcrple of the Advaita theory of cogmtlon d1ssolves the '
» | complex problem of unmedlate_cogmtlon in regard to the question, whether the
~~object of per:ception'is ._hnmediately. given, -of given through the medium of its

- sensed qualities

Thlrdly, we may refer to the Samkarabhasya of Brhadaranyaka—Srutz 1n ‘

whlch it has been sa1d that antahkarana may assume the form of the Ob_]CCt-

- .substance and quallty The bhasya speaks of the form of quallty assumed by the |
" _mind, But 1t factually 1mp11es the form of substance also. Tt tells the fact of our
L ,nnages or 1mpress1ons in this connection, as we have explamed The portlon in
: "our concern may be stated from. the translatlon by Svam1 Nrkhllananda “The

' mmd transformed into colour The 1dea 1s that since one remembers colours

) whlch lie in the form of nnpress1on— through the mmd for their support »

Thus the mmd’s assuming the Ob_] ect — form i is not at all baseless.

Another 1mportant issue in connectlon w1th the role of vrtti may be noted

' When I have the perceptual cogmtlon of a Jar I have it through a vtti. I have :

‘also such apprehens10n as ‘I perceive the Jar ? Thrs is, of course a latter

' cogmtlon The questlon is : is' this latter cognition due to another vrtti? The

" VNalyaylkas speak of two . cogmtlons - Vyavasaya (pnmary cogmtlon) and

anuvyavasaya (after cogmtlon) But the Advaitins do not recognlse a fresh vrttz

for the cogmtlon of prlmary one, then for cogmtron of that new vitti (say, second -

' Vn‘tz) another vrm (say, a th1rd vn‘tz) would - be demanded, and this another vrtti - A
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'.would requlre of an another vriti ( say, a fourth) Thus 1t would lead to mﬁmte

- regress So the vn‘tz is not an obJect of another vrttz Accordmg to the Advalta

the vrtti, as 1n1t1ally bemg a mode of the antahkarana is. 1tself all for its

o ob_]ecthood It is by nature an ob_]ect of itself. Of course, the capacrty of the self— -

uses (svavyavahara ]nanayogyatva) of the vr#ti does not imply is ob_]ecthood.' |
(karmatva) Since in that case, the same vrttz would both be the functlomng

(krzya) and the object (karma) leadmg to contradlctlon When there arises the

vt 1n the form of an obJect in'the’ antahkarana then that vrttz will have that for '

its object-content. In thls way, the ‘pramatr-caltanya would be hmxted by the vrtti

'_ _havmg itself for its content and- when that limited conscmusness (vrttyupahzta—

: caztanya) be ‘the locus of the vrti then the reahty of that vreti and that of the
| promatr-caztanya would be non dlfferent Thus the vriti as cogmtlon may have
- _1t_self too for its cont_ent. There is no ‘necess1ty of another new vitti aﬁer-_cogmtlon
: bf qntabkarrzna. In fa'ct,'the antqblrarand of the Naiy'ayika also has itself for its
] object-content (..sjuc‘rvi:s'dyahka)','it'does_'not require of a latter cognition; a'lthough as

- 8.8 Suryanarayana Sastri poin‘ts out, “when they (the Naiyayikas) infer that all

cognition is a quahty, that mferentlal cogmtlon is'taken to apply to itself (anu-
vyavasya) as well.” The pomt is.: if any‘vyavasya be a quality, it would also need
a" substratum of whlch it is the obJect But the Nalyayrkas stop at the anu-

- vyavagya The Adva1t1n has not recognlzed the another vriti like anuvyavasya

~ for the revealatlon of the 1n1t1a1 vrti because it has explalned its theory of

-' cogmtlon on the principle of non-drfference (abheda) between the subject

(pramatrcaztanya) and the Ob_}CCt (vzsaya-caztanya)

Phllosophers like the Naryayxké and others do not recogmse the necessrty

of antahkarana vrtti  in knowledge srtua.tron. Only in the Samkhya-Yoga and

_ Advaita Vedanta, the necessity of vrti has be_en realized. Thinkers of these
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‘ systems mamtam that the sense- object contact isa necessary cond1t10n for dlrcct '

' cogmtlon but it 1s not. all for thls Functlon of mlnd or the psych031s (vrttz) is an

_essential factor not only in the case of dlrect cogmtlon but also in the case. of 4

mdlrect cognltlons hke anumm upamztz etc. In the direct’ cogmtlon of external

'obJects the vrti goes forth to the obJect In cogmtlon of mternal obJects and in

"-'_mdlrect cogmtlons it does not go out, because of the fact that there is no

' 'posmblhty of its outgomg in these cases. The outgomg of vpti the Advaltms .

'. hold is necessary for the reahzatlon of d1stmctness of perceptual object removal R

'of the concealment of the obJects and ﬁnally for the manifestation of 1dent1ty- |

between the sub_]ect conscmusness and the Ob_] ect—consc1ousness

Although like the- Nalyaylkas a sectlon of the champlons of extreme

Advaxtlsm contends that .there is no necess1ty of vrtti for the manlfestatlon of -

: 1dent1ty between the subject and the Ob_]CCt since there is naturally a direct

- relatlon between them as both are conscmusness the general view of the Advalta ;

~ * isin favour of accepting the necess1ty of,v_rttz iri the cognition of objec_ts. Broadly - -
speaking,.the'r‘e are found three views in connection with the .necessity of vrtti: (i)

' the vrtti is necessary for the removal of the veil of ignorance (5varap&bhavdrthd)

; (i) it is neeessary for the establishment of relation between the subject-

o ‘consciotlsness (Jz'vacatanya) and-the object -(Sdﬁbadhﬁrth&)' (iii) #t is-necessary

~for the mamfestatlon of 1dent1ty (abhedabhzvyaktartha) between the two _

appearances of one Conscwusness ie: between the subject and the object

The difference of the views is not.so clear-cut as each may be ascribed to

a particil-lar school of A’dVatyi-ta -V_edanta- or'to a particular Advaita thinker. In the

: Adyaita' works like Ve,da'nta—Paribhdgaﬂ Ved&n’ta—Sz'ddhé?ntdsz,?k'timaﬁjarz', etc.

Juone of the views_has been stated as ciearly associated” with any school of '
Vedanta or any Vedantin. The author of the Vedanta-Paribhasa seems tohold

that the first two views are of the Vivarana school, since according to th-is.school :
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of thought the J1va is consciousness reﬂected through or llrmted by avidya and

‘ the th1rd one is of the Bhamati® school, since accordlng to this school the Jiva is -

| conscrousness limited by antahkarana The author of the Vedanta-Szdhanta-

suktzmanjarz has taken great pams to analyse each of the v1ews from d1fferent

-pomts of view mcludmg those of the Vzvarana and the Bhamatz V. P Upadhyaya
: _in his doctoral dissertation, ‘nghts on Vedanta mentions that the first view is
- connected w1th the Bhamat1 School, the second with the Vzvarana and the third,

. with the school of Suresvara Insp1te of this controversy it appears from the

4 dlfferent Advaita treatlses that the function of vrti to remove the vell of

1gnorance has commonly been accepted by all the Adva1t1ns An attempt will be

mtended' here to dive deép.into and to appraise of these theomes of the necessity

ofvptti..

" The ﬁrst theory is tlus wm is necessary for the removal of ve11~

-(avaranabhzbhavartha) or, 1t may be said that it is necessary for breakmg the' ‘

concealmg power of avzdya (1gnorance) But if it does mean the destructlon of - ‘

the’ concealmg power (avarana~saktz) of ignorance, then in the case of cogmtron :

even of a pot the power would be destroyed and the cogniser. in: concern would

“be emamcrpated from the bondage of i 1gnorance

. So according to some Advaitms, the ‘dntafjkaranavﬂti destroys the

- ignorance 'of spreading 'over-the cOnsciousness by. part — it removes' that part of

1gnorance wh10h conceals. only the object 1n relat1on to which some vytti has been

formed Itis stated that as a part of darkness is removed by a glow-worm or as a

part of mat is seen to be rolled up, or as a cowardly soldler suddenly retreates,

soa certaln part of i 1gnorance is destrobed by the vriti or cegnltlon relating to an '

_Ob_]CCt But such companson is not sound. A part of darkness belng removed_

- may agam come mto ex1stence whereas ignorance, once destroyed completely

cannot come back -again. The object, then, once brought out of the veil would
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contmue to be known for ever. It is not also somethmg corporeal that may be

' rolled up, it is nota substance wrth movmg power SO that it would retreat

To demohsh this barrage some Adva1t1ns argue that the removal of. the

veil of i 1gnorance is possrble partxally only with reference to some partlcular |

ob]ect-deﬁned consc1ousness (vzsaya—vacchhznna caztanya) ‘which becomes

connected w1th some partlcular vrtti, Vlmuktatman the author of Istaszddhz.

opines, that the pnmal ignorance (mulavzdya) is not set a51de by the vrttz but its

off-shoots some homogeneous md1v1dua1 1gnorances (tulavzdya) about each

object are removed by it. These 1nd1v1dual 1gnorances envelope the common_

object-defined consciousness and they are 1nd1v1dually destroyed by each of the

- different vriti in respect of that obj eCt each time. For thi's_reasonwhen the veil or

 obscuration  of an individual ignorance is once removed by a vyt the object_

again' WOuld be. en'\feloped' by -other homogeneous individual ignorance. in
respect of the same obJect The d1fﬁcu1ty of the objects eVer-cognising‘vvould

not arise.

But is it possible that the first perceptlon of the pot e.g. Swill destroy only

- a smgle 1nd1V1dual 1gnorance w1thout dlspellmg all the 1nd1v1dual 1gnorances

obscurmg the conscrousness in respect of the pot ? vnti or cognltlon has no such

a restr1ct1ve feature as it would dispel only one 1gnorance not others. Moreover,

how can we percelve the obJect unt1l and unless all the 1gnorance are totally |

. destroyed 2

In this position, some Advaitins think that one ignorance veils the object--

‘defined consciousness, others are kept in abeyance. The vriti or psychosis is in a

. position to remove the veil of that only one ighorance. As soon as the vrtti ceases

to exist,” another. ignorance _creeps in and encroaches the object defined -

consciousness. .
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Dissatisﬁed'with this explanation some hold that ignorance cannot remain

in abeyance by nature each-of" them must be present in the locatlon of the object

| -“So they maintain that only one is d1spelled at a time and others are 51mply ‘
scared away for the tnne belng Just as in a place where ‘many people are

-assemble_d' Atogether, the thunder, perchance sudd‘enly fallmg down on someone, :

scatters' away the rest of them, or thé medicine, specifically curatiye of the

. 'c'omplex dise_ase, called ‘s&n‘hipa"ta ! \'y_hi]_e chiefly affecting and_ remedying only

one prominent trouble or complaint (constituent of the disease) cures or drives

'away all other - accompanymg troubles . or complamts as well, s1m11ar1y the -

psychosis (or the so-called cognition by virtue of bemg the reﬂectrons of

‘ consc1ousness) while casting off or d1spellmg once for ever only one [ignorance,

scares away and thus over-powers the remammg homogeneous 1nd1v1dual

' 1gnorances also SO, long as it lingers. This when there is an absolute removel of

one 1gnorance only through psychosis, there is dlsperswn and subJugatron or ;

L neutral1zat10n of other accompanymg homogenous 1gnorance as well by the

same
Now although the advaltms do not recognise the dlfference of psych051s

or cogmtlon ina contmuous stream of cogmtlon of smgle object (dharavahzka—

jnana) as “there is ne1ther cause, nor neces31ty, nor even cognmon of the | orlgm '

- and cessation of different psychos1s or cogmt1ons in respect of a smgle obJect

yet they thmk that the cognition ansmg at each moment of the dharavahzka—

Jnana is prama or nght cogmtlon So the removal of only one 1gnorance and

the neutralization of other accompanying 1gnorances through the psycos1s “are-

held simultaneously, then as Dr. V.P.Up'adhyaya. observes in the case of
dh&r&vdhika-jﬁ&na the. second'an'd' other subsequent vrttis or- cognitions. would ,
stand futlle because.' the entire - obscuratlon from the obJect-deﬁned
consc1ousness has been set a side. “So some Advaltms maintain- that just as when ’
one lrght goes out, the ‘darkness subjugated by it, sets in again, srmllarly at the

time of juncture, when the first psychosis will go out and the subseque_nt one will
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obscuratlon upon the obJect-deﬁnes conscmusness

In thlS connectlon we may refer to the view of Anandapurna

N 'Vldyasagara the author of the Nyayachandrzka He stnctly mamtams that the_ E

fémoval of a partlcular 1gnorance and neutrahzatlon of other ve111ng ignorances
,do not occur 31multaneously When one psychos1s anses it removes -the
ilgnorance actmg at that pomt of time and bnngs about the - manlfestatlon of the -
obJect It does not neutrahze other i 1gnorances expected to appear and envelope' .
‘the object at’ subsequent pomts of time. Ignorances.are the modes of the primary

1gnorance and so possessed of temporary or momentary obscurmg capacities.

- This can explam that the vrttynana of all the moments of a contlnuous stream of _

cogmtlon of one and the same object is not futllc

Accordmg to some ‘the 1gnorance destroyed by the ﬁrst wttz merely

obscures the pure ex1stence (satta) of the object say, pot, other 1gnorances which o

- are removed by the second third and the subscquent vrttzs obscure ‘the pot as’
' condltloned by time, space etc.™

However if the necessxty of psychos1s hes in the fact of dlspelhng the ‘-
obscuratlon of .ignorance, then one questlon may be raised: With which the
"'1gnorance (avzdya) is really connected ? Is it connected ‘with the object (vzsaya) s
' _or with the subject (/zva) ? Accordlng to a sectlon of the V1varana School, the
'~ ignorance with reference to the obJect is pr_esented in two ways-one is connected
with object, another 1s, vvith the subject:’_ 1};nofance lying in the object caus_esthe -
projection of new extemal_ objects through psychosis, ignorance abiding in the.
subject'isi proved. from our experience' “I-do not know this”. The followers of
o Bhamati hold that the ignor_ancedoes not eﬁ_cist inthe object, it abides only in the
SUbject and naturally' obscures the object. It is associated with the subject- like a
veil. The psychosis rernoves the veil and makes the proj:ection of external objects

possiblc.
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Some followers of the Vzvarana maintain that the i 1gnorance does really

' be in the. ob_]ect , like a plece of cloth ve1ls the object Whlle 1nterpretmg'
-very. intelligibly- the necessnty of dlspellmg obscuration of i 1gnorance by vnti

| (avaranabhzbhavartha) the author of the Vedanta-Parzbhasaha has favoured

th1s view. He asserts that the ]zva is all pervadmg consc1ousness qual1ﬁed per -

) ._‘acc1dents by ay(dya Accordmg to th1s theory of self both the jiva and avidyd are

pervasive. So the avxdya or ignorarice also. lies in the objects, e.g., the j jar etc.,

like the jiva-consciousness. As there is no locational difference between the

. consciousness deﬁned' by jar etc. and avidya the qualifying adjunct 'of - jiva-

consciousness, so the consciousness defined by jar etc. and the jiva-

conscmusness would have become one . and identical. If both of ' the

consciousness by thus one and non-dlfferent then llke the consciousness defined

: by jar etc. the j lea-conscrousness would also be connected with the jar etc. And

then these objects would be manifested constantly But the jar etc. are not ever_”.

manifesting. So some recogmse a conditional 1gnorance (avastha—ajnana) that

obscures the consc10usness as defined by jar etc. and is dependent on the primal

. 1gnorance (mulavidya). This conditional 1gn0rance isa dependent mode of the

* primal i 1gnorance and is called avastha On account of thrs there would not be

constant mamfestat1on of the Jar etc. since only the unveiled consc1ousness

makes such mamfestatlon possible. And if the consciousness defined by jar etc.

‘would. be veiled by the "pri_r_nary lgnorance, ‘there would never be the

manifestation of jar etc. in the worldly life of bondage. Again, if the obscuration -
made by'the mode of i_gnorance were permanent, there would never be the
manifestation of jar etc. possible, instead of the sense contact with them. So its
removal is to be granted The removal is not' caused by the Witrressing
Consc1ousness (sak51 caitanya) smce th1s consc1ousness manifests the modal

ignorance (avastha—a]nana) product of the primal 1gnorance (mulavzdya or

'mulajnana) and so cannot removel it. The Saksi-caitanya cannot remove the

obscuration, in-as much as such a removal would happen even in a case of
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mediate cognition. This removal is. actually caused by vr#ti or the psychosis. The

author of the Vedanz‘aparzbhasa has nicely estabhshed this Advalta position that

the vrttz removes the ve11 of modal 1gnorance ly1ng in the obJect-deﬁned :

consciousness.

The second theofy is this: The vtti or psychosis-is necessary for the

establishment of relation between the subject consciousness and the object-

. consciousness (sambandhartha). Those who maintain that the jiva is all-

pervading consciousness reflected on. or associated with avidya, hold that this

relation is a conjunction produced by another. c'o:njunction. (sammyogaja-

'sarm)oga) As the relation between a tree and nver is estabhshed by the relation

between the wave and the river, so the relation between the jiva (subject) and

object reql_ures of a relation between the object and the y'rtz‘z and between the vrti

and the jiva.

A vef-y compréehensive and argumentative explanation of this theory has -
been given in the Vedantaparibhdsa . Dharmarja in his Paribhdsa interpretes

this theory on the line of those, according to whom jive is conditioned by avidya

- and all pe_rvasive.lAlthough this all-pervasiveﬁva_is' related to all the objects of

'cAogni.tion like jar etc. even in the absence.of the v'mz' yet, the jar etc. are not

always manifested. 'Sinc'e it is the vrti with the respective form that makes a

relation between subject-consgiousness and object-consciousness. And this

particular ‘type of relation is the relation of manifested and manifester

(vyaﬁgyavyar’zjdkabhc‘zva); it is a temporary relation and is always conditioned by

_the vrtti with the form of an object in concern. The all-pervasive relation of jiva

to the objects is not of the nature of manifested and manifester. As Pandit P.

