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Preface

In this thesis | have made an effort to show the cognitive aspect of
‘desire’. In the poem of Rabindranath Tagore named as “Janmabrttanta’ the
concept of desire is introduced. In this poem an innocent child wanted to know
the secret of life to his mother (where have | come from / “elem ami kotha
hote?”). And the mother replied that you were in my mind in the form of desire
(iccha rape chili moner majhare). This is the simplest and most basic form of
human will. | have described it as creative aspect of desire. We usually see this
creative aspect of desire in the world of literature. The role of desire has been
beautifully explained in the Gita, Upanisad, also in our traditional Indian culture.
Apart from this the cognitive aspect of desire is especially found in NavyaNyaya
school of thought. Desire has been admitted by the Navya Naiyayikas as one of
the quality among twenty four qualities of soul. Desire has a sociological impact
as well as epistemological quest. Our social life is governed by combination of
both will and rule. We use many words in practical life that are not grammatically
correct. The term ‘sricaranesu’ has been used to show honour to our parents and
teachers. Though it lacks of grammatical construction, we are allowed to apply it
in order to show honour to the seniors. It should have been ‘sricaranayoh’ in
terms of grammatical accuracy. We intentionally use the term ‘sficaranesu’ in
plural to show respect. Human will has got foremost position in any sort of
scientific discovery. Desire should be taken as seed of any type of invention.

Many philosophical issues have been shown here and | am trying my best to
find a solution to them. | want to convey my sincere regards to Prof. Raghunath
Ghosh, Former Professor, Dept. of Philosophy, NBU, without the guidance and co-
operation of whom this difficult task would not have been possible. Apart from
this, | shall be happy if | receive the sense of appreciation and criticism, if any,
from the scholars specialized in this field.

Indrani Choudhury
Research Scholar, Dept. of Philosophy

North Bengal University
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Abstract

In this work an effort will be made to show how ‘will-generated cognition’ (iccha-
prayojya-jriana) acts in a philosophical activity. Human being has got autonomy to express
something in his own manner. In epistemology, ‘desire’ has a significant role. An attempt has
been in this work to this. The term ‘will-generated cognition’ means ‘cognition generated
through the desire of an individual which is not determined by any compulsion’. Our will may
have some determinants which may act as promoters to do some activities. At the same time it
may be admitted that there are certain philosophical activities which are prompted by the will
of an individual having no determinants at all. In this case, an individual’s will alone is honoured
in getting certain cognition, but not other factors. Sometimes an individual has no alternatives
than to desire something in a particular situation, which | would like to call as ‘situational will’,
i.e. will having some determinants. In case of pure ‘will-generated cognition’ (iccha-prayojya-
jriana) philosophical activity starts with the ‘pure desire’ or ‘sweet will’. The role of such will has

been admitted in Navya Nydya and other systems of Philosophy.

First, in introduction of my thesis | have stated that the role of desire is of twofold:
creative and cognitive. In support of my statement references are given various scriptures like
Upanisad, Bhagavdtgita, and writings of Rabindranath Tagore. In Upanisad it is stated that -
“svabhavikijidnavalakriydca” i.e. desire is free from any sort of artificial influences outside of
it.. The ‘creative aspect of desire’ is beautifully shown in dance drama ‘Taserdesa’ written by
Rabindranath Tagore. The ‘Cognitive aspect of desire’ is described especially in NavyaNyaya
who admit desire (iccha) one of the qualities. The Navya Naiyayikas have developed a
systematic language through which philosophical concepts can be analyzed systematically. They

accepted after reforming Sanskrit language and this is widely accepted by Advatins,



Grammarians etc. Doubt has got positive role in philosophical methodology. In Kathopanisad
Naciketa possessed the strong will of knowing self to the great teacher Yama --- which is
appreciated. Maitreyt in Brhadaranyaka Upanisad has expressed her strong will to Yajnavalkya-
‘vyendhamnamrtamsyamtenahamkimkuryama’ (What can do with that which cannot provide
me Immortality?). Swami Vivekananda, in his pre monastic life, asks Ramkrisnadeva “have you
seen God?” These questions are prompted by some doubt regarding a particular some object.
This sort of curiosity or will to know about the true nature of an object has given a room in

philosophical discussion.

Secondly, the second chapter of thesis deals withdesire is through which one’s pravrtti,
nivrtti, upeksa can be explained. Will has a significant role in case of doubt. This uncertainty of
mind can generate a tendency to search for the specific qualities, which can distinguish an
object from the other. The search of ‘desire to know' (bubhutsa) the specific feature of a thing
is the essential character of philosophizing. In our traditional Indian culture, a desciple’s desire
is taken as seed for any academic matter. According to Bhagavadgita, if someone is desirous for
knowing, he starts questioning, prostrating and nursing. Desire also has significance in the case
of any scientific discovery. In Loss Elamas after seeing the first experimental explosion of an
atomic bomb, scientist Oppenheimer was panicked and said: “Good, God, the long-haired boys

III

have lost control” and then he said the verse of ‘Gita’.