Bhattacharya Sastri has _expla_ined' , ‘the all pervasive jiva has relation to the
whole of a Villége, but the movement of the. jiva in the village gives rise to a

particular type of " relation to the village, in like manner, the jiva comes to be
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related to the objects in the relation of mamfested mamfester through

antahkaranavntz the act of knowmg

Antahkarana is- the product of the ﬁve great elements (pancabhuta) in -

N which lrght is the pre-dominating factor So it is called lummous (taijasamantah-

' karana m) It is a pure substance (svaccha) and by nature capable of mamfestrng

the jiva consciousness. But the jar etc are 1mpure substances they cannot

~ mamfest the conscmusness underlymg themselves At the rrse of the vrttz wrth

the forms of the respective objects hke the jar etc., _the rne_rtness of these.(jar etc.)

are overpowered by them (the vrtis) and the capacity to manifest consciousness

immediately after -the rise of vrti -Experience reveals that even an impure

" substance in conjunctlon with a pure . substance acquires the capac1ty to take on

| a reflection. For example the wall etc. obtarn the capacity of takmg on: the - -

reflection of face when these are in- conjunctlon with water etc. That really is .

,meant by the mamfestmg capacity of the i 1mpure substances 11ke jar etc. is the

takmg reﬂectron of that consciousness (pratzbzmbatvam) The vn‘tz goes out in

‘the case of immediate cognition of antahkaranavrttz with the fire etc. in the case

of mediate cognition (e'.g...the reference of fire from the perception of smoke),

there is no such manifestation of consciousness and there is never found the

.character-of immediacy. The immediate cognition of objects is, thus, based on

therr manlfestmg capacity, and thrs capamty is generated by the vrti - establ1shed

relat1on between the subject and the object.

We may mention in this connection that some Advaita thinkers who
explain jiva as consciousness limited by the internal organ, hold that “as the
individual soul is not all 'pervading, the relation-consists in the establishment of -

an identity between the jiva consciousness connected with the functions (vreti)

and the Brahmanonsciousness as the basis-of the objects.”
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The third theory .of the necessny of vriti  is that it makes the

manlfestatton of non difference (abhedabhz vyakzyd) between the jiva
conscxousness and the Brahma—consc1ousness conditioned in the ‘cognition-
31tuation The advocates of this theory hold that the jlva or mind-defined

conscwusness cannot cogmse the Jar etc.. Wlthout the proper mamfestation of

, non-difference between the jzva conscmusness and the consciousness deﬁned by

" thej jar etc since no relatlon does elther exist between the mamfestable jar etc.

and the jzva consciousness or between the j Jiva consciousness and the Brahma-

conscrousness the substrate of jar etc. The point is. that in the absence of an

identity between the comprehender and the comprehendable the comprehensmn
- .does not ensue. So the author of Vedanta—Parzbhasa rightly points out that in

'order to give plain 1nd1cat10n of the non-dlfference _between the jiva and

. Brahma-consc1ousness the substrate of jar etc the theory of antahkaranavrttz

w1th the form of content of cogmtlon has been 1ntroduced in the Advalta scheme

'of Samkara Though the hmitmg adjuncts of the pramatr—caztanya (iva-

conscwusness) and the vzsaya—caztanya (consciousness defined by the objects

like j Jar etc) are different — the former has the 1nternal organ and the latter, the -

o Jar no dlfﬁculty does arise in estabhshmg the non—dlfference between pramatr-

' caztanya and vzsaya-caztanya in as much ‘as both - the 11m1t1ng adjuncts the

internal organ and the. Ob_] ect in concern rest on the same locus.

Smesyara a protagonist of this theory ‘of the manifestation of non-

--'difference makes ‘an attempt to define jiva as an appearance of Pure

Consc1ousness in buddhi (mtemal organ) the modification of aV1dya Followmg
the foot—prmts of the Great Suresvara, Dr. V.P.Upadhaya has given a precise
expression of this view. “In any case, “Dr. Upadhaya writes_, “the psychosis is
held to be indispensably necessary for establishing and manifesting an identity
bétween the jiva the Incidence or Appearance of Consciousness, cast and 'settled

into the internal organ and the Incidence or Appearance of Consciousness,

.permeatmg the object as its inmost reality. -
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Thus it appears from o our rapld survey that the theorles of the necessity of

' vrttz chleﬂy dlffer in regard to the treatment of the advalta concepts of the jiva.

Accordmg to some, the jiva is all-pervas-lve and unvelled they maintain that the

'vrttz is necessary for the removal of obscuratlon of the obJect To some, the jiva:

is all pervas1ve and velled for them the utility of vrttz 11es in the estabhshment

of the relatlon between the subject and the object Those» ‘who thmk that the jiva

is limited, hold that vrttz bnngs about the manifestation of non- dlfference of the_ |

subject and the ob]ect Keepmg a51de this subtle dlfference we may

unheasxtatmgly pomt out that in the case of - nnmedlate cognition, the vrti is

- essential in the Advaits Scheme for all the three purposes. It removes the

obscuration of ignorance on the ohject-deﬁned consciousness links up the jiva -

" with the object and consequently results the man1festat1on of non-difference of

“the obJect-deﬁned consciousness and the jiva consciousness. Though Samkara

in his commentary to the B;hadaranyaka Upanisad does not recognise the. .
'necessity of psychosis (vrtti ")~ in the case of direct 'cogni,tion'_,subsequently, the -
exponents of Sarhkara’s - School, however, have taken up the issue more

serious1y_ and expended substantial energy in_ introducing the concept of vrzfi in

~ the process of all cogniﬁons and nlacing thereb'y the Advaita psychology of

cognition on a solid foundation.

‘. ;Buddhist “Theory of Perception

-How can the immediate of Perception be mediated in a Perceptual

| .Iudgement ?

Dmnaga s characterlzatlon of perceptlon as stnpped of characters —

' kalpanapodha F s taken by the schools as the text for the treatment of this

topic. But the discussion is complicated by reference to the question of the

relation of language to thought, and by a polemic against the views of certain®
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‘Nominalists"(sdbdika)w who appear to have taught that words and thoughts are

- inseparable. It is against these nommahsts that V’tsyayana S explanatlon of

the word avyapaa’esya in the sutra is supposed by the commentators to be )
- directed. As agamst these nominahsts m{yapadesya asserts that there is-a

B moment in perceptlon separable from all use of language 5.1t seems hkely that

Dmnaga took this nommahst view as the startmg-pomt from which to develop . -

his own posmon He takes name as the first of the five characters of which he‘
) asserts the pure percept to be’ dev01d -and it may be supposed that his own view -
~ was arrived at by accepting on the one hand- the - Sabdqu s view that the
: thoughts through which we ‘determine reality are inseparably connected with
words and on the ‘other hand ‘the Naiyayika view that what is 1mmed1ately
~ given in perception is 1ndependent of the words by which we come to de31gnate '
». it. But; if concepts. are mseparable from words, and the percept is separable from
'words, it follows that the percept is separate from all concepts or determinations -
of thought. So that the Ndiya‘yz'ka s description of the percept as not verbal
(auyapddesjid, asabda) becomes equivalent to desc_rib_ing it as free from those
other determinations or qualifications — of class, quality, action, and attendant
) circumstances or acmdent..whlch through the use of words we assign to the:

real1ty present to sense.

The Buddhist is rep:r'esented16 as holding that only pure ‘or unqualified E
- perception (nirvikalpaka) is entitled to the name of perception. He understands -
_ by. pUre ;'p_erception as :' appearance .('prc_‘t.tib_hdsqni) which is true to the real

' - (vastuny abhrdntani) as conforming 'positively and negati'vely to .the‘.

sv'alc'zk':gana,]7 the unique moment of existence which alone is ultimately real

(svataksandnvayavyatirekdnuvidhdyiprtibhdsam) 8 All the ‘predicables’

(viSesana) or determlnatlons of thought (vzkalpa) are untrue to reality (bhram‘a) _

because they are not appearances born . of  the thing

(anarthajapratzbhasovzkalpah) belng appearances ‘which do not conform to
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reallty (vastvananurodthratzbhasa) their productlon bemg condltloned by

psych1cal d1sposrtlons (vasanadhmajanma)

* We have what seems a perfectly deﬁmte perceptlon of a jar of such and

‘such a shape, quite dlstmct from all other j Jars But the Buddhist tells us-that all :
'the determmat1ons (vzkalpa) which make the supposed pecept definite are
- appearances not derived from the real thing, and that our belief that the thmg as -

thus determmed is real is illusory ‘Vzkalpo vastumrbhasad vzsamvadad

upaplavafz’ " ‘Butis rt not the fact that there is correspondance in, actnal practlce

- (pravrttau samvadah)? ‘The Buddhist replies that the supposed corresponderice

is due to the fact that the determinations defived from previous experience
illusorily impose their own appearanCes under the guise of identity with the real
thmg, and, while obscunng the difference between the svalaksana and thelr own

mamfestat1ons in conscrousness dlrect men’s activities on the place where the

'svalaksana is — thus ensurmg the correspondance Wthh is alleged.”” The

- gleam of a precwus stone is not the stone 1tself but it enables us to get 1t‘,£

‘But unless the-thought determlnatlon (vzkalpa) is in contact with the th1ng

(vastu sarspriati), iow could it impose itself as identical with the thing? Even a

: mirage has an .objec_tive ground. The reply is that thought uses the percept as a -

vehicle (pratyalgsapfsghubhﬁv? vikalpah) and so, -assuming the function of thg :

'instrument' of knowledge, presents to us a thing that can be acted upon

(arthakrzyasamartham vastu saksatkarotz) - otherwise the person desirous to act

" could not act on the bas1s of this thought-determmatlons This is what the
‘ Buddh1st wr1ter meant when he said ¢ thence also 1t is on the real thing that we

: act ‘as a result of thought-determmatlons” (tato ° pi vikalpad vastuny eva

pravrttzh)

‘But does not thls amount to the adm1ssmn that thought (vzkalpa) is after
all a means of knowmg the real thing, seeing that it is the source of
apprehensions which correspond with the real thmg (vastuni pramanam,

tatravzsamvaa’zpratztzhetutvat) ? The Buddhlst tries to avoid the admission by .
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ﬂ saying that between the momentary existence wh‘ich is the real ‘object’ (grﬁhya) o
- of the perceptron and that ‘which. is the ‘object ¢ (adhyavaszyate) of the thought
'and between this latter ; again and the ‘object’ achreved (labhyate) in the ensuing

act1V1ty, there s = regarded as momentary existents — no correspondence

" because they are all momentary Regarded merely in the hght of an exclusion '

of what is other, we can indeed fmd a certain correSpondence in the percept the
1dea and. the object achreved - if we abstract from the (real) drversrty which

belongs to them ~ as absolutely dlstmct “‘moments’  of expenence

R (qndkalttaksandbhedasya atadvyavrttavastumairapeksaya samvadqu)_. - We

cannot say that the object of perception is theobject as determined by thought,

* nor that erther of these is the object achieved or got practically. But we can say
‘ that the obJect grasped in perceptron is like the object as detennmed by thought :
“and that the latter’ 1s like what is achleved by activity (yadrsah ksanah

pratyalcs'ena grhyate tadrso vzkalpenadhyavaszyate etc) But even so the

‘ thought-determmatlon (vzkalpa ) w111 not be an 1ndependent means of knowledge
o, seerng that it only apprehends the already appf?henéded’ (And what the -
‘Buddhist is argumg here is that vzkalpa 1s not a pramana) For 1t is by perception

and nothlng else that an object of this character (which now appears in 1dea )

was originally grasped.

“We (thé Bauddhas) adrnit however that a thought determination derived from

an _inference (lingaja) is an.independent means “of knowledge, because it .

- apprehends sornething of which the un‘ique being has not been already grasped

by another means . of -pro'of e by -perception (pramanantaraptasv— '

alaksanaprapakataya pramanam. 2‘(But this is another matter)

This pos-ition too is unsati'sfactory, repliesthe Naiyayika. For the momentary
existent’s exclusion from what-is-other.’ -(anyavyavriti) and the - unreal
common character illusorily imposed upon Ait'in virtue of this negative character
of excluding what-is-other — is not grasped '(g,ryhaz‘e) by perception, seeing that
the object (grahya) of perception is characterized by the Bauddha as a ‘cause’
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(hetu), and unreal things (such' as this illnsorily imposed common character of |
'bemg dlfferent from, ‘what_is ‘other - are dev01d of all practical efﬁcacy
(samastarthakrzyavzrahat) (and therefore could not be a ‘cause’ of perceptlon
or of anything. else)., It is the momentary existent - that possesses practical
- efﬁcacy,.and.so is re'al' (paramdrthasdt)' and it is this therefore that is the object
of perception. (And so it is 1mp0531b1e for the Buddhist to deny that thought isa
: means of cognmon on the ground that' its obJects have already been glven in
perception; i.e.’on ‘the ground »(g.rhztagrqhztavat). — And it cannot be said that_the '
- object of the 'thotlght is' one with the object of perception, because the percept is
a momentary existent and lS said’ not to extend upto the time of the thought’ '

(vzkaévakalananupati?y uktam).

- And 1f 1t be allowed that there is some smgle object ~ of
unexpla_ined character — common to the thought and the perceptlon, which could
‘admit of a correspondence for practical purposes 4(pravrttisarﬁv5dayogya),

| thought would . niot fall outside the definition of a source of knowledge, because -

o (l) the idea has no referenceto irnpressions '_Which might have preceded_ it in -

determining the object the case being similar to that of a series of relatively

1ndependent impressions denved from an-object; and (2) because what has been

. conceived  in though_ is capable = of » ‘being apphed in  -action

(aq'hyavasitaprdpapdyogyawc?t); - Ahd, if thought is thus established as a source

| of knowledge, it must be classed under the head of perception, because (1) the

thought-determi'nations ‘byl which the object in perception is qualified are not _
referred to the object throngh a middle term (so that the proce’ss' is not
inferential); and (2) because it occurs When organ and object are in contact, and

does not occur otherwise . (so . that it must be regarded as

: indriydrthasclmnikarsotpanna). ' |

But although these determinations of the percept are no less produced by the A

object (arthaja) than the pure or unquali.ﬁed percept (nirvikalpaka), the qualified

perception of the object does not arisde through the mere contact of organ_’and '
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object is echpsed (vyavahzta) by that of memory The Nazyayzka rephes that

‘ aux111ary mrcumstances (sahakarm) do not oust the mherent pOWer of the thmg,' '

' you would not say that the seed is not the cause of the productlon of the shoot

on the ground that 1t 1s eclipsed by aux111ary condrtlons of growth hke earth and
waterlf But what i is the ass1stance (upakara) rendered by the memory of the word

to the organ and object, that it should be called an “auxiliary’ cucumstance” ?

 The answer is that, as the thought-detenmnatlon in' its arlsmg corresponds
. positively -and negatlvely to the organ-and—object so also does it correspond

_ posmvely and negatlvely to the word-memory. The 3531stance rendered by the

memory to the organ-and-object then is that, organ-and-object alone falhng to

produce thelr effect; they produce it when the memory of the word is present as.

~an aux111ary cncumstance And the Buddhlst S view that cha;racters Wthh add
. "nothmg to the mherent nature of the thing itself would not be aux1har1es has

' already been rejected”, ‘when we had occas1on to refute the doctrine of'

momentarmess (ksanabhanga) 2
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Svésamvidénanda-carvanavyépéra-
rasamyarupo rasah’ Locana on thanyaloka 1/ 1

How can we charactenze the characterless? ThlS is the burden of -

fUddyotakara S cntlclsm of Dinnaga, a cr1t1c1sm which; as Keith says:.'

. (ILA p. 71) amounts ‘to the retort that “a con51stent sensatlonahsm

: Pram&nasamuccaya

-should be speechless, and therefore unable to glve the definition

suggested As Uddyotakara puts it, the theory is like a dumb man’s

_dream it cannot be commumcated (N V. p 45 19 apratzpadakatvan :

mukasovapnasadrsam)

NV, p. 44 1.1 cites the phrase kalpanépodham 'and NVT p. ~102 1.1

j says that Dmnaga s definition is the object of Uddyotakara S criticism
__in the passage. V1dyabhusana (HIL p. 277 footnote) cites Dmnaga ]

4 descrlptlon of perception in  Tibetan as from Chap. I of the -

and says that ‘the Sanskrit equlvalent

pratyaksam kalpanapodham namajaty adiyasamyutam..

But when Vacaspat1 is polemising agamst the view that the pure percepf-ns
devoid of :

N ,.all characters he, grves another intérpretation of m/yapadesya as being. -

|
|
e
13,
pYa 14
.,

15.

a possessive compound meaning ‘having no vyapadesya Vyapadesya in

~ this ‘compound means _vzsesya, thing to be quallﬁed or subject: and so

awapadesyajﬁﬁna comes to mean knowle_dge .of qualiﬁcations
unrelated to a thing-qzral_i'j‘ied NPT p. 82 1.8 That is, nirvikalpa is
certainly (as'ag'a'inst the nominalists) Sabderahita: but this does not -
m_ean that it is (as Dinnaga supposed) kalpanarahita or characterless.

On the contrary, it is j&ty&disvarﬁp&yagdhi. (NVT, 2oe, eit),

“It js illustrated by the experience of infants and dumb persons, e.g., by |

. kiimarila in the Slokavartika (pratyaksa, 112): asti by dlocanajﬁdnarh

nirvikalpakar- b&lam-ﬁk&divzjﬁdnaéaq’rs'bm . Suddhavastujam.
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There is a primary mtultlve apprehenswn an unquahﬁed perceptlon

arlsmg from the mere real, - hke the apprehenswn of lnfants and the

_dumb.

- ThlS couplet is quoted in the T. arkzkaraksa p. 60 in thls connectxon

16

By Sndhara in NK p. 130 1 4 ff. HlS polemlc agamst the Buddhlst view

of perceptlon falls 1nto two halves (a) p. 130 1.4 to p. 131 1. and(b) p. . ":

17.

.‘131 122 to p.-134 1.3, dealmg w1th the view that perception is
' kalpanarahzta and that the knowledge of kalpana s constltutes |
X savzkalpaka “But aﬂer all these are only two dlfferent ways of saying T

the same thmg, viz., that all thought—detennmatlons are 111usory as not

_ nnmedlately given. Sridhara 1s really meeting the same posmon twice

over, with - dlfferent mrvzkalpaka is used by the Bauddha ‘and the
Nazyayzka respectively, the Baudha understandlng by a perception free

from all vikalpa’s whlle the Nalyaylka uses it of the: perceptlon of
| unrelated vzkalpa s, - A .

Nayayabmdu p 103 tasya (z e. pratyaksasya)vzsayah svalaksanam

, yasyarthasya 'sqmnzdhanasammdhanabhyam Jnanapratzbhasabhedas

- tat  svalaksapgam. - Tad ' eva . _ paramarthasat,

arthakrzyas&"marthyalak.gandtvad vastunah, Anyat sc?mdnyalak_sanain :
50 numanasya visayah. ‘

“The obJect of perceptlon is’ the svalaksana The- svalaksana is that

~ through prox1m1ty to and reimotness from which dlfferences in the
. cognitive appearances arise. It alone is ultlmately real, since

_ competency for action is the deﬁmtlon of real thing. Other objects are

samanyalaksana such is the object of mference

The Nydyabindutika (p. 15 1. 18) explains : svam asadharanam

: lakeandn% tattvam svalaksanam, vastuno by asadharanam ca tattvam asti
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samanyam ca. yad asadharanam tat. pratyaks'agrahyam “svalaksand

‘means own umque character or bezng , - Fora reahty has a umque

| being, and it has also a common character "Ihe umque character is the

: ; 'object Cgrahya) in the case of perceptlon

-Dharmottara goes on to say that the ob_]ect (vzsaya) of a pramana is
~ two fold . either the object of apprehenszon (grahya) described by the '
phrase yadakaram utpadyate- that in the form of which knowledge

arzse( ?): or the object of acquxsrtlon endeavour, or act1v1ty (prapamya
~adhyavaseya cf. pravrttzvzsaya o 16 1. 6) ° anyo hi grahyo nyas

cadhyavaseyah. Pratyaksasya hi k:s'ana cko grahyah. Adhyavaseyas tu
. iratyaksabalotpannena | nisf'ayena' sair'ztéz'nct ev.a-' Samtina eva ca

Pratfyaksasya prapamyah ksanasya yaksasyaprapayztum asakya,Vat 1 e.

" the object apprenended i in perceptlon is the smgle moment but this cannot
be the Obj ect of ende_avour or achlevement, - the ' prapaniya of perceptlon‘
s not .the single moment : but the: series of morhents:(which of course is
unreal); He . adds- ‘that in inference, on ‘the -other »hahd, the’ ohjeCt
 apprehended (gr&hytz) is an unreality (anartha): but this unreal is

: 111usor11y unposed on the real (Eropzta) and i is conceived of as svalaksana
(svalaksanatvenavaszyate) the svalaksana thus supposed . (svalaksanam

adhyavasitam) bemg the obj ect of activity (pravrttzvzsaya)

18, The Vljnanavadm Buddhist held that cogmtlons are not perceivedv

through Inner sense perceptlon by manas,. but are. somehow conscious
of them. Atma of course does not mean the soul or self- ‘which the
. Buddists rejected. The Sarvadarsanasamgraha states svayam-vedanam
[svasdmvédanam] as the fundamental doctrine of the-Yogdcdra, ie.
Vijhanavadin School. In. this connection the school used the simile of
the ]arhp - which, self—illumihed, illuminates objects. You do not need

another lamp to see your lamp by.
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NK p. 190 1.20 svalaksanades'e purusam pravartdyati sarhv&'dayati ca.

~ F or the dlstmctron between the grahya on the one hand and the adhy- -
'vaseya or prapaniya or pravrttzvzsaya on ‘the other hand See NBT P.

15.1:20 to p. 16 1.7 referred to above, note 3 p.- 121. (That passage

" Pravrttivisaya) The difficulty is that the doctrine’ of the momentarlness
of the real destroys the unity -of the. Ob_]CCt (visyaikata). Having

destroyed it, the Buddhist casts about for some way of restoring it ~ for

practlcal purposes. |

Svalaksana in thls compound cannot be ‘taken as the object of

prapakataya, because inference never grasps the svalaksana its obJect |

., being always samanyalaksana Also Nyayabzndu p 103 1. 13 anyat

2.

' ~momentary is stated in the Sarvadarsanatsamgraha chapter on the

samanyalaksanam SO numanasya vzsayah

The Buddhist argument in support of the doctrine that all things “are

: .Buddhas (the - section' corresponding to pp. 16-20 of Gough’

23.

- translation). It " is always expounded in the parr of tracts by Ratnakirti

entltled ksanabhangaszddz wh1ch are mcluded in Hara Prasad Sastr1 s

o Szx Buddhtst Nyaya Tracts. in Sanskrlt (One of these tracts sets out the

positive and the other the negative argument) The Naiyayika reply i is

'glven by Sndhara N K pp. 73- 82 (Faddegon analyses this passage pp.
'593- 5 and translates 1t pp- 384 403). The context in which Sridhara

ret'utes the theory of momentarmes is the atmamtrupana or exposrtlon o

of soul as the permanent subject of experience.

The Buddhist starts. byi identifying existence with causal efficacy

_ (arthakrzydkdritva). He then eXposes the antimonies of the concept of -

causation In a manner similar to that of F.H. Bradley in Appearance

and Reality, arguing that “a permanent entity is inconsistent with

production of effects - kramakramavyavrttav  aksanikat
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sattvavyavrttzh a permanent entlty cannot exist because its vanous .

~ effects- cannot be produced either successrvely or srmultaneously
, -(SDS loc c1t) Not snnultaneously because 1f it could produce all the

.effects at once it would do so, and would produce them as much at one .

tlme as it another unless you suppose that havmg discharged itself of

~all'its efﬁcacy once and for all it retains an altogether 1mpotent sort of

permanecy thereaﬁer whlch would be like. looking for a crop from the

graln that the mice have eaten (sthayttvavrttyasa muszkabhaks‘ztaszadav

: ankura]anqnaprarthanam anuharet, SDS). Nor yet successively: for

what can produce an eﬁ'ect does so forthwith - smarthasya ksepayogat

poszponement bemg out of question in the case of what has the

| capaczty And conversely what does not produce an effect i is 1ncapable

of producmg it. In virtue of these ‘two principles, (called the prasanga

‘ and the prasangav1paryaya) it is clear that the supposed permanent' g

entity possesses two’ co_ntradictory properties-; for it both has, and has -

" not, the capacity to produce its effects, it has the capacity, in so far as it

is now producing its (present) effect; and it has not the capacity, in so

far as 1t is not now producmg its (past and future) effects —

It is at this stage in the dlscussmn that the Nalyaylka brrngs in the

notion of auxﬂiary conditions (Sahakarm Wthh Poussin renders co-

factor) nanu kramavat sahakarilabhat sthayulnah atltanagatanoh ) .

' upapadyate “the successrve production of past and future effects by
~ the permanent entity\is possrble.as the result of its getting aux1liarles in

" succession”. The Buddhist asks : does the auximiary render any service

(upakard)_ to the entity or not ? If not, we may disregard them, as,

“doing nothing, they cannot serve its purpose - »napeksaniyas te, akincit
kurvatam tesam tadarthyayogat (this is the reading of the 1902 Bombay
text, confirming Poussin’s conjecture for tadatma.....). But if they do

. give any assistance, does the assistance remain something distinct, and
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then it is this something distinct from the permanent entity that is';fthe
- cause of the effect — since the effect is present when thlS adventlous
" additament is present and absent when it is absent. (Even in the hght of.
h i Poussin’s rendermg, p 66. I cannot understand the c1tat10n in the SDS )
at thlS pomt Gough mlstranslates 1t) But the Nalyaylka holds that it is. |

~ the permanent entity, in conjunctlon with the aux111ar1es that produces

| 'the effect and so it is from the nature of the thmg (svabhava) that the -

_ effect arises.
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T-he word ‘certain’ that is to be taken as a part of the definition has been ‘
-1ncorporated to exclude doubt, as ‘doubt is charactensed not by certamty but by

.osc1llatlon between opposmg posxtlons Doubt can be eliminated even if this

' component is not 1ncorporated by stlpulatmg that stnctly speakmg it i 1s dewatmg o

- ﬁ'om the obJect in respet of the false alternatlve mvolved in doubt. Alternatlvely, .
1f sensory contact’ as occurrmg in the deﬁmtlon is understood as contact with' -
any of- the ﬁve external sense organs then if doubt is held to be necessarlly. '
mental as some phllosophers hold and thus not due to such a contact there would' |
. be'no need to 1nt_rod_uce the word_ certaln to exclude doubt. - .

The word ‘non-linguistlc’ has been inteérpreted by some as useful for
excluding what is usually _referred to as ubhayajfiana (a cognition which is
" produced by the dual factors of sensory contact and testimony). Supposing , that |
- a person is perceptually.awafe' of the features of a perceptible object but is 1_10'[. )
conyersant with the word- for its kind then on the basis: of the testimony-of
'another to the effect that the object is an X he may come to know the object as
' percexved in that situation as an X. Such knowledge is thus due to two sources of
sensory contact and testunony Slnce the presuppos1t10n of the deﬁn1t1on is that
perceptual knowledge is not. due to testlmony,. the component -under
consideration’ looks useful for excludmg such knowledge produced by dual |
sources as noted here. | - -

Many philos,ophe_rsido not howeve_r accept the thesis of ubhayajajﬁ&nal .
o They‘interpret théfcomponent ‘non-linguistic’ 1n the definition as-v indicative of
.refutation of the theory according to which every cognition takes its rise as
wrapped up in 'language. Lingui"stic clothing of cognition, according to the
Naiyayikas', is miot .essential for perception even though such a relationship may
. apnear to be ol)vious for other ,vari_et_ies of cognition. Thus, the usefulness of the
component as intrinsically non—llnguis_tic in character. The implication then is

that the component has not been .'inserted‘to secure an act of exclusion which a
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<

component normally perfonns in a definition. Later mterpreters of the suira thus

treat only the three words cogmtlon due to sensory. contact w1th the object’ and. |

- non-dev1at1ng They do not take the remammg two words avyapade.sﬁza

--(translated SO far as- non-lmgmstlc) and vyavasayatmaka translated 50 far as '_

certam’) as components of the deﬁnltlon The two words under reference are’

- thus '1nterpreted by -these phllosopohers as representmg a division into’
: umdetermmate (nzrvzkalpaka) and _determinate (savzkalpaka) Vanetles of

L perceptlon The proposal was exp1101t1y ﬂoated in the Nyaya tradltlon ﬁrst by -

Vacaspat1 in T amaryatzka and later supported by GangeSa in the

Pratyaksakhanda of his T attvacmtamam and also by Vlsvana’tha in his Vriti?
But the 1nterest1ng, pomt to- be noted here is that neither Gautama nor

Vétsyayana has spoken of this distinction anywhere in their works: Therefore :

. the thes_ls of mrvzka_lpaka is not a theory of the masters. It is thus natural-to
' suppose that it has been smuggled into Nyaya from the work of the sister system

"..of‘ Vaisesika It seems to us that the theory has. actually"been borrowed from '

Prasastapada The theory was ably defended and greatly developed by Gangesa

e wrthm the backdrop of the system. of Navya Nyaya propounded by him. But Iam
 afraid that Gangesa dlffers from Prasastapada in 51gn1ﬁcant respects ThlS w1ll be’

' clear as we proceed

Prasastapada writes about the causes and types of perception after giving

his _defm_ition\.of perception; ,W-hile" dealjng ‘with perception -‘of'substance.s. he

‘mentions that the external substance can be perceived by the visual sense organ

or by the sense organ of touch only. Such perception is possible in respect of

substances (which are wholes consisting of parts, have intermediate magnitude

“(neither atomic nor infinite), and have colour as a property) proyided that there

are the common general causes and also the threefold contact between four
things (between self and manas, manas and the sense organ, and the sense organ

and the object). If these merely are the causes in respect of an act of perception,
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~such perceptlon cannot be anythmg other than mere acquaintance. .
: Prasastapada s own word 1s svarupa—alocana—matra the component alocana’
of this ‘expression belng synonymous with grahana and " thus the compound is

_ treated as. equlvalent to svarupa—grahana—matra by Sndhara ‘But though the'.

factors noted here are sufﬁc1ent for such a type of acquamtance these are merely- ‘

necessary for a dlfferent type of perceptlon Wthh he refers to as mvolvmg a

. vzsesana for whrch these factors and their product ie. th1s acquamtance 1tself

- together constitute- the sufﬁcrent cond1t10n His own word for such a perception -

is vzsesana—apekm As we are not g1V1ng any causal mterpretatlon to the

: component apeksa the compound is being treated as 1nvolv1ng viesana’, 1. e -

~ inthe . sense that the substance the perception is about is held as. possessmg _

somethmg as its attrrbute or visesana’. Smce such a perceptlon is dlstmct from

‘ '.the earher vanety thls element of vzsesana qua eplstemlc videsana is absent
:-there. Therefore‘,' the phrase _ mere Ny ~acqua1ntance (svar‘upalocana— o

matra’/ svarupagrahana-matra’) does not stand for percept1on of the substance'_

-as havrng somethmg as. 1ts character or mark although these figure 1n 1t as

discrete. objects. ThlS variety of perception has later come to be known as

'nzrvzkalpaka and the other type as savzkalpaka - But though Prasastapada

hunself has not used these words it is clear that he was able to draw the"

: dlstlnCtIQIl; in its essence. This’ w1ll be- clear if we consrder Prasas_tapada S

examples of perception of the vis:esana;apeksa type.
' l’rasfastap'ada gives us six examples of cognition involving vi;sesaaa.
©  (This substance_ (drvyam) exists (sat). |
(i) . (This) is carth(en) (orrhfoD) |

' (ifi)  (This) has horns (visan)
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(iv) 4.(This_ is) white (.é{ukla)
= (v) '. (ThIS 1s) a cow (gau)
'(Vl) (ThlS ) is. movmg (gacchatz)

(Our representat1on of the examples 1s based Vyomastvacarya s

1nterpretat10n)

In all these cases somethmg is taken to be a character of somethmg else

In (1) this character is the umversal of ex1stence Wthh is called samanya |

(general) in the sense that this is common to every such thing that can have a

. -universal in 1t Cases (11) and (v) are examples of cogmtron where also a.

umversal is taken to be a character of somethmg The universal mvolved here in -

_these two cases is not such that it is common to everything that can have a- - :
* universal i in 1t, since everythmg does not belorng to the class of earthen objects or .

‘to that of cows. 'Ilns type of umversal is called visesa in the sense that it is

specific to a glven group of thmgs and is not present in others In (111) ‘what :

_ appears as the attribute, ontologically speaking, is not a umvers_al but a pair of

horns which are substances and hence: partlculars In (iv) the character is agiven'

colour and that in (vi) i is actlon These two characters, being propertles are thus '

to be regarded as partlculars and not as universals.

We have noted above that accordmg to Prasastapada the perceptlon of the» _

vzsesana—apeka type (savzkalpakapratyaksa) is caused by svarupa-alocana—

matra (mrvzkalpakapratyaksa) He has not however given us examples of the

dlfferent mrvzkalpaka perceptlons correspondmg to the examples of the dlfferent
mrvzkalpaka perceptions corresponding to the exarnples of the former (the six
cases from (i) to (vi) we have been discussing). In our rendering of the examples
which we have 'tried to make idiomatic we have used English words within

parentheses showing them in the subject position although except of (i) in the
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correspondmg Sanskrrt sentence there are no separate words for them.

' Nevertheless we. assume that what is belng asserted by those sentences may be
' f,represented in the way we have done to grve them a look of 1d10mat1c ¥

: expressrons in Enghsh Prasastapada S. examples under reference are examples of

cognrtlons involving a predlcatronal structure as the vzsesana is taken as related

"~ to some vzéesya of subject I have mdrcated what figures as, vzsesya by usmg

words w1th1n parentheses though in Sanskrlt this is 1nd1cated by the use of the

 word for the vzse,sya w1th appropnate nommal suffixes used in accordance with
the approprrate syntactrcal rules Given that there is a vifegya in each of such

‘examples and that we are not in error here, we can legitimately enqulre about the
C

nature and. contents of the mrvzkalpaka cognltlon for each of the. examples Let -

. us ﬁrst consrder the first example

(This) substance exists. (sat drvyam)

‘This example 18 drfferent from all others in that we have here two words

in the Sanskrlt sentence The first ‘word (sat) in it has been mterpreted as‘

standmg for the vzsesana It is thus also supposed that the other word stands for

the subJect or the vzse,s'ya As th1s is an example of perceptron we further suppose -

 that the perceptlon is about a smg]e spec1ﬁc object. This fact has been mdlcated

. by us in our translation by the use of the demonstrative pronoun ‘this’ within

parentheses But the word ‘dravya” (substance) explicitly used by Prasastapada

* for the vifesya (subject) suggests that it has been represented as a thrng 1dent1ﬁed :

by.the property of substance-hood In later Nyaya such a property is’ descrrbed as
vzsesyata—avacchedaka-dharma (delrmmltmg propetty for subJect-hood). It is not -

clear from Prasastapada‘s writing whether such a property is also to be treated as

a visesan . It cannot however be a visegsana as distinct from upalaksana (as per

their deﬁmtrons by Gangesa) But it is surely a prakara that is often taken as

© visegana. If it 1s a vifegana then’ like the other property (i.e. satta or ‘existence)

which is clearly a viSesana it should also figure in the precedmg nirvikalpaka .

perception as a d1screte content along with the thing (substance) and the other
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.:property (exrstence) But there 18 no clear statement in thls respect in the

hterature that may serve as the gulde for us

In Prasastapada s work all the six examples have been represented by a

« o .z

has been translated by us by 51x d1fferent mdependent sentences in Enghsh If
the word ‘drvya is taken as the- visegya word also in respect of the other cases,
the ﬁrst example will not be drfferent from the other ones in thls respect.
Followmg the commentators we have however treated the remamlng exarnples |
as distinct from the first one by treatmg them as single worded sentence in as
much as the word ‘dravya’ is not taken as part of these sentences, although the

subje_ct of such sentences,'ontologically speaking, is actually a»substance. But if

 the other interpretation (i.c. the word ‘dravya’ be taken ‘as the word for the
| visesya) is accepted then if subStance-hood is taken as a prdk&ra (and therefore
-also asa viSesana ) in respect of the vzsesya in questlon ( it does not matter what

- the major vzsesana 1s that is, whether it a universal or substance or quahty or

action), the preceding mrvzkalpaka would have, for 1ts discreate contents, that
speclﬁc substance substance-hood and the major vzsesana (whlch isa unlversal

in respect’ of the first and also i m respect of the. second and ﬁfth examples and

which is a partlcular in respect of the remaining ones).