In the third chapter it has been discussed Metaphor as will- generated cognition |
have shown that such intentional desire is found not only in Navya Nyaya but in addition to this
in other traditional treatises like Grammar, Alamkarsastra, Bhattikdvya also. The nature of
metaphor has been discussed as a will-generated cognition. Just as in the metaphor ‘moon-like
face’ (mukhacandra), it is known to an individual that face and moon can never be identified

yet there is a strong will to identify them, which is called ‘deliberate identification’.

In chapter four some instances of ‘Will-generated Cognition’ in NavyaNyaya school of
thought have shown with reasoning. These are the concepts of Ahdryajfidna, Sambandha,
Paksata, Tarka, Tatparyaetc. The Navya Nyaya system, which is commonly known as realistic

school, has prescribed some methods in order to arrive at certain truth, which is purely



‘deliberate’ (ichhdjanya). Among this ahadrya-jigna may serve as a means of knowing
something indirectly. A problem may be raised how one can think of ‘knowledge produced
through desire’ (icchajanyajiidna).A solution to this problem may be offered in the following
way. Let us look towards the exact nature of aharyajiigna. The knowledge, which is produced
out of one’s own desire at the time when there is the contrary knowledge, is called

aharyajiana (birodha-jnana-kalinechha-prayojya).

Apart from these there are a few cases where the knowledge attained through the
instrumentality of desire (icchajanya) as in case of paksata is found, though it is not absolutely
necessary for logical point of view. If an individual bears a strong desire to infer (sisadhayisa),
he can infer in spite of having siddhi (sisadhayisasattve’numitirbhavatyeva). It is permissible as
the Naiyayikas believe in the theory of pramanasamplaba (i.e. capability of applying various

pramanas) to ascertain a single object.

In the conclusive portion of the thesis some evaluative critical remarks have been
made regarding the will-generated cognition as mentioned above. The NavyaNaiyayikas are
called as sambandhi by the contemporary thinkers on account of the fact that they have put an
adequate emphasis on the phenomenon of sambandha or relation particularly in the field of
philosophical deliberation. Any philosophical analysis is linguistic and hence to establish
something with the help of language is to adopt certain relation. Many contradictions involved
in linguistic usage can be resolved if some relation is kept in view. It can be said that an
individual exists in a room so far as the eastern side of the room is concerned (
parvadisavachhinna) while he does not exist in the same room if the space is limited by the
northern side of the room is concerned (uttaradisavachhinna). Our cognition needs such
operator like relation to understand the proper meaning of certain expressions. To the Navya
Naiyayikas any standpoint of understanding can be taken as separate relation and hence the
relation cannot be seen but realized through our independent intellect and desire. In order to
bring clarity in thought the artificial languages like paksata, ahdaryajridana, tarka etc. have been
created by the NavyaNaiyayikas. Moreover, some of relations admitted by the NavyaNaiyayikas

are related to the indicator dependent on the desire of an individual. In the case of nirtapya-



nirGpaka-bhava relation it is the desire of an individual which indicates what would be
determinator (niripaka) and determined (nirdpya) between two relata. A problem may be
raised of the following type. Between son and father there is the above-mentioned relation but
it is not understood by us what the determinator (nirdpaka) and the determined (nirdpya) is. It
depends on the intention of the speaker leading to no fixed rule in this matter. If an individual
thinks the son is the determinator (nirdpaka) of the father which is determined (nirdpya), it is
taken for granted. If the case is otherwise, i.e., father and son are taken as determinator and
determined respectively, it is equally acceptable. Such is the case between teacher (Siksaka)
and student (chatra), preceptor (guru) and disciple (Sisya) etc. All these provide us the freedom

of expression.
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INTRODUCTION

The Cosmic world has got the first and foremost responsibility of
awaking all our efforts. The world aware us in many different ways--- it is trying to
make us cautious, but not enthrall. We are cautious because of enjoying our own

conscious-authority.

A prince is handed to the teacher so that he will make able the Prince to rule
the nation by removing his unwillingness through teachings. But sometimes it
would seem that the teacher captivates the prince so much by his learning and
when the prince gets the ruler ship, existing in name only. Ultimately the teacher
ruled over the King, i.e. the teacher has great influences on the King by way of
converting him. When the outer world becomes so powerful that it tries to take
out our entire attempts, it is called vasana. This psychological process attached us
to the various object of cosmic world. When something is presented in front of us,
it draws our attention. In this way our mind become scattered in worldly objects.

This is the easiest method to interact with other.

If vasana does not stop in a proper place, its excessiveness becomes prior to
our life, and then our life cannot come out from this dark (tadmasika) situation.
We cannot prove and fill our own authority. We are outside masters without
gaining any kind of wealth. The present attraction takes us from one of our

smaller to the smallest. In this situation man cannot build any permanent object.