If the word ‘substance’ not taken as repr'csenting the vifegya in these

examples then the precedmg cognition is about the referent of the word “this®

. used by us within parentheses in our translatlon The referent although an
" individual substance, does not ﬁgure as something as having the property of
- substance-hood and the respectrve other contents ﬁgure as contents as pertaining |

to the vzse;ya in questron

As thc cases other than the first, second and the ﬁfth are such that the »

visegana_-s involved in them are not universals, the perception of svarupa-

alocana-matra type, if it is to be supposed to be operative as a cause here, must
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be about discrete objects, namely, about the vz'.s‘e,vyd (referent of the word ‘this’)

and the vzse,sana concerned. Wthh also 1s a partlcular As this partlcular is

’_ . substance (a palr of horns) 1n case of (“(Thls) has horns”), a quahty (white
._colour) in case of (“Thls) is whxte”) and motton is (¢ (Thxs) is movmg”) these‘

i partlculars are not wlthout a universal «although this universal does not 1nhere in

the'su'bject or the uiéesya but inheres in the vz's/esana'which is distinct from it.

' Therefore thlS universal also must ﬁgure as content 1n the precedlng cogmtlon
- But the question 1s Whether in this preceding congltlon this unlversal is taken to

' be_a property of the visesapa. If this is the case then this preceding cognition is

not an instance of mere acquaintance of svarupa-alocana-matra as the visegana

and its uniVersal ‘which are its' contents are to’ be understood as related. The

‘precedmg cogmtlon may however be treated as mere acquamtance in whlch that

vzse,vana (which is a partrcular) and its umversal ﬁture as dlscrete contents along

with the vzsesya of" the cogmtlon 1n “the example Such a position cannot‘ ‘

: however be: mamtamed if the vzsesana -apeksa— perceptlon as represented in

Prasa§tapada S. examples isa case of what has come. to be known in later Nyaya _

. -as a case of vzszsta—vazszszya-avag'hz—buddhz

A cognltlon of thlS type is one in whlch the vzse,sana in respect to the : |

vzse,vya is taken as quahﬁed by some further vzsesana for example, in

Raltadandavan purusah (The person has a red stick (in his hand) the main

' vzse,vana here’ belng the stick whlch agaln is taken as a red one, that is taken as

related to red colour. It is here stlpulated that such a compos1te cogmtlon must

be causally due to a cogmtlon whlch is not about discrete contents but actually

about some of the contents as related, in the- example cxted the precedmg'

_cogmtwn is about the strck as red, the red colour (which is a limitor “of

'v_lse,s'angta) . figuring as the prakara in respect of the stick. Hence, if

Prasastapada’s examples (iii), (iv) and (vi) are treated as cases of such composite
cognitions, these should be taken as due to a simpler uis‘e;a;_aa -apeksa-jriana

about the.' pair of ‘horns as related to the universal of being a hern, about the
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White colour as related to its specific universal and about motion as related to its

umversal in respectlve cases. It seems to us that tlus was. not perhaps the
-illustration of the perceptlon of vzse,s'ana -apeksa type which he apparently takes‘ '
to be dlrectly due to mere-acqualntance varlety of perceptlon We can also put

-forward’ some other arguments agamst the hypothe51s under’ reference

The hypothesrs of vzs1sta—vazszstya—avagahz—buddhz stlpulates that the

: cogmtlon 1mmed1ately precedlng the perceptxon in the examples under'
: _;c0n31deratlon (that is, in the third, fourth and s1xth cases) is. about the thmg ‘
. figuring in the later cogmtlon as the. vzse,s'ana but as related to. its spemﬁc -

unlversal and perhaps also along with the vzse,s'ya wh1ch is a substance as a

. dlscrete content ‘in 1t If that substance ﬁgures also as a quahﬁed content in it
there will be no logical dlfference between the two percept1ons and the
- hypothe31s wjull also be open to the charge of mfinlte regress as the precedlng

'perceptlon like the ongmal one shall have to- be taken to be due to a similar

perceptlon It may thus be held that this precedlng perceptlon is about that’

' substance as a dlscrete content but also about the visegana as: characterzsed by

its own universal.  Alternatively, it may .be maintained that thls_.prev1ous '

- perception is only about.this relational complex involving the visegana and-the

universal and'not, about the substance as a discrete unrelated content.‘ But this is'

" not acceptable as Prasastapada stipulates that the substance figures as the content
- in-the two perceptlons to be taken as causally related. of Wthh the perceptlon'
i taken as the cause is a mere acqualntance only Thus we shall have to consider

‘whether the perceptron acting as the cause in respect of the final visesana -

apeksa cognition is all about discrete contents or not. If it is about the visegya-

substance but not understood as related to the vifesana and also a_b_out'the

- viSesana -complex involving the viSesana as characterized by its universal we -

- shall have to assume that the visegya- substance figures as a content also in a

preceding third. perception in which the vifesana and its ‘universal are to be |

supposed to ﬁ.gure only as discrete contents along with the substance if all the
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~ contents of the earllest perceptlon although they would differ in respect of the
contents of the: mtermedlate perceptlon ‘But 1t wrll be. difficult to take this ‘
_ earliest. perceptlon as the cause of the percept1on in the 01ted examples as it will
- :be a remote and. not an immediate- antecedent in respect of it. Therefore, 1t should' |
be supposed that the substance ﬁgures as a. content also in’ the mtermedlate' ‘
‘- perception and thus there will be no difference between the first and the second .'
alternatrves But it w1ll be dlfﬁcult to take thls earllest perception as the causeé of '
: the perceptlon in the cited examples as it wil be- a remote and not an 1mmed1ate
-antecedent in respect of it. Therefore it should be supposed that the substance
ﬁgures as a content also in the mtermedlate perception and thus there will be no
‘ drfference between the ﬁrst and the second alternatives. But the postulatron of
this mtermedlate perceptlon will in any case be an unnecessary duphcatlon of
. 'causes in respect of the original perceptlon in the examples as it is supposed
. here that both the earliest and the mterrnedlate perceptlons are causes. Hence,.
the mtermedlate perceptlon may be - dropped from the causal process, ‘the
necessary 1mphcat10n bemg that Prasastapada 5 examples are not cases of :
vzszsta—vazszstya—avagahz cognrtlon and also that the perceptlon to be taken as the
cause are about all the three, namely, the substance (vzsesya) the- vzsesana and
- lts umversal as discrete contents. This car also be clalmed to be consistent w1th

~the prmcrple of non-delay (avzlamba) in the rise of effect

In support of such a posmon we can- further saythat the perceptlon of ‘
dlscrete contents has been- clalmed by Prasastapada not only as a cause but also_;
as pramarga in respect of the cogmtlons cited by him in his examples. If the word
‘pram?ma’ stands | for the kdrana in respect of pra'mc“z and if the ka'rana is

(karana) as has been proposed by some, our argument does surely garn greater‘

acceptab111ty Let us. therefore elumdate this thesrs of Prasastapada in some

. detail.
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"It is known to all students ‘of Indlan phllosophy that karana

' (1nstrumental cause) is asadharana (usually translated as extraordmary) karana (

cause) and that ﬂ'llS is taken elther as the latest of the. conditions (sadhakatama/ .

i phala-ayoga-wavacchznna) or as a cond1t1on (vyaparavat) that produces ‘the
'_ phenomenon in questlon by producmg somethmg wh1ch also acts as a cause in
g respect of the phenomenon The first" posmon is very old and held by R
| plnlosophers of dlfferent schools’ while the second one is of later innovation -

. made by the phllosophers belongmg to the-modem school of Nyaya founded by -

Gangesa ‘The causal condltron Wthh is the latest to anse for the productlon of

‘an effect cannot be more than one and in that sense it is-an asadharana or extra- -

: ordmary causal condition. Slmllarly, somethmg that- produces an effect by

producmg an mtermedlate thing Wthh also is a cause for the same thmg is an :

~ extraordmary causal condition, as this 1ntermed1ate thing occurrmg the effect

necessanly takes ‘place. In fact, this intermediate thmg is mostly, though. not

' always the karana also accordmg to. the first mterpretatlon A ph1losopher
' should have the freedom to choose any of the two stlpulatlons and may 1ndeed'
“use one in one context and the other in another context. In our present context
~ the nzrvzkalpaka cognmon is held by Prasastapadas termmology) Supposing |

that the perceptxon in his examples are cases of prama or knowledge this

condltlon is then also to be called a pramana in the sense of being the karana of

pramda. But the 1nterpretatlon that is.being followed here is clearly the first one.

~-If some philosopher_ chooses, as_Ganges'a'doe_s, to follow the vj)aparavat )

model of int.erpretation the nlrr?ikalpaka cannot be regarded as such a causal '_
- condltlon that .is, as the karana of prama, The factor that produces an
i 1ntermed1ate thing which along with that factor produces the qualified cognition
- will be such an extra-ordmary_ causal condition. Ganges$a takes the sense organ

~as a causal condition. Gangesa takes the sense organ as a causal condition that

produces the qualaiﬁed cognition by producing the contact with the object which

_' also is necessary for-that cognition. Hence, according to the second stipulation
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about the concept of 'kdrana it is not the nirvikalpaktz but the sense organ which .
is to be regarded as the karana and also the pramana in respect of the quahﬁed
' perceptlon It may be notlced here that the sensory contact is not the last (. e the -
. latest) of the . condxtlons to generate the quahﬁed cogmt1on for unless thatl.. |
contact occurs and thus obtains the mrvzkalpaka also cannot occur for producmg E
the qualified cogmtlon The mtermedlate factor, if the mrvzkalpaka is not to be
%0 regarded in this context is then not the latest (sadhakatama/phala—ayoga—
vyavachmna) condrtlon If, however; the mrvzkalpaka itself is taken as the karya
.A(effect) the sensory contact can be regarded as the latest condition. Clearly there
s some ambiguity here as mrvzkalpaka itself may be regarded as such an
_intermediate factor with reference to the later cognition in as much as it is caused
by the sense organ and also causes the qualalﬁed cogmtron Such an ambrgulty is
- however absent in the first stlpulatlon as no two conditions can be called karana |

accordmg to this stlpulatxon Therefore, if this strpulatron is to be preferred for

thls reason, it will certamly be a matter of greater Justlﬁcatlon to’ treat as the - -

' .Va1se§1kas do ‘the mrvzkalpaka as the karana and also as the pramana in respect

of the vzse;ana -apeksa cases of perceptlon 8

This Va1se§1ka strategy was’ carefully av01ded by Gangesa and his
followers who denied that a cognltlon can be karapa in respect of perceptron
'though such karana in respect of non-perceptual cognltlon is necessanly some
: cognmon or other. In fact this thesis has been utlhsed by them in the formulatron '
: of the deﬁmtlon of' perceptlon as a cogmtlon the karana in respect of Wthh 1s
somethmg other than a’ cogn1t1on (ie. as jnanaakarana karana). Thesev
philosophers do not however deny that the nirvikalpaka is a cause (karar:za ) of
 the vis’esana 4apéksa perception. But they ‘will admit its necessity only as a
condition in the role of cogmtron of the vzse,s'ana which itself is not a argument

| ~ for admrttlng the nirvikalpaka. -

Prasastapada hlmself asserts that though the vifesana -apeksa congition is

due to the nirvikalpaka this mrvzkalpakq does not owe its origin to any
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~ cognition whatsoever9 In this sense, as the commentators rnention the

mrvzkalpaka is the sunplest and u]tunate cogmtlon of the: vifesana , bemg ltself

'not quallﬁed But the mrvzkalpaka is somethlng more for Prasastapada and hlS-
'followers Accordmg to them if the- quahﬁed perceptlon is._true and is prama _
then, ‘as has been noted by us- earher th1s perceptlon must be due-to the efﬁcacy |
of the mrvzkalpaka w1thout which the resultant perceptlon would not have been a

. true cogmtlon that is, an instance of prama

The thesis of paratahpramanya( extrinsic valldlty) in respect of ongm'

.of; pramanya as-developed in Navya Nyaya stipulates. that the truth in respect of |

a perceptual eognltlon is due to a factor which is other than the factors that

- p’roduce this_cognition qua a'perceptual cognition. Thus an illusory perception
‘ora vendlcal one'is equally due to sensory contact.. But if i it is a case of vendlcal ,

: perceptlon it is due to contact with-a thing (the vzse;ya) wh1ch does actually
have the property/feature in it that appears as the vzse;ana m the qualified

: cogmtlon Th1s feature of the sensory contact is called guna in Sansknt which

_ means a ( me)tltonous) quality as opposed to defect or dosa ‘But in a sense, this

is argumg in a circular way. Truth of the cogmtlon cons1sts in the visegya thing’s.
possessing the vzsesana Thus, 1f the guna in questlon is so formu]ated that it

presupposes this (ln statmg that the requxred sensory contact with the obJect is

| actually contact w1th a thing that must have the vzse;ana in it), the Navya Nyaya

formulatron of the thesis of paratah pramanya does not carry conv_lctlon as an

_ explanatlon of the or1g1n of the verldlcahty of perceptlon

" The Valse§1ka thes1s that truth is ensured by the mrvzkalpaka is supposed

to be not mconswtent with the theory of extrinsic va11d1ty It rather seems to

fare better, as it does not have the ring of mrcularrty around it. It may be said that :

the sensory contact neeessary for the nirvikalpaka and for that matter al'sov.for '
the pratyaksa {iis actually contact with the thing Whichl_is not only the visegya but
is something that does have the visesapa in it. The Navya Nya)}a and the

* VaiSegika theses do not thus substantially differ from one another. Nevertheless
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it can be cla1ed that the truth analy51s is not mbullt m the thes1s of the .
"mrvzkalpaka Wthh 1s defined as acqualntance of discrete contents (svarupa—
_ alocana—matra) But the truth analysrs is very much nnbedded in the guna thesrs --

; concerned (namely, vzseanavadvzse,syasannzkarsa)

leen “this subtle dlfference of the Valseslka the31s from the Navya

.Nyaya one as mentloned here we can utilise it in expressmg our preference for _ o

the Valseslka thesis that the mrvzkalpaka is the pramana ie, the karana in-
respect of. vzsesana -apeksa-pratyaksa—prama as it does not smack of 01rcular1ty -
: ‘1n any way: If the condltlons mcludmg the sensory contact that produce the

mrvzkalpaka are still in operatlon now. being aided by the nzrvzkalpaka itself

- produced by them, the cogmtlon bemg produced i is not only perceptron but also

a veridical one. Where the nzrvzkalpaka about the viSegana  is mlssmg, for .
example m perceptual 1llu51on about a th1ng as silver when the thmg is not

' .actually sﬂver the resultant cognition cannot be an instance of prama 12

_ ‘TRUTH AS AVYABHICARITATVA

The words. ‘true’/’false’ are supposed to represent predrcates apphcable to
sentences in the indicative mood or to their meanmg called’ proposrtrons or to -.
bel1efs with respect to them. In Western phllosophy different theones of truth-
‘have been offered under the labels of correSpondence theory, coherence theory,
| -pragmatlsm and semantlc theory. Of these the first and the last ones are taken to
~ be acceptable theories in respect of the nature of truth. The other two theories
‘are valued :not so much as theories about the nature of truth but as theories about
the test of truth and are regarded and often referred to as theories of knowledge |
~or of justification by philosophers of eminence. = The words ‘true’/false’ are
~_both positive terms in appearance as one of them has not been formed from the

' other by adding to it some vnegative particle. Philosophers in the West, however,
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almost invariably have treated - one as hving positive meaning and the other as

-_havmg its negatlon as its meanmg Toa bearer of truth—value must belong one
| of these two values represented by the words ‘true’/’false ‘and thlS view-is
"known as b1valence theory of truth Although recent developments m many- S
- valued loglc pose threat to th]s theory it still commands a great followrng The o
. ‘words that will be mostly used in ‘idiomatic translatlon of ‘true’/’ false in the'-
' 'languages of India that have malnly descended from Sansknt are satya/mzthya
.' .Both these ‘words are pos1t1ve in appearance The thmgs to whlch these words .

- . may be applled can certalnly be bel1efs and in an extended sense these may be -

apphed even to abhzlapaka vakyas i.e. to the sentences that express those
beliefs. But these two Sansknt words have. been used by many phllosophers to

refer not s1mply to behefs or sentences but also to what these bellefs or'_

sentences

. THE NAVYA-NYAYA CONCEPT OF TI-IE INDIVIDUAL

The 1nd1v1dual man is really a partlcular self dchmlted by a body As |

' ,Navya-Nyaya phllosophers hold that there are 1nnumerable selves all dlfferent_

- from one another an’ md1v1dual man has a unique self. But as Navya-Nyaya_ 5

philosophers also accept the doctrine of rebirth, a man in this birth may become

an animal in his next bn'th As the self of an individual remains the same whether_

he is born as a man. , or as aan anlmal a-human belng must have a human body

Thus the umqueness of the self cannot: guarantee that the 1nd1v1dual isa human |

. being. Thus an. 1nd1v1dual man who is identical with his self must also have a

human body. This human body dehrmts the self which is neither human nor non-

'human Thus the body is very 1mportant for an individual man.

The self of the 1nd1v1dual is, as we have already stated, is ublqurtous and

 all substances of limited magnltude like atoms and composrte substances are in’

contact with it. Thus the self of an 1nd1v1dual will be all over the earth, in the

firemanent, in the stars, and so on. Yet although the self of the individual is
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| mfmltely extended yet it is the subject of knowmg, feehng and wfllmg, only in
‘so far. as it is delumted by body Thus knowledge feelmg, wrlllng do not belong'
“to the self all over, but belong to the self only in s0 far as it is restncted by the

.. body Thus knoweldge—feelmg, w1llmg ‘are. qualitles of non-pervasrve

' occurrence (avyapya-vrttz)

Then there is a functlon of the totality of all men in the creation of the .

_ universe: The umverse is created for the enJoyment or suffenng of . human -

beirgs. The general causes of the _creation of the universe are God’s w1ll,

" knowledge, time, as also.the stock of merit and demerit of the individual huinian

beings. Thus adrsta of every man is a general cause of the creation of the

universe. Every lndividtxal has passed through innumerable births and deaths '

There is no first bnth of an individual, just as there is ‘no. first creatron of the

umverse A umverse is created endures for a long time then 1s lost in total

- ~drssolut10n Again, another umverse is created, and so’the cycle of creatlon

duratlon and dlssolutlon goes on. So also with the md1v1dual man wrth the

- dlfference that he is not born agam if and only ifhe attalns liberation in this life. -_ » |

Thus in the creation of the universe the adrasta -of men is as much responsrble as

- 'God’s wrll and knowledge

Adrsta is the spemal cause of pleasure and pain of the 1nd1v1dual and is

also.a general cause of all type of cogmtlon and other states, internal or external,

of the individual. - -

KINDS OF PERCEPTION

According to Navya-Nyaya perceptions are primarily of two kinds @) |

mdetermmate and (2) determmate Determinate perceptions agam are of two
kinds : (a) ordlnary (laukika) and (b) special (alaukika). Ordmary perceptron .

‘involves aeprstemlc relatlons(sanmkarsa) of six kinds. Special perceptions are of

three kinds ¢ (i) perceptions of all instances of a universal. (ii) Perception of an
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_ object by a sense-organ althougn the objeet is not a pfoper object of ordinary
. perceptlon by " that sense-organ These - two- kinds of specml pérception are.

" common to all men. (iii) Th1s kmd of specwl perceptlon is avallable to only

yogms who can percelve very small thlngs like atoms dlstant or future thmgs '

' and so on. The followmg dlagram makes .thlS class;ﬁcatlon of pe;ceptlons clear. N

.Percepﬁon -

) .Indetem{in'ate IR - o detezjminate'

n Ordina[ry perception of Spe]cial_

S N SR A IR FU
- Things - = qualities -~ universal 'sound - ‘universal = |negative -

E o ' ' - Of sound * | objects

vPercept.ion of all instances =~ Peroeption of o‘t-)jectn o ‘-yogic

"Of a universal - - . notproper to the ' perception

‘Sen‘se-or'gan
(A) Indetermmate Perceptlon

In ordmary perceptlon of the detennmate kmd we have a quallﬁcatlve '
cogmtlon havmg a qualificand, a quallﬁer and a relatlon between them. For

example when we percelve something as acow or somethmg as cowness-

-pos_sessmg, the thing is the quahﬁcand of the perceptual cogntlon,_cowness is its

" qualifier and inherence is the qualification (for, cowness inheres in the present

thing). 'Now the Nydya argument is that_the‘qualiﬁcati've cognition requires

_cowness is, he cannot know or perceive as a cow requires the prior cognition of

cowness. But this. cognition of cowness which. produces the determinate

cogmtxon cannot itself be a determmate cogmtlon as this will lead to an mﬁmte

- Tegress; so, every determlnate perceptlon requires an indeterminate knowledge

of cowness there is no kn_owledge of a relation. This indeterminate knowledge
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has to be perceptual for in no other way can one rnmally know cowness m'

' rsolatlon

This mdetermmate perception of Navya—Nyaya has some sumlarmes w1th :

~what Russel[once called ‘knowledge by acquamtance -which he contrasted w1th

'.knowledge by descnptron Knoweledge by acquamtance requrres a drrect - )

relatlon of the object with the knower The Navya-Nyaya theory of

" indeterminate perceptron is snnllar to knowledge by acquaintance is the referent '

of logrcally proper names lrke ‘this’. T, etc., accordmg to the Navya-Nyaya

- . theory that any word denotes an ob]ect or obJects only under a mode which i .1,s a.

property of the object or objects. So a cognition involving words is necessarily a

qualiﬁcative cognition of an object possessing a property As indetermina'te

' perceptlon is postulated to . causally explam determinate “or. qualrﬁcatlve'

percept1on 1t cannot mvolve any name. This mdetermmate cogmtlon cannot

" also be expressed in language, for _usmg language is poss1ble only when there'is .

a d_istinCtion between the meant object and the mode u_nder which it is meant. So.

'Navya-Nyaya' -philosophers use inference to .postulate this primitive hind"of .

perception. :

“(B) Deterrmnate perceptlon

Determmate perception is qualificative cognition the object of whlch is of -

the form aRb. When we percelve a cow classrfy the percelved obJect as a cow,

" or- as cowness-possessmg ‘In th1s cogmtlon the percelved object is .the
'qualrﬁcand, ‘cowness is the -qualifier and inherence ,1_s the quahﬁcatron. The

' object 'cognized is, therefore, a qualified object, but not a fact.

Both - | indeterminate - and determinate perceptlon requires =~ the -
mstrumentahty of sense-organs. The sense-organs have to.be related 1o the
ob]ect perce1ved but this relation is not merely an objectlve relation. It may be
described as an epistemic relatron, the relation of the sense-organ with the object

that produces the cognition. There are six kinds of epistemic relations

_(sannikarsa) in ordinary perception. Thus when we perceive a jar as jarness-
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' possessmg, the j Jar is the object of determmate perceptlon The sense—organ of

v151on is related 1o the . Jar eplstemxcally by contact When we perce1ve the " -

. colour of the jar, say, the red colour 1t is the colour -which i is the object of -
: perceptlon and the sense-organ. of vision has to be related eplstemlcally to the’

red colour of the jar ThlS relatlon is a chain relation and cannot be a dlrect

relation. The sense-organ of vision 1s related fo the j jar - by contact and the red 4

colour of the jar mheres in it. Hence the - splstemlc relation between the sense-

.. organ of vision and the red colour of the jar.is contact-cum-lnherence.

The distinction between a p‘artlcular and a universal is not the same as that

between a thing and a 'quality' According to Navya-Nyaya 'qualiti'es are as

partlcular as the thmgs to wh1ch they belong. So Just as there are umversals _

: 'mhenng in thmgs thlng-umversals — so also. there are umversals inhering in

quahtles quallty-umversals

When we percewe the unlversal of the red colour our sense-organ of '

vision has to be related to the universal of the red colour i.e. redness, ina very N

indirect relation: The eyes are in contact-w1th the jar, the red colour inhjeres in

the jat, and redness mheres in the red colour Hence the eplstemlc relation of the

- sense-organ of vision to the redness is contact-cum—mherence cum-mherence

Here we must note the dlfference between an objective relatlon of the -

sense-oirgan to the object: perceived and- the epistemic relation between them.

- When we'perceiye a Jar the- sense-organ of vision is epistemically related to the ‘
Jar yet objectlvely the jar is related to 1ts red: colour and the red colour to'the - '

umversal of red colour by inherénce. Thus although the jar is related to all ofits . -

qualltles by inherence, when we perceive the jar we do not percelve all its

quaht1es Thus the Ob_]CCtIVC relat1on between the jar and its qual1t1es does not .

' produce the perception of all quaht1es of the jar s1multaneously It is a fact that a

_ jaris objectively related to all its qualities, but this does not mean that whenever

we perceive the jar we perceive all the qualities of the jar. To determine the -

epistemic relation. betweer a sense-organ and the object perceived, we have ﬁrst :
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of all to note what object is perceiyed a thing, its colour or the colour

: umversal and then.to calculate backward to the epiftemic relation. So the

CplStleC relation between the sense-organ and the object percelved can be

...calculated only by ﬁrst knowmg what obJect is percelved

Accordmg to Nyaya the sense-organs are not parts of the body but are

nnperceptlble -elements (panca mahabhuta) Thus the sense—organ of vision. is |

the fire which is located in the eye—balls ‘The audltory sense—organ is the akasa

whlch is unperceptlble and is located in the earhole Accordmg to Nyaya sound .

is a quahty of akasa which is the sense-organ of hearlng.- As a quality of akdsa .~
sould inheres in it. Hence when we hear a sound the sound is related to the

, 'sense-organ of hearing by 1nherence We may also hear the sound-umversal
- present in the part1cular mstances of sound. In hearmg the sound—umversal the

sense-organ of hearing is 1nd1rectly related to it. Sound 1nheres in the sense-

organ of hearing (akasa) and the umversal of sound inheres in the sound ?_so the

sense-organ of hearing is related to the univ_ersal of sound by inherence-cum- .

inherence

Accordmg to Navya-Nyaya we can perceive not merely pos1t1ve obJects

: but also negatlve obJects hke absence of a jar on the ﬂoor Here it is necessary to

relate ep1stem1cally the sense-organ of vision with the absence of the har on the

_floor. First of all the sense-organ of vision is related to the floor by contact and

the absence of the Jar is the: qual1ﬁer of the floor. Hence the sense-organ of

_vision is related to the absence of the jar on the ﬂoor by the relatlon of contact-

S cum-qualtemess

. (C) Special Perceptlon

Among systems of Indlan philosophy only Navya—Nyaya admist this type

’of perceptlon There are three kinds of this type of perceptmn

) The first kmd of this type of perception is the perception of all

instances of a universal. When we perceive an elephant, we also percerve
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ordinarily the universal elephantness 'inhering in the '_eleph_ant. These are all cases

of ordmary perceptlon But Navya-Nyaya 'philosop"hers' argue that by -

percervmg one elephant as possessmg elephanmess we perceive in a special way :
| all 1nstances of elephantness ie., all elephants past present and future near and_

VL far.~-

When' we percelve one elephant ‘we have percerved all elephants merely as

B elephants Thls is why ‘when we at once recogmze it as an elephant ‘But
'- recogmtlon 1s not poss1ble_ 1f we had not already known theelephant. It is the
‘ 'ﬁrs“t time that we. are seeing the second ele"phant.' How can we then .recognize'—it '
_' as an elephairt” According to Navya-Nyaya a philosophers this experience of
' recogmtlon can- be explained only if we hold that by perceiving one elephant in

'the ordmary way we have percetved ina spemal way all elephants.

. This Nyaya theory of perce1v1ng in a spe01a1 way all instances of

unrversal by percetvmg the umvesal in the ordmary way in one 1nstance of the -

vumversal avoids a dlfﬁculty of the conceptual theory of umversals According to

this theory We percerve a number of elephants then compare and contrast these :

. -percelved. particulars and then abstract the qualities commen the all of them and

then generaliae to form the concept of the uniyersal*of ‘eleph,ant,- A difficulty in

this theory of abstract universal is that we shall have to perceive many elephants. '

As we have not yet got the universal of elephant, it is not clear how we can be

sure that we. are seemg a second elephant thhout having the umversal we -

" ,cannot possrbly recogmze a second elephant as an elephant. The Nyaya theory '

. of this kind of spec1al perception explams how we can recognlze a second

elephant as an elephant. Eyen when we perceive the first elephant we also

perceive the elephant-universal present in the first elephant. But this perception

- of the universal does "not ‘suffice to explain our recognition of the second

elephant as an elephant. Hence there ,is'"th'e need for this special kind of

perception.
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Even though th1s isa spec1a1 kmd of perceptlon it is common. It is the

ordmary actual cogn1t1on of the umversal which functlons as the eprstemlc

'»relatlon The umversal 1s actually perce1ved in the instance. present here and' '
: ‘now and this un1Versal 1s present not only in this obJect but in all its mstances
-So the actual ordmary perceptlon of the umversal ﬁmctlons as the eprstemlc -
‘relation between the sense-organ ‘and all instances -of the umversal As this
:"eplstemlc relation is not of an ordmary kmd it is regarded asof a spemal k1nd :

: _(alaukzka)

This kind. of .speelal' perception . is used in Navya- Nyaya to 'ex.I_)lai_n. the - .
perception of the invariable concomittance of smoke and fire. Not one can see

all cases of smoke, or all cases of fire. Then how can one know, as one actually

does that all cases of smoke are related in the approprlate manner with fire? The

reply is that by seelng one case of smoke, one ordmanly sees smokeness Wthh

' mheres in all 1nstances of the smoke-umversal In this special sense, one seesall

cases of smoke, which explams the poss1b111ty of perceiving the mvarlable'

' concomxttance of smoke with fire. We. shall explam later why Navya- Nyaya- .

| phllosophers cannot admlt inductive inference.

(11) The second kmd of spec1a1 perceptlon is the perceptlon of objects by

| a sense-organ although these ob_]ects are not the proper Ob_]CCtS of perceptlon by

- the sense-organ.

As. an. exanrple we may take the visual perceptlon' of a piece. of

 sandalwood as 'fra_g'r_ant'. Fragr'ance‘is not an object of visual .'pe'rception.l Yet

when we see a piece of sandalwood we see it as fragrant. This is possible only

if we had smelt the piece of sandalwood when we saw it before. It is the memory

- of the fragrance which functrons as-a very spec1al kind of eplstemrc relation

between the sense—organ of vision and the ﬁagrance It will not do to say that we
see the piece of sandalwood and remember that it is fragrant. Our experience is
of visual percept1on of the piece of sandalwood as fragrant To explam thls

experience it is necessary of postulate this kind of perceptlon
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There are ﬁve more drfferent cases in- whlch this kind of spec1a1

perceptlon is used in Navya-Nyaya to explam vanous types of’ expenence (@

. The ﬁrst case is of recogn1t10n We saw Devadatta before: when we see him now
' we. recogmze h1m to be that person The recogn1t10n is perceptlon and it takes |
‘the form ‘Th1s 1s that 'Devadatta’. Now in- thls recognltlon the memory of -

. Devadatta whom we saw before functlons as eplstermc relation to produce thls '

perceptlon (b) Accordlng to Nyaya we can know one cogmtlon of ari object in '

'-a hlgher order 1ntrospect1ve cogmtlon The ob_]ect of this hlgher order

-mtrospectrve cogmtlon of a cogmtlon has the form ‘I know the jar’. When -1

perceive the jar I am aware only of the j Jar but not of my perceiving it. If I have

to know my perceptlon I have to perform a higher order mtrospeetlve act, This
) mtrospectlve act has as 1ts obJect the first order act. Yet the ﬁrst order act cannot '

“be cognized'in a second order act unless and until the. ObjCCt of the ﬁrst order act

- is also cognlsed

The second order act cogmzes the ﬁrst order act and also the object of the

.ﬁrst order act ThlS is p0351ble only if we hold that the object of the ﬁrst order |

act becomes an object of the second order act, As the second order act is

mtrospectlon or inner perceptlon it percelves the object of the first order act only

“in_so far as 1t is cogmzed in the first order act. Here the eplstemlc relation _
between the second order i inner perceptlon and the object of the first order act is

- the first order act of the cogpition jtself. So in.this. case also a cogmtlon

becomes the eplstemlc relatlon between the inner perceptron and the object of

 the first order perception. ThlS isa percept1on of special kind. (c.) The third case

of this type of epistemic relatlon is in explaining anvlllusory perception. When,

for example, we mistake a piece of rope for a snake though not present here and

now. When we mistake a piece of rope for an _idea or a memory of a real snake

we percelve the snake which is not here and now. But how can the sense-organ

~ of vision be related to a snake not here and now ? Accordmg to Nyaya, the

epistemic relation betweens the sense-organ of vision and the absent snake is
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through the memory of a snake seen in the past Here, too itisa memory whlch A

 functions as the eplstemlc relatlon between the sense-organ of vision and the
‘absent snake (d) In the case of perceptlon ofa negatrve object, the sense-organ'.

| - h has to be eplstemrcally related to;{ the obJect For example when we percerve |

that there i is no jar on the floor, we have to know the jar before. This memory of

- the j Jar seen before becomes the eprstemrc relation between the sense-organ of
"_VlSlOIl and the jar We cannot percelve s1mply absensce the absence has got to -

- “be absence of some thmg Even though’ the- absence is before our eyes, the jar

Wthh is absent is not Yet unless and untll we can see the jar we cannot see the

‘absence of the jar. Here too, the memory of the jar ﬁrnctlons as the epistemic
: relatlon between the visual sense—organ and the absent jar. (e) Navya— Nyaya
‘phrlosophers hold that the meanlng of a word may be known in drfferent ways. -

- One way is to 1dent1fy an object as the meamng of a word based on perception of

snmlarrty (upamm) For example a forester tells a city dweller that a govaya is

' srmrlar to a cow. When that man goes to a forest and percelves an animal similar

' to a cow he knows that the meanmg of the word “gavaya’ is' any amrnal of this

' kind. Now the problem is that the person has to see the s1mrlar1ty of the gavaya

' Wthh is present and a cow which is absent How can one perceive the similarity
between a present and an absent thmg? Accordmg to Nyaya phrlosophers the

perceptlon of the srmrlanty requires perceptlon of the two objects which are

similar. As the gavaya is present there i is no difficulty in explammg how it can

be perce1ved But how can an absent cow be perceived?. It is not ordmary :

' perceptlon,- for it 1s.the memory of a cow-seen before ‘which functions as the .

epistemic relation between the visual sense-organ and the absent cow. So this = *

' perception of similarity between a present thing and an absent thing is of a

~ special kind.

(i) - The special perCeption of this kind is not common to all

individuals but is the prerogotive of yogins. Y oglns can ‘see’ small things like

_ atoms, distant and past and future things which cannot be perceived normally.
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But perception according to Nyaya requires an epiStemic relation- between the..
.'sense-organ and the obJect percelved In. the case of yogrc perceptlon the '
| _epistemic relatlon is the speclal cogmtlon in the mmd resultlng from yoglc

CXBI' CISCS

_ In all these three forms of speclal perceptlon, the eplstemlc relation
between the sense—organ and the obJect percelved is very pecuhar In aIl these
' 'three cases 1t is knowledge of a sort that functions as the eplstemlc relation. Tn
the frist case 1t is the perceptlon of the universal in ordmary way which functlon
Cas the eplstemlc relation . between the sense-organ and all instances of the
universal. In the second case it is sometimes memory and - sometimes
- 'mformatlve knowledge whlch ﬁmctlons as the epistemic relatron ThlS has been :
explamed above in. deta11 In the thlrd case it is the knowledge resultmg from _

- yogic practices wh1ch functlons as the eplstemlc relation between the sense- ' .
'organ and the object percelved In emphasmng the 1nstrumenta11ty of sense-

organs in .all forms of perceptlon ordmary or special, Nyaya phllosophy goes' o
agamst the yoga theory of Patanjali. Accordmg to Nyaya a bhnd man cannot see
anything even by yogic exercises. For seeing the ﬁlnctron of the visual sense-
| organ 1s essentlal Thus a blmd yoglc cannot see God he can have other klnds |

of perceptxon of God

} D) F alse cogmtlon -

Now we explaln the dlfference between a true cognltlon and a false
s cogmtlon and a false c@ﬂen For this is necessary to deﬁne “a true

‘cognition®. This, rnay be done by analysmg a particular mstance. _For example,'
~ when we cognize a serpent as (a) serpent, this cognition is true, while if we
cognize a piece of rope as a serpent this cognition is . false. Now when we
cognize truly what -i's.obj‘ectively" a sef(rpent as serpent-ness-possessing, then .
this ’cogni't_ion has the object serpentness — possessXing serpent as i_ts.
qualiﬁcand, and serpentness as its q‘ua—liﬂ_er. Thus the cognition has two

properties — (i) having-serpentness possessing-serpent as its qualificand, and (ii)
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' havmg serpentness as 1ts qualifier. As these two properties belong to the same

cogmtion of a snake as’ a snake, (ii) is. said to be limited by (). Hence a true

| cognmon has 3 propertles - (1) (11) and (iii) i.e. (11) 11m1ted by (1) It is (111) alone

thh is the deﬁmng mark of the true cognition

In the false cogmtlon of plece of TOpe as a snake there are also 3

: propertles - (a) havmg the piece of rope possessing the absence of snakeness
- as its quahﬁcand (b) havmg snakeness as 1ts—qua11ﬁer and (c), (b) limited by
| (a). Of these 3 properties (c) alone is the defining mark ofa ﬂase cogmtlon the' '
, property havmg-snakeness-as its quahﬁer ~ limited by the property havmg-

something with absence of snakeness as its quahﬁcand
. The techm_cal deﬁnitlons given.in earlier Nyaya- are the folllowing.v
'DlLA cognition having that 'as its qualiﬁer in a that-possessor is true.
: D2 A cogmtlon havmg that as its quahﬁer in a negatlon-of “that —
.possessor is ﬂase L '

By- using the relative pronoun ‘that’ the earlier Nyaya ~philosophers _

‘attempted to give a general definition. The usual practice of earlier philosophers -

was to elimin‘ate nouns of particular' deﬁnitional sente'ncesby relatiVe pronouns

. to achieve umversahty ‘Thus- in Gangesa s accepted definition of pervasxon, o

there are two palrs of relative pronouns two ‘that-which is; in such a case it is

difficult to ﬁx the reference of which which’ to Wthh ‘that Gangesa S

deﬁnition may be translated as follows

: D3 | Pervasion is the co-presence of that with that which is not limited by
the limitor of counterpoisitiveness of any constant absence co-present with
which and excluding its counter positive.

It will be easier to fix the reference of relative pronouns by using .

differe'n_t variables thus :
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D3* Pervasion is the co-presence of x with y where x is not limited by
" the lnmtor of counterposmveness of any absence (z) co-present w1th y and

, excludmglts (z s) counterposmve
And that perceptlon is of two kmds - 1ndeternunate and determinate.

That perceptlon means the perceptlon as has been deﬁned by Gange;{sa
“earlier. He has given two defmltlons of perceptlon here I explam the second -
deﬁmtlon ‘Perceptlon is deﬁned as that cogmtlon ‘which does not have another‘

' cognltron as its mstrumental cause (k&’rana ). An msu'umental cause is not Just_ ‘
| any cause, but a spemal cause Wthh has an operatlon An operatlon is an effect
of the instrumental cause and also a cause of another effect of the instrumental
- cause. For- example, when a woodcutter fells a. tree with an axe, the axe is the.
mstrumental cause of the 'fel-hng of the tree. Its operation is the contact of the~axe -
with the tree. 15 The contact of the axe is an effect of the axe and yet this contact
‘is also a cause of the felhng of the tree whlch is also an effect of the mstrumental _'
| -caiise. Contact~ of the axe with the t_ree‘ is, there_fore, the operat_ron of the axe.

| The comtng together of the axe with the tree cannot be the operation, for contact
is the effect of commg together and contact is the cause of the felling of the

_-.tree Hence the commg together is a cause of a cause of the fellmg of the tree.

Perceptlon is a cogmt-lon whlch cannot have another cognition as 1ts,. -

mstrumental cause. But in varlous types of perceptlon many factors like memory

ﬁmctlon as _causes. Memory is a cause but not the 1nstrumenta1 cause, of

_ dlfferent types of perceptlon

Gangesa has concluded with an explanatlon of a secondary (1ntrospect1ve)
cogmtlon of a pnmary cognition of an object. For example, if the primary
‘cognition is of a jar; the_'secondary_ cognition i5 of the form ‘I cognize .the A
cognition of ‘a jar’ . Gangesafs explanation is that the cognition is per'_ceived
‘indeterminately in introspection while the cognition of a jar is a determinate
' ,perception. Thus the whole introspective cognition is in one part indeterminate

and in another part determinate. Any cognition the structure of the object of
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which is a composite of 'incongruous parts as in this case, is technically called a -

'_cogmtlon of the form ‘of a half man and half lion’. This has reference to Indian
' mythology where the Lord Vlsnu assumed the form of half a man and half alion

'-m order to kill the glant Hrranyakas1pu So any cogmtlon -with a comp051te o
16 - -

The pos1t10n of the opponent has been explamed dlfferently by dlfferent '

.commentators of Gangesa Rucidatta m “his Prakasa explams the opponent S
.posmon as follows. Any cogmtlon of man-hon form i is unproved because there is

. no mdetermmate perceptron S0 determmate perceptron is the only kind of 3

perceptlony Jayadeva Misra 1n his Aloka explains the opponent s position as
follows. A cogmtlon of the man-lion form is unproved for determmate

perceptlon belng produced by perceptlon cannot be regarded as a perceptlon at -

_ .all So lndetermmate perceptron is the only kind of perceptlon

Whether determmate or mdetermmate perception. be the only kind of

'.perceptlon there cannot be any. cogmtlon of the man-hon form, as heId by

- Gangesa

So the commentators hold that for this reason Gangesa has begun this

chapter w1th ‘and that i} wh1ch sentence he asserts that there are two kinds

of perception .— mdeternunate and determmate This is in response to _the

opponent’ " objection that either determinate perception or indeterminate

o perceptlon is the only kmd of perceptlon

“If both mdetermmate and determmate perceptlons be admitted, st111 one

and - the same cognition cannot be regarded as both determinate and

'indeterminate For indeterminateness ‘and determinateness are m utually

exclusrve unlversals (vzruddhajatz) so nothing can be an mstance of both.

According to Gangesa the introspective cognition is both deterrnlnate and'

" indeterminate. The opponent argues that this is not possible.!® According to

Gangesa indeterminateness and determinateness of perception are not universals

at all, and hence not mutually exclusive universals. This is because whether a
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perceptlon is detennmate or mdetermmate 18 determmed by the object percelved

'and not by any property mherent in the perceptlons 1

Hence deterrmnateness and mdetermmateness of a perceptlon bemg :

a determmed by its relatlon to ob_]ects are not umversals and hence not mutually C

| excluswe unlversals They are nnposed propertles (upadhzs) Mutually excluswe

1mposed propertles may belong to one. and -the same ob]ect w1thout any »

. , dlfﬁculty This is because unlversals clas51fy objects accordmg to their natural '
“kinds and hencemutually exclusive umversals.cannot_ belong to the: sa_me ,obJect, o

~ for this would mean that ‘the object would helong to two different natural kinds.

But nnposed properties do not classify objects. Hence there is no dlfﬁculty in

two SO nnposed propertles belongmg to one and the same obJect

- No Nyaya phllosdpher however admits the poss1b111ty of one. cogmtlon

. bemg pereeptual in one - part and inferential in another ThlS is because,
'accordmg to Nyaya perceptlon mference and other klnds of cogmtlon are
o mstances of dlfferent unlversals Thus bemg a perceptual cogmtlon,

; (pratyaksatva) is one un1Versal and bemg mferentlal - gnition (anumztzva) is .

another unlversal and they are mutually exclusxve So no cogmtlon can be both

-perceptual and mferent1al But mdetermmateness and determmateness of
perceptlon are not unlversals and hence there is no dlfﬁculty in one perceptlon‘ :

| being both determmate and indeterminate at the same tlme. .

1 - “Tatra nama_]atyadl-yOJanarahltam valslstyanavaglhlmsprakarakam -

n1rv1kalpakam” T attvacmtamanz, pratyaksa khanda 1/ 100

Of these (two), indeterminate perception is that in 'whieh no names,

universals etc. are introduced; which is not of a relation, and which does not:'

have any mode,

Acc_ording'to Nyaya there is one kind of perception in which a relation -
(between two objects) gets cognized. This is determinate perception. To cognize

a relation between two objects is to cognize one object as the other. This is
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_ fundamentally different from the Western theories that to perceive arelationisto .

percelve a fact which i is stated in a propos1t1on (sentence) Accordmg to Nyaya

even detenmnate perceptlon in whlch we cogmze a relat1on between two objects

can be expressed by one word For example ‘when I percelve a jar in determmate

‘perceptlon I percelve it as Jaﬁxess-possessmg. The expressmn ‘possessing’

indicates a relation between the jar and jarness. So to perceive one object as

-' possessing ’anot-her'object which is called the ‘property of the object’ is really the

mode (prakara) -un_der' which the object (i)i.s’esya) is cognized.. In 'detertninate_

perception there is always a mode under which an object is cognized.

A determinate perception isa qualificative cognition the object of which

‘is a relational complex of the form aRb We now introduce three eplstemlc N

deﬁmtxons

Qualiﬁcand of a qualiﬁcative cognition : a inthe cognized structure aRb

s called ‘the quallﬁcand of the cognltlon as well as ‘the quallﬁcand of b’

b. Quahfer (mode ). of a quahﬁcatlve cogmtron b in the cognlzed .

structure aRb is called ‘the quahﬁer (mode) of the cogmtlon as well as the

quahrﬁer (mode) of a

" Qualification of a quallﬁcattve cogmtlon R in the cogmzed structure aRb

is called ‘the quallﬁcatron of the cogmtlon

So aRb is a complex term, not a sentence as in Western logic. It 1s :

mterpreted as ‘a as related to b by R’, and net as ‘ais related tobbyR.

There is a more complex form of quallﬁcatlve cogmtlon viz. doublyi '
qualificative cognition. For example, when we cognize a stick, being a stick is
the qualifier of the stick which is the qualificand. But when we cognize the first
order cognltioh of the stick then the first order cognition is 'the' qualificand of

which the stick is the qualifier and being the stick is the qualifier of the

qualifier. Thus this is an example of a doubly qualificative cognition
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(visistavaisistya yag&hijﬁdndﬁz). It may be represented symbolically as aR

(bRc). This is well-formed because bRc.is 'one complex term and not a sentence.

‘In: determmate perceptron Wthh is deﬁned here there is no cogmtlon ofa

: relatlon between two objects. It i is not.a perceptron of an object under any mode.

AIt is a direct acquamtance with an object

Accordmg to Nyaya, . however perceptrons whether determmate or .
mdetermmate do not involve any names or words Gangesa has explamed

indeterminate perceptron apparently- in terms of three negative charactenstrcs —

(1) there is no mtroductlon of names, umversals etc (11) it is not a cogmtlon of

any relatlon (111) and it does not have any.mode. Now (ii) and (iit) are, almost

. equlvalent for if there is no relation cogmzed in a perception, there cannot be

any mode of the perceptlon. Conversely, if there is no mode cogmz_ed in a

_ perception, then it cannot be a perception of any relation. This is because the
' 'Nyaya theory is that the cogmtlon of a relation is always the cogmtron of one

- object as another one object as a mode of the other by the relatron

Per_ceptlons,,determmate or mdetermmate, do not involve any words i.e.,

“when we perceive an object we do. mot. cognize its name, although in

determinate perception we' know at least one of its properties. Hence to

characterize mdetenmnate perceptlon as that in which we do not know names of

obJects becomes 1nappropr1ate As a matter of fact Rucidatta explains the term

nama—yOJana-rahztam as vaszstyanavagahz That is, Rucrdatta explams (1) as_ o

. the same as @ii) . But then the questron arises: why should Gangesa glve i ? If

@) and (ii) are one and the same thmg ‘then giving two characterlstlcs is really a

‘repetition off one characteristic. This opens one to the objection of useless

repetrtlon

It may appear from the text of Gangesa that Gangesa did not accept the
theory that in ,determrnate perception words are not involved. If words are, as a

rule, involved in determinate perception then indeterminate perception -can be’
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defined correctly as that' which does not involve the use of words. But this

readmg of Gangesa is not _]UStlfled by what Gangesa has exphcltly stated about "

. determmate perception.. So, the commentators like Rucidatta have interpreted (1) r

- as meanmg Jjust the same as (ii). But Rucrdatta does not explam how the charge

of useless repetion can be answered ‘The only solutron seems to be regard (u)

merely as an exphcatlon of (1)

It may be argued that there is no need to postulate mdetenmnate

perceptlon -

Nanu Jhatvam s"avikaljbakalrhinnaurtli ityétfd kiri manar. Na pratyaksam

o hek _
asiddigdweh , atindriyatvabhyupagamdcca. Naca vyavaharah tasya savikalpaka-

'sddkyq-tvazj Napidam na viviccitarn purvamadhuné vivechaydmz‘tyah_z&abkavd—

pra_mdnak&—vﬁlocdnavikab)au vahuvisesana -jfianabhyam tadupapizttéh » Ibid,

L

What evidence ‘_ is there for 'holding that cognitionhood is located in-
anyth-mg other than determ_lnate perception? It cannot be perception for it is n_ot

established Moreover, -indeterrninate- perception is beyond the range of sense

~ perception. If cannot be i use of words, for that come's about only by . determinate

. perception. - It also cannot be argued that the evidence of- mdetermmate and

determmate perception is the introspective evidence that I dr_d not determine it

-before- but I am now determining ‘it For this difference can be explained by

cogmtlon and non—cogmuon of many qualifiers. The opponent argued that there

“is'no reason to postulate the existence of any perception other than determinate -

perception. The ev1dence .if any, for indeterminate perception can be of three

kmds - 1ntema1 perceptlon or introspection 1nference based upon verbal usage or

-1ntrospect1ve evidence of different kinds of perception. The opponent argued

that none of these alleged grounds is adequate. We cannot prove the existence
of indeterminate perceptron by introspection. For there is no such 1ntrospect1ve

evidence for the existence of indeterminate perception. Jaydeva - Mrsra here
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. argues that it is not.a controversy over a fact Itisnota controversy over whether

we do or do not have 1ntrospect1ve awareness of indeterminate perceptlon 2 The '

pomt is that whether we have or do not have a partlcular type of cognition can '

be settled in approprlate cases by 1ntrospectron Accordmg to Nyaya ,

cogn1t1on reveals only its object, ‘but never itself or the subJect Thus when I'

know a table, this knowledge w1ll be expressed as, ‘this is a table’, but never as

' ‘I know that it 1s a table’. F or in the knowledge of the table 1t is the table, which

is the obJect of knowledge but nor the knowledge: of the table and not the
subject In order to know a primary knowledge about an  object, a secondary
knowledge (anuvyavasaya) ‘which has the primary knowledge as 1ts object is

necessary. So if there is. any mdetermmate perceptlon 1t can be known dlrectly

_ only m 1ntrrospectlon But there can be no such 1ntrospect1ve awareness of '

mdetermmatlc perception. Accordmg to Nyaya 1ndeterm1nate perception

~"cannot’ be- an object of" sensory perceptlon Introspectlon is inner perceptlon _

' dependlng yupon the functlon of the inner sense (manas Wthl’l is antahkarana)

% This argument proves that t_here‘ cannot be any secondary perception’ of
indeterminate 'percepti:on_ in introspection. This is because the secondary
perception must be a doubly qualificative cognition.. Yet indeterminate
perception is ,nota qualificative -cognition at all; hence, its cognition cannot be a
doubly -qualiﬁcative cognitiOn. | B

. ‘This argument proves | that itis nota controversy over a mere fact whether

there is or there is not 1ntrospect1ve perception. of an mdetermmate perceptlon

The second argument is that indeterminate perceptlon may be the cause of
' use of words, and hence from the use of words the existence of indeterminate

. perception may be inferred. The opponent now po_lnts-out that use of words is

possible only when one has determinate perception.

This is Because of the Nyaya theory of how a word means an object. A

word can mean an object only under a mode. If a mode is not cognized'the
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S object cannot be meant by a word Nyaya does not accept the existence of what
Russell calls. ‘logrcally proper names Wthh refer to objects under no mode.
Indetermmate perception bemg a , direct acquamtance with an objet w1thout any

: mode cannot be the cause of use of words. It is only determmate perceptlon

‘which i is cogmtlon of an ob_]ect under a mode which. can be a cause of use of

words

The opponent then con51ders another kind of introspective’ ev1dence for

N indetermmate perception. The argument is thatso_metlmes we have introspective
IEORE knowledge that did not know the object under any mode but are riow knowing is
under a mode. This shows that there is a primitive stage of perception where we

| ~can directly acquaint \ with the object without_ knowing its narne or-any property.

‘The opponent argues that it is not necessary to postulate this primitive.
stage of perceptlon in order to explam this mtrospectwe knowledge For it is
'sufﬁcwnt to hold. that at the prior. stage we d1d not know the object Wlth as many'

' propertles as we do now. CAt the earher stage therefore we know the object as
possessing fewer properties’ than what we know kn_ow, There is an increase in
‘ '-.knowledge about ‘an object because there is an increase in the number of

‘ propertles known. There is no stage of knowledge where we know an object-.

W1thout any propertles at all. The so—called mdetermmate percept1on is really a

less determinate perception.

Gangesa S argument for quahﬁcatlve cognttlon bemg caused by cogmtlon ofa -

quahﬁer and its. crltlclsm

| c The Nyaya argument is : the (deterrninate) perception of the form "(the)‘ :
cow’ is caused by a (prior) Vcognition of the qualifier, the reason being that it 1s a
S ,'-qualiﬁcative cognition like, for example inference. This argument is not valid,
for one quahﬁcatlve cognition produced by the totality of causes of the cognition
of the qualifier and the qualificand is about both objects having rec1proca1
expectancy. Among these, in perception, from the sense-organ contact with an

object fit for perception, in inference on the strength of ‘the presence of the

A
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probans in the locus of inferen'ce (cognition) under the mode of the limitor of

pervaderness in verbal cognition by v1rtue of (semantlc) fitness etc., a quahﬁer

- not: prev1ously known gets mamfested in the form of the limitor of bemg the
. referent of the word So also i in analogy, a cogmtron ofa quahﬁer is nowhere the
-cause (of a quahﬁcatlve cognrtron) Neither is 1nformat1ve cognition of that—ness‘ :
" in. recognltron Even when there is 1nformat1ve cogmtlon of that-ness still when
f ” memory traces are.either not actrvated or are erased no recogmtron is produced
AHence it rs the actlvated ‘memory trace which 1s an (eplstemlc) contact, -

- auxiliary to the sense organs for the cogmtron of the quahﬁers So also in the

case of visual cognition that the sandal wood is fragrant the - cognition of the -

quahﬁer functlons as the (eplstemrc) contact auxrhary to the sense organs And

- illusion i isnota quahﬁcatrve cogmtron at all

' The Nyaya argument for mdetermmate perception is ‘presented in the

- form of an mference for the sake others which consrsts of five sentences as its

' parts (a%zava) thus

(i) Propos1t10n The (determlnate) perception of the form (the) cow’ is
produced by a cogmtron of the qualifier. (2) Reason : Because -this is a

quahﬁcatlve cognltlon (3) Pervasron wrth example Every quahﬁcatlve

| ’ cognition is produced by a (prlor) cognition of the quahﬁer for example

mference
(The fourth and ﬁfth members are not stated but. can be supphed very
eas1ly) ' ‘ : ‘
4) Apphcatron ‘The perceptron of the form ‘(the) fow is ‘a
quahﬁcatrve cognition. ' '
-(5) (5) Conclusion :. Hence, it is produced. by a cognition of the
‘qualifier. C
The cognitionlof the qualifier cannot itself be a determinate perception

which, in its turn, will need a cognition of its qualifier and so on ad infinitum. So
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~ to stop this inﬁnite ‘re_gres's the Nyaya philosophers hold that a deterrninate
: perception which-a qualiﬁc'ative c'ognition is having a"‘qualiﬂcand -a qualifier,
~anda relation between them as its complex object can be produced only if there |
o s a prior cognition of the quahﬁer The pomt is that 1f I perceive whatacowasa
' -, cow is objectively, 1e "as cowness possessmg, then the cognition of cowness -

" . exists at the moment precedlng the perception is necessary I might have

perceived what is Ob_]CCthCly acownotasa cow but sunply as an ammal orasa

| white object and so on. In Western philosophy perception is regarded as

- selective, because the object perce1ved always possesses almeost an m_ﬁnlte

richnessof properties which cannot be perceived all at once. So every particular

~ act of perceptlon is selective in the sense that a particular property of the object
s percelved The Nyaya theory is that this selection of the property perce1ved in
~ the object is not arb1trary It is epistemologically determmed by the cogmtlon of

- the partlcular property of the object is perceived. The Nyaya theoryiis_ that this

selection of the property perceived in the object is not arbitrary It is

epistemologically determined by the cognition of the partlcular property which

happens to be pres_ent in the self when one perceives the object. But how is the

cognition of the particular property to be eitplained ? The property rnu'st itself be

- p.erceptible .object ; the object is perceived through the property, but the property

itself is perceived not again through a property, but directly. This perception

. which precede_s the perCeption of the object through a mode, i.e., throu‘gh'a '

qualiﬁer ' is not a perception through 'a mode , ie. it is an indeterminate

perception This is the Nyaya argument for indeterminate perception

The opponent however challenges this argument by not merely denymg

the pervation. at (3) which will be, some qualificative cognition is not caused by

a prior cognition of the qualifier, but by a stronger assertion that no qualificative

cognition is caused in that way. This stronger assertion the opponent proves by

exarnining different types of qualificative cognition. He examines perception,

inference, verbal knowledge, analogy, recognition and the visual perception that
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a plece of sandal wood is fragrant We shall presently explain the opponent S

argument case by case.

But’ he proves also a general theOry that no qualiﬁéative cognition . is

. produced by a cogmtlon of the quahﬁer His general argument 1s as follows:

‘A qualificative cognltlon is really a cognltron of the quahﬁer and the

' | quahf cand without a ccognition of a relatlon between them. A quahﬁcatlve‘
’cogmtlon is one cogmtron about two obJects Both the objects, namely, the
* qualificand and the quahﬁer are percelved. There are causes which produce the

. co‘gnition of the qualifier and the qualiﬁcand When the totahty' ‘of these causes -

is present one ought to have two cognitions of the quahﬁer and the qualificand.

'But * because there: is mutual expectancy between the qualifier and the

quahﬁcand there is only one qualrﬁcatrve cognmon resultrng from the totahty

of causes

] ayadeva Mlsra in hlS Aloka explalns that ifa quahﬁcatlve cogmtlon was

: about a relatron (between the quahﬁer and the quahﬁcand) when the qualifier
by bemg a term of the relation of the quahﬁcatlve cogn1t1on has to be cognlzed'

‘prior to the quahﬁcatlve cogmtlon For it is not p0551b1e to know a relation

w1thout, knowmg jts terms. Hence, the opponent denies the cogmtlon of-a’

~ relation in'a qualificative COgnition, by using the concept of 'expectancy.

Rucidatta in his -Prdkasa explains the concept of expectancy thus. Two

'objects have expectancy in the sense that there is absence of cogmtlon of therr____
non-relatedness If there are. .two objects ‘but ‘we do mot cognize the1r~_ .

unrelatedness then we shall have one cognition of one obJect qualified by the

other.”® He g_rves a second interpretation of expectancy whrch some other

' philosophers propose.- Two objects have expectancy if and only if they are

‘related as as limitor and limited. The pomt is that in the Nyaya interpretation -

ofa quahﬁcatrve cognition, where there i isa cognition ofa relation, the qualifier

“and the qualificand of the quahﬁcatlve coguition are correlatives; i.e., the

| property of being the qualifier determines the property'of being the qualificand
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~and vice-versa, they are not the limitor and the limited of each other. The
'opponent s posmon 1s that two objects havmg expectancy are cogmzed in one )

B quahﬁcatlve cogn1t10n by bemg Ob_]CCtS of one cogn1t1on w1thout any relatlon :

between them bemg cogmzed They are yet objects of “one cogmtlon The |

problem is ‘to explam the unlty of the cogmtlon of two’ objects havmg

expeetancy The problem is solved by postulatmg that of the two obJects being

. cognized i in'one cognition, one becomes the 11m1tor and the other the 11m1ted by

the hmltor. So, .the .oppone_nt- exp_lams a quallﬁcauve _cogmtlon “without

- postulation a prior _indeterminate cognition of the qualifier. When we have

cognition of a cow as cowness-possessing, there is really one cognition of two

v~unconnected ob_]ects namely, the cow and cowness. But because COwW and

cowness have expectancy there 1s one cogmtlon of the COW as cowness-

possessmg

Now the opponent proves hlS conclusion that in no case a quahﬁcauve

cognition .is caused by a prlor cognltlon of the quahﬁer by examining dlfferent o

R cases of determmate perceptlon. He: first explams how a detenn-mate perceptlon

can be eXplained-without postulating a prior cognition- of the qual-iﬁer as a cause

.. When we percelve a cow as cowness-possessmg, the cowness is as much -

perceptlble as the cow As there is an eplstemlc relation between the visual sense

" organ and the cowness it becomes percelved when we percelve a cow in

: detennmate percept1on

_ In inference for onself the conclusmn is always a quahﬁcatlve cogmtlon'
For example when we 1nfer the hill, as ﬁre-possessmg, ﬁre is the qualifier and
the hill is the quahﬁcand of the quahﬁcatlve cogmtlon This mference for
oneself requires two cogmtlons as 1ts causes :

(a)  First we have to cogmze with certainty- that smoke is petvadetl by.

fire (i.e. wherever theire is smoke there is fire).

~.(b)  Then we have to perceive the hill as smoke-possessmg (i.e., the

hill has smoke on it).
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(c.)- By combining these two'cognitions we get a doubly qualiﬁcative -
. | cogmtlon of the form — the hill possesses smoke pervaded by fire.
Thisisa doubly quahﬁcatlve cogmtlon because the hill is quahﬁed |
by smoke whlch is quahﬁed by pervasmn by fire. To cogmze a
" pervaswn whtch is a relation’ between a pervader and a pervaded,_ it
is nécessary to cognizé both under certain modes. The mode under
whlch the pervader is -cog'nized is called ‘t’h'e limi'tor' of being the
'pervader’ and the m’ode under which the pervaded is cognized is
called the limitor of being pervaded?.' In the above e,x_ample;
ﬁreness is the limitor of the..pervadeness and smokeness is the
limitor of the pervadedness This ‘is because the pervaswn isa
‘} relation between smoke as smoke and ﬁre as ﬁre In (b) we have |
- to cognize the presence -of. the pervaded in the locus of the '

inference which is the hill in this example Now it is argued by

".Nyaya philosophers that we can conclude that the hill is fire-

'- possessing only when we cogmze ﬁreness For to cogmze fire as
_ fire we have to cogmze fire as the locus of fireness. But fireness i is | h
- . to be cognized under no mode at all,. i.e., in indeterminate
‘perception. Thus to i'nfer,theAcOnclusi'on, one has to cognize the

limitor of the pervadeness in indeterminate perception.

- The opponent however challenges thls explanation - and offers another _ -

_'Whlch avoids mdetermmate perceptlon of the quahﬁer His explanation is that i 1n '

the conclusion we cogmze fire under the mode of ﬁreness which is the limitor of
the pervadeness on the strength of the presence of the pervaded in the locus of

the inference. The point is that there is no need to postulate an mdeterm_mate :

perception, for when we cognize the pervasion as a relation between the -

pervader and the pervaded we have to cogmze them under their modes so-the

pervader is cognized as that which is quahﬁed by the llmxtor of pervaderness. So
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fireness is cognized .as the qualifier of fire on the basis of the presence of

- smoke in the hiIl. :

'In cogmzlng the meamng of a word the obJect has to be cognized undera
mode whlch is the limitor of bemg meant by the word The Nyaya argument -is

that we can cogmze the meaning of word cow’ only as that Wh]Ch is quallﬁed '

: by cowness. Anyone who does not have a prior cogmtlon of cowness cannot

__cogmze the meaning of the word cow’. It may be argued that cowriess can be

cogmzed only in a pl‘lOl’ mdetermmate perception. . The opponent reJects thls~

" argument by pointing out a- novel quallﬁer prev1ously not cognized becomes

cognized as the limitor of bemg meant by a word because of semantic fitness

| efc. It 1s the word Wthh by 1ts semantic power reveals new quahﬁers not

,prevrously cogmzed at the tlme one cognizes the meamng of a word. A word.

can mean an object only under a mode so the mode is part of the meanmg of

- word. -The object is what i is meant, the mode is the hmrtor of meantness residing

_in what 1s meant by the word.

So also in analogy, cognition of the quahﬁer is not a cause of a qual;ilﬁed

-.cognltlon For analogy i is the cogmtron of the meanlng of a word on the basis of
: percerved 31m11ar1ty It has been already shown that in the case of cogmtlon of |

o word meanmg, a prior cogmtlon of the quahﬁer is not necessary

In. recogmtlon also the case s the same. In recogmtlon of the form ‘th1s

is that Devadatta’ the cogmtlon of thatness is presupposed For ‘that’ means
, ‘Devadatta as’ pereetved _earher._ So it might appear that the cogmtlon of thatness -

- 'is presupposed in recognition. The opponent, however, points out -that past

cogmtlon of thatness cannot be a cause for the past cognition cannot continue as

. a cognition, but is present in the self in the form of an impression (samskara) of

the past cogmtlon If.this memory unpressron is not recalled or is erased, then

- there i is no recognltlon This proves that.it is the activated i impression whlch is an

auxiliary factor functioning with the sense organ as the epistemic relation

“between the sense organ and the qualifier in order to produce the cognition of the
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qualifier. As the. cognition of the queliﬁer is thus perceptual in nature, this

' cognltron cannot be presupposed as 1ts cause. This cogmtlon is determmate .

' perceptlon and not mdetenmnate

Accordlng to Nyaya, we: have v1sua1 perceptlon of a piece of sandal- o

wood as fragrant This is'a specxa] type of perceptlon (alaukzka) For it a pI'lOI' -

'.knowledge of’ fragrance 1s necessary which can only be obtained by olfactory‘
. perceptron A person ‘who did not have thls pnor olfactory perception. could not.
. have perceived vrsuelly a plece of sandal wood as fragrant. The opponent pomts

. out that even in this case there is no need to postulate any indeterminate

perception, for the cognition of frégranee acts merely as epistemic relation and is
an auxiliary factor in the functioning of the visual sense organ.
Nyaya admits iilusory’ ‘perception ‘andexplains it in terms of a" prior. '

mdeterrmnate perception. The opponent who is a Mlmamsaka does not admxt

"any 111usory perceptlon at all. Accordmg to him, the so-called 1llusory perceptlon
s not one quahﬁcatlve cognition but is really a couple of cognitions of different

types not dlstlnghrshed by the knower.

“Ucayate Sadhyapra51ddh1~padarthopasth1t1 vacyatvajnana -tattvanubhavanam

'anum1tyad1hetuva.m ,Sadhyapr,a51ddhyad1karn vina. - anumrtyaderasambhavat

Sadhyadikam ca visesanamiti fajr”inantnnityﬁdihenlh. Yadyapi anumltyadxpratyek,am'

prati - sadhyadi-vigesanajfidnatvena na Kkaranati. Tathapi viéieta-jﬁénaniﬁtraniprat_i

vigesanajfianatvena karanata, vadhakabhavat”. Tattvacintamani, Pratyaksapariccheda,

oL

It is said (by me in reply). It may be said that the cognition of the

N probandum (prior to its cognition in the conclusion), memory of what is meant

by a word, cognition of. significance, informative cognition of thatness are

causes of the inferential ~conclusion etc, Without a prior cognition of the

~ probandum, etc. no inferential conclusion etc. is possible. The probandum etc., is

the- qualifier, and its cognition is a cause of the inferential cognition etc.
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Although the cause of every particular inference is not the cognition of the

‘ probandum etc. as qualifier, yet as a merely qualificative cogn1t10n an 1nference ‘

‘ etc is caused by a cogmtlon of the qualifier, for there is no 1ncon31stency here

The opponent’ has argued that in an 1nferent1al conclusion, say, of the

| Avform (the) hlll(1s) ﬁre-possessmg, where ﬁre is the probandum and is also the

quahﬁer of the locus of the mference (the) hill, ﬁreness is cognized for the ﬁrst ’
time in the’ conclusion on the strength of the presence of the ipobans (srnoke) in

the locus (hill), as the limitor of the pervadeness. But Gangesa pomts out that '

" the probandum has to be cognized prior to its cognition in the conclusion. If we

use the language of Western syllogism to explain Gange$a’s point, the

._probandum which very roughly' corresponds to the object meant by the major

term, must be known in the maJor premrse, pnor to being known in-the

conclusron Wthout the maJor “term in the major premise bemg known the -

- conclusmn cannot be drawn

Now the probandum ﬁre is the quahﬁer in the conclusron (the) hill (is)

; ﬁre—possessmg, and hence it has to be cogmzed before the conclusion can be. .

cogmzed and fire€ ¢ can be cognlzed only when fireness is cogmzed

Ru01datta here pomts out that the pI‘IOI‘ cognition of the probandum as
cognition of the probandum is not the cause of the conclusion. For the cognition

(firm belief) of pervasion as the cognition of perva'sion is the cuase of the

- conclusion which follows from it and it is not delayed because cognltlon of the

probandum as cogn1t1on of the probandum 1s delayed For the cause of the

: concluswn is the cogmtlon of pervasion as cognition of pervasmn not as

cognition of the probandum.”

| Jayadeva Mlsra states this objection a bit differently. The prior cogmtlon
of the probandum is not a cause of the conclusion, but the cognltlon of

pervasion is the. cause. Now if it is artued that cognition of pervasion which is a

' relation of invariable concomitance between the Iprob'ans and the probandum is |

not possible without cogniZing the probandum, then the cognition of the
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probandum becomes a cause of the cogmtron of pervasron which is a cause of :

the mferent1a1 cogmtlon But then the cogmtlon of the probandum becomes a

" cause of the cognmon of pervas1uon which is a cause of the mferent1a1 cognition.
_But then the cogmtlon of the probandum becomes a cause of a cause of the

-conclusmn and hence 1s not a cause of the conolusron

Jayadeva Mlsra rephes to this objectron by statmg that it is the cogmtlon

" of _pervasion Wthh is the pnor cognltlon of pervasron which is the prior
i '.cognltlon of the probandum Is not debarred from being a cause of the

-conclusion.?*

" Gangesa replies to the opponent by examining the dlfferent cases of
quallﬁcatrve cognltlon whlch the opponent discussed. Inference was the ﬁrst‘
example dls_cussed by the opponent. Hence. Gangesa first of- all refutes thrs

objection. After this .Ganges’a refutes the -objection of the opponent by -

. examining verbal cognition, analogy, recognition in the order in which the

~ opponent discussed them.

The opponent ‘has’ argued that verbal cogmtlon where an ob_]ect is .

always cogmzed under a mode, does not requlre the pl'lOl‘ cogmtlon of the mode

~ (qualifier). He has argued ‘that by semantic fitness, the quahﬁer as 11m1tor of '

belng meant by a word, even a novel property, is cognlzed. Now Gangesa pomts _ '

- -out that cogmzmg the meaning of a word is 1mposs1ble without the ‘memory of

the object meant by the word In thls memory it is the mode or ‘the quahﬁer |

- which i _1s present as the .cogmzed object. For example, the meanmg of the word

‘cow’ is- whatever possesses cowness. To cognize the meaning of the word

‘cow’ one has to remember cowness. Hence, in verbal cognition, the cognition

" of the quahﬁer must be present antecedently and hence this cognmon of the

quahﬁer really functions as a cause of the verbal cogmtlon

About analogy by which we cognize the meaning of a word on the basis

of a perceived simnarity betweengd known and an unknown object. Gangesa

~ points out that a prior cognition of being meant by the word id necessary.
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In the case of recognition of the form ‘this is that Devadatta® it is the

' prror perceptlon of thatness whlch is a cause of the recogmtlon

Now the questlon arises if the cogmtlon of the probandum 1s a cause of -

~ the conclusion which is a quahﬁcatlve cognition, then how is the theory that the
'cognltron of the quashﬁer is a cause of quallﬁcatlve cogn1t1on proved 9 The .

| ~ answer to th1s questlon is that the cogmtlon of a-conclusion is one type of

functions as - the _cognition of the quahﬁer in. producmg this qualificative
cognition. T.he-point is that if a specific cause of a specific effect is established,

then a general causal connection is also established, if there is no difficulty. This

‘may be explained as follows.

Whenever we want to establish a general causal law, we have to consrder .

only spemal partlcular mstances For example if we want to estabhsh the -

general causal connectlon between fuel and fire, ‘We cannot get any fue}d in

general and. fire in general; we can have only. partlcular instances of juel like- - -

E dried grass, pieces of wood etc. And there is'alsono general dried grass, too. In

one particular instance, ‘we - can get ‘bnly one particular bundle of grass -

pamculars Th[ls being the case, it w1ll be 1mposs1ble to’ establish a general'

causal connectlon if we are not allowed to 1gnore the part1cular1t1es of partlcular '

| mstances It i is, of course, not p0551ble to ignore the partrcularrtles in all - cases.

For example, if an 1nd1v1dual, Rama, is 1ntelhgent, because he drinks cow’s

~milk, it will not do to establish a general causal connection between drink‘ing "

COW’S mllk and being mtelhgent For other factors like heredlty, envrronment ‘

etc of the 1nd1v1dual may be causally relevant

In this case of quahﬁcatrve cognition, if we are not allowed to 1gnore the
partlculantles and find out the common general feature, then there will be no
cause of quahﬁcatlve cognition in general. So quallﬁcatlve cognition will arise
from no cause at all, although all partlcular instances of qualificative cognition

like inference, verbal testimony. etc., will have special causes like cogmtron of

the probandum etc. -
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Then a new 1mportant problem arises. A qualificative cogmtlon is the

'_cogmtlon of a relatlon between two cognlzed objects the quallﬁcand and the

quahﬁer But to cogmze a relatlon it may be contended it is necessary to -

.cogmze both the tenns Gangesa S argument here is that a determmate :
-perceptlon wh1ch is a quahﬁcatlve cogmtlon is produced by the cogn1t1on of '
~ only the quahﬁer It may be argued that this cogmtlon is necessary but not
: sufﬁc1ent for to cogmze a relation it is necessary to cognrze ‘both the terms, the
-qualificand’ and also the quahﬁer It is interesting to note that Vlsvanatha in his
) »Bhasaparzccheda asserts that in 1ndetermmate perception both the quahﬁcand '

~ and the qualaifier are cogmzed although as unrelated.

A_loka hoWever' refutes this theory, Jayedeva Misra says that it might be

' argued that as a relation is. determmed by both its terms, a cogmtlon of a relation |

in a quahﬁcatlve cogmtlon must requ1re the cognmon of the qualificand just as

much as of the qualifier. The answer is that although a relation is between two.
terms, still‘it is the second term (pratzyoéﬁz) which detennines the relation and
not the ﬁrst'term'_(var'zuyogz‘n)i This is en_ough to explain the meaning of -relation .

words. This becomes clear when we consider such a term as ‘colour-possessing’

_(coloured) “which ' produces ‘the cognition of inherence of colour not of’

inherence of - thmgs which have the colour. If things are the second terms

| (pratzyogzns) of mherence then there would be at times a cognltlon of thmg- |

possessmg colour Th1s however never happens we always cogmze colour-

possessmg thmgs

But, then a questron anses about contact as a relatlon A cogmtron of

contact requires a cogmtron of both 1ts terms. The solution is that in perce1v1ng

two thmgs related by contact it is the cognition of the second term of the

. ;relatlon which must occur prior to the cognition of the relation. The-first term of

the relation is cognized at the time of perception when it is epistemically related
with the sense-organ. This is because contact like two-ness is vyasajvavytti

which belongs to both, but not each. So in the cognition of such qualities it is
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CHAPTER V

SOME PROBLEMS CONCERNING
" NIRVIKALPAKA PRATYAKSA

If we explain the derivation of the word ‘nirvikalpaka’, we .shal'l get the
following meaning- ‘something having no substitute at all.” Normally the concepts
‘ through something is expressed are called vikalpas or substitutes. An object may
A sometimes be seen through the spectacle of substitutes or vikalpas. Sometimes it
| may be known directly without via concepts. The bare object or qua-object is
“known in the level of nirvikalpaka. “There is no substitute for this thing® — this
- type of usage is very common in language of advertisement of an object. From this
it is understood that the necessity of this particular object cannot be met by some
other objects. That is, there are some essential features (of this ob_'jecf) that are not
common in others. The term ‘essential’ implies its inherent uncommon properties
which can be expressed as ‘essence’. If there is ahy opportunity to express the
salient features of an object by language etc., it is savikalpaka (or determinate).
T There are two types of awareness: the perceptual awareness being purely private
| cannot be communicated to others and perceptual awareness though not wholly
manifested to us cannot be denied totally. In other words, there is an awareness
which is not capble of being expresséd with the help of any word. Such type of
knowledge is technically known as Avyapadesya i.e., that which is not expressed
through words. Though there is awareness yet.it cannot be expressed in as much as
_ the nature of it is not wholly manifested to one. That is, something is not
conceptually manifested to us. If it is asked the reason for it, the answer is thé,t
there is no substitute (vikalpa). The ‘concept® (in the sense of mental constructidn)
. of an object becomes a substitute for expressing it. The mental constructions that -
aré borne by ‘pure object’ are called concepts. Names, colours, universals etc, are

borne by an object and, hence, they are called ‘concepts’ (dharana).The term
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‘thran’ is related to the phenomenon of ‘bearing’ (dhc"zrap?. The name,
universal, word etc is the bearers of the gua-object. The ‘pure object’ is called
substratum (adhara) while the ‘concepts’ are called superstrata (adheya). The
concepts serve as substitues for expressing that ‘pure object’. The knowledge
having substitute is called Savikalpaka while the knowledge bearing no substiture -
is called Nirvikalpaka. The Naiyayikas accepf such type of Nirvikalpaka
Pratyaksa. A problem may be raised out of the 'Prdmc'i‘nya of such type of
perception and its probable solution that could have been forwarded from the
Nyaya point of view. |

Ontologically the Naiyﬁyikas accept the theory of extrinsic truth (Paratah
Pramanya) of knowledge. According to them, the truth of of a piece of cognition
is ascertained by virtue of its successful inclination (samvadipravrtijanakatva). If
our cognition is efficious to the successful inclination, it 1s to be taken as
accepable. There the argument that is invoived can be expressed as follows: “The
perceptual cognition is acceptable if it becomes efficacious to' the successful
' inclination (Pratyak;dnubhz‘ztzlh prama saphalpragrtzjanakatvdt)]. The knowledge
of water would be taken as true if it really quenches our thirst. In the like manner,
the untenability of our knowledge is determined by'the unsuccessful inclination of
the same (visamvadipravritijanakatvar). If the knoWlédge of water does not
quench our thirst, it is taken to be false. In this way, the trurh of each and évery

knowledge is determined.

Now the problem is how the PrEszz.nya (tenability or truth) of Nirvikalpaka
knowledge can be determined. To Nyaya cognition ‘cannot be taken as true ab
initio, as soon as it is produced. Hence some extrinsic means are needed to
discover its truth. It is true that indeterminate knowledge is a kind of sensation
| having no name, universal etc., and hence, there is no relation between qualifier
and qualificand (vz’s/e.gapa—vz'feqsya-samsarg?znavag’éhi). There are no other means

through which the validity of spch type of knowledge can be determined as the
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two criteria, viz. Saphalapravrtijanakatva (capability of causing successful '
inclination) and Vjsamvadénragrﬂz]’anakava (capability of not causing sudcessful
inclination) of determining Pramanya are not applicable here. The knowledge
which does not cognise the chracteristic features of an object is empty due to its
non-relational character and hence the search for its empirical necessity or
otherwise is in vain. The bare cognition of something without knowing its
empirical base cannot help us to determine its truth and falsity. An object of
cognition appears in our minds’ eye when we see the object. Because, an object

without any content is not possible to grasp or apprehend. It may be argued how

“an object can exist without being characterized by its qualifying features. What is

the proof for the existehce of such type of object? In reply it can be said that as

indeterminate knowledge is knowledge, it must have some object, since |
knowledge without content (dvz;saqua) is epistemologically not apprehendable.
To know indeterminate cognition as knowledge is to presuppose the existence of a
content. According to some Naiyayikas, the object of knowledge is three fold:
Prakarata, Visayatd and Samsargatd. In the case of nirvikalpaka—j;;ana
(indeterminate knowledge) there is a special type of Visayata called
Tur}i)avi.gayat& (i.e. fourth Visayata) which is inexplicable in nature.> Hence a
problem arises how can the truth of an object bq determined extrinsically?
Keeping this problem in view perhaps Visvanatha does not agree to admit the
perceptuality of the indeterminate knowledge. The perceptuality of an object

having no relation with qualificand and qualifier is, as observed by Visvanatha,

not possible at;clll.3 :

The non-relational cognition implies a cognition having no content of its

own. Cognition associated with the concepts can easily be judged as true or false

through the extrinsic way of knowing. If it is argued that the indeterminate

perception may be taken as self-evidently true (Svatah Pramana) just as the truth

of the injunctions like ‘Svargakamo yajeta’ (i.e. one should perform sacrifice as a
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. means to attain- heaven) is taken as self-evidently true, it would go against the

. Naiyayika’s position since they do not believe in this type of truth achieved
through an intrinsic way. The Naiyayikas have accepted the existence of the

indeterminate perception, but they have not given any solution to the problem

which lies in indeterminate perception.

A solution of this problem, I think, can be offered from the Nyaya

f A standpoint if all of their views are critically reviewed.

{ | The Naiy'aiyikas' are in favour of the view that' a man’s action is of three
types. When one avoids some object, it is due to one’s desire of rejection
(Hanabuddhi). In the case of the acceptance and rejection comes into being due to
the result of the desire of being indifferent (upelgs&buddhz‘)". Let us try to
understand the case. The -knowledge of the conduciveness of an object
(istasadhanatdjfiana) generates the desire of acceptabce. The knowledge in the
form.-‘The pine-apple is good for health’ is known from the knowledge of the
conduciveness of the desired object. If the attainment of good health is desired, the
A ~ observation of a pine-apple will give rise to the knowledge in the form: ‘This is
conducive to its being desired’ (idam madig{asddhanaﬁz). So the knowledge of the
conduciveness- of being desired gives rise to the knowledge of acceptance from
'which.an effort to avail the object comes into being. That which does not seem to

be conducive to me being desired is rejected. This rejection occurs due to the

desire for the same.

The above view is put forth by the traditional Nyaya philosophers. In the

case of acceptance and rejection I agree with their view. So far as upek;&-buddhi
e is concerned, I personally agree with them. An object, I think, is either accepted or
-rejected but there is no scope for being indifferent. The indifferent state of mind

B ’ which is claimed as upeksabuddhi would fall under the category of rejection. That

is to say, ‘being indifferent’ is also a kind of rejection in as much as this
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‘phenomenon also depends on the knowledge of the non-conduciveness of the
object. In favour of this argument the following form of Tarka (Reductio-ad-
absurdum) may be put forward:‘Had it been conducive to us, it would have been
accepted.” As it seems to us to be non-conducive, it may be ignored, which is also

a kind of rejection.

That in the case of upeksabuddhi there is a sense of rejection is evidenced
by the fact that a snake is rejected due to having the sense of anistasadhanata,
which is of two-types : the knowledge of an object which is capable of doing harm
and the knowledge of the absence of the usefulness of an object. In the case of the
- former, the Naiyayikas have accepted the knowledge of #ara (rejection) but in the
latter case there is upeksabuddhi as the object does--not serve our purpose nor-does

it any harm to us.

The above-mentioned notion of ‘sense of indifference’ (upeksabuddhi), 1
think, is not at all upek'sE in as much as it is in our awareness that the object does
not serve our purpose and hence it may be ignored. This ignorance (in the sense of
indifference) is not at all upek:s'&' in the true sense of the term, but it is also.
rejection as it‘is done keeping the knowledge of the absence of its conduciveness
in view. Upekosc‘i, in the true sense of term, is possible in the case of an object if
there is absolute negation of the sense of conduciveness or non-conduciveness. If
an individual be indifferent towards an object as it does not suit him, it is a
rejection (which is put in disguise of upeksa). The real upeksa emerges when we
have no consideration of such ista (desirability) or anista (undesirability) which is
determined in terms of our attachment. To a seer the whole world is not at all the
object of attachment and hence he becomes indifferent. Moreover, an object is not
manifested as such to a seer, but it is manifested as the Divine. The true nature of
" the object is beyond his awareness as his mind is connected (yukta) with the
Divine on account of which the indifferent state is possible. This indifferent

attitude is upeksd in the true sense of the term in as much as this state does not
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arise out of the sense of laukika istasGdhanata (conduciveness to the desire for an

ordinary object).

‘ | From the above discussion it is concluded that there is no scope for

S

upek}s&s&dhanat& (the means of providing indifferent attitude). How did the
Naiyayikas insert it as one of the three types of Buddhi? What is the exact state of
mind when there is upek§&buddhz? In response to this -one solution can be given in
the following manner. It may be said that when an object is not endowed with
'S name, universal, definition etc., there does not arise any question of accepting or
rejecting it. In this situation alone, upaksabuddhi arises. The acceptibility or
 rejectibility of a particular object is not determined due to the lack of its
determinator i.e., knowledge of conduciveness or otherwise which depends on the
Savikalpaka knowledge of it. At this stage upeksabuddhi comes into being. This
type of knowledge which is known as Avyapadesya or Nirvikalpaka is the
producer of upeksabuddhi. |

Another akrgument may be forwarded in favour of the acceptability or . '
tenability of Nirvikalpaka pratyaksa. The Naiyayikas are of the opinion that an
object, just after its coming into being remains attributeless and actionless for a
moment.’ If substance (Dravya) and attribute (Guna) are produced
simultaneously, substance cannot be antecedent and hence, it cannot be inherent
cause  (Samavayi Karana) of the attribute(Guya). That is why; attribute and
action are accépted to be produced just after a moment of the origination of

Dravya. Let us see whether the indifferent attitude towards an object is possible

for a moment. It is true that an object may remain without attribute and action. An
object may be described as effect (Karya) by virtue of the fact that it is produced.
L ‘ That which is Karya must exist, for as per the Nyaya view ‘a;) object is produced’ -
| means the prior-absence (Pragabhava) of it is lost and hence, it becomes an

| absentee of its prior absence ﬂ’rﬁgabhdvapratzyog;'s.
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So it is shown that an object exists, but due to its attributelessness it does

not come to our direct awareness and hence, it cannot be rejected or accepted.

In this context it would not be completely irrelevant to point out that each
and every object is recognised in the light of the impression generated in the
pervious experience. In order to recognise an object at least one moment is

essential. In order to recognise a jar as such the previous experience of it is to be

‘recollected. The recollection needs at least one moment and through this a jar is

recognised or known as such. During one momént the jar is not known as such and
hence, it remains indeterminate to us. As the object is indeterminate only for this
small period of time, the upeksabuddhi towards. this object arises. Through the
experience of upeksabuddhi the tenability of indeterminate perception can be
determined and this is the extrinsic way of determining its truth (Paratah
pramanya). The forms of the argument leading to it would be as follows: “The
indeterminate perceptual knowledge is true as it can produce thé indifferent
knowledge towards it’ (Nirvikalpakapratyak.’s'dnubhﬁti_h pramd
upeksabuddhijanakatvar). Here the Sadhya i.e., the acceptability of indeterminate
perceptual knowledge is inferred on the strength of the Heru i.e., being the
prdducer of upke..s'c'ibuddhi (upek:vdbhddhg‘janakatva"t).

For the existence of the lindgterminate perception (nirvikalpaka pratyaksa)
the Buddhists argument may be recalled. To them cognition free from menfal
constructions (kalpand@podha) is a perceptual one. In thié case the Buddhists
believe in the existence of an object which is free from mental ascriptions as well
as non-erroneous (Kalpanapodham abhrantam pratyaksam). The Nyaya concept.
of nirvikalpaka is also free from the concepts, but it cannot be said as non-
erroneous (abhranta). Because, in order to understand its validity or truth we need
certain extrinsic proof behind it, which is not possible. The indeterminate

cognition is taken to be supersensuous and hence cannot be assigned any truth-

~ value to it. It is very difficult to say that this piece of knowledge is either true or
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false due to not having a holistic cognition (vaisistya) abiding in two components-
qualiﬁcand‘(vz's’e:s'ya) and qualifier (vis'e;s'afza). Truth and falsity is available only in '
the case of relational cognition, but not in the indeterminate cognition which is of
non-relational nature. Some think that the indeterminate cognition lies there where
the two components, vi.(e:s'ya and vi§e:5'a7_1a, remain in a non-relational manner
without being bound by a relation (samsarga-anavagahi). If it is admitted, it will
lead to another type of contradiction. If vifesya and vife:s'a{za remain without any
relation, the visesya or vi.(e.gapa cannot be kno'wn‘ as such. For, it is relation

through which we can know the relata. If there is no relation then there cannot be

~any relatum like qualificand or qualiﬁver. The existence of such indeterminate

cognition has to be admitted as a logical necessity only to avoid the Infinite
Regress in the case of determinate cdgnition (savikalpaka pratyaksa).
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