This vasana is going to stop at desire (iccha). The objective of vasana is an
outside affair; on the contrary, the goal of desire is an inner intention. Desire is
the thing of heart. All of the vasana is bound up by the desire around a sincere
purpose. The desire does not allow vasana to wonder outside as such.

1



Then people come from one to many. But if vasana is stronger than will, if it
does not want to accept the intention, only then the external authority grows up
and minimizes inner authority. And finally the purpose is lost. Then the work of
human creation does not function. Where the will power is strong, where the
authority is well established in heart, people evoke the attraction of darkness

(tamasika) and excel in rajasika qualities.

But the subject of vasana is as diverse as it is. In the same way, the subject of
will is not only one in the realm of desire. Many more intentions come to mind in
a couple of times. The intentions of learning, wealth, fame etc., become chief to
an individual. Thus anarchy is created in the world of desire. This anarchy is
dispelled when we associate all of our desire with the will of the world. That
desire is the good-will of the world. It is neither just my wish, nor just your will, it

is the basic eternal desire of the Cosmic world 1.

The desire is at the root of the universe, and hence, the Upanisada says
about it-“svabhavikijianavalakriyaca” i.e., it is easy and independent. There is no
artificial influence outside of it. Our will when bound with the original eternal
desire of the Universe leads to all of its actions that are normal in nature. That is,
all of its actions are not done by any inclination. Pride does not let it push, the
imitation of folk society does not create him, encouragement of communal
factionalism does not give strength, blasphemy does not hurt him, harassment

does not stop him, the misery of the material does not deter him.

Those who have associated their will to the will of Mars, they gain the

immortal power of the Universe, that natural power of action ----there is a lot of



evidence of it in history. We may cite the instances of Goutam Buddha, Jesus

Christ etc.

Buddha avoided the happiness and prosperity of Kapilavastu and went to
the welfare of the world, the treasury and soldiers had nothing to do with him. He
is then equal to the tenants of his ancestral kingdom in external materials. But as
he associated his desire with the eternal desire of Universe, his desire gained the
natural action. Though he has lost his mortal body since a few centuries, but the
natural desire of his good deeds is still going on today. It can still be seen in the
secluded temple of Buddhagaya, a devotee surrenders to the world-welfare will
and praying with his folded hands: “Buddham saranam gacchami “. Even today
his teachings are giving life to people; his words are giving fearlessness to the

people. His will still in action today, a thousand years later.

Another such radiant personality is Jesus. He was born in a stable and
remote village --- not in any scholar’s house, not in any King’s palace, not in any
opulent capital, even not in a great field of pilgrimage. Only a few Algerian youths
who made living by fishing became his disciples. When the Roman emperor
ordered him to be crucified, no sign was ever revealed the particular day that the
day will be blessed forever in the history of the world. His enemies thought
everything was gone; this tiny spark was completely crushed and extinguished.
But no one can’t put him out. The Lord Jesus reconciled his will with the will of
Father--- that desire does not die; there is no end to his normal actions. What
manifested itself in an extreme lean way on that day, has conquered the Universe

after two thousand years.



The absolute good-power manifested his knowledge, power and action
through the midst of unknown poverty. Evidence of this fact has been found
repeatedly in history. From the above discussion we may easily draw our
conclusion how important the role of desire plays in our lives. We cannot afford

to violate it. Desire is inextricably linked with our existence.

Human beings have got their autonomy to think something in his own
manner. The role of desire is of two -fold: -creative aspect and cognitive aspect.
Any sort of creation is rooted in the seed of desire. On the same way, the ‘desire’
is a fundamental factor in epistemology, because it prompts us to perform certain
activities. If human being is alienated from ‘desire’, then how much an
atmosphere of peculiarity, mechanical and absurdity hanging over the whole life,
has been shown by Rabindranath Tagore in his dance drama ‘Taserdesa’ 2. Beside
this he also has made an effort here to show that there is always a victory of one’s
desire (‘jai, icchar jai’). In this drama Rabindranath introduces us to the land of
artificiality having no room for autonomy. Mechanical order (niyama) has taken
first and foremost position in the land of cards. That is why; the inhabitants of the
land of cards are bound with so many rules which make them artificial and rule-
based. Even the normal physical movements towards left or right, to bent

shoulder etc are prohibited (ghadbankiyondko....).

In the very beginning of Taserdesa, same sort of disgusting attitude is
found in the Prince. The cause of it was enquired by businessman, i.e. what is the
reason of being fickle-minded? The Prince replied that this fickleness is what is
called ‘natural’ which is found in the group of swans rushing towards the

Himalayas in a body. He has expressed his wish to the businessman that he wants



to fly in the sky like those birds, free from all the bindings. Sometimes he feels
that as usual life of palace had made himself just like a bird confined within a
golden cage. Due to fickleness of his mind, he is starting blame all the rules and
rituals of palace which make his life boring. He wants to be free from all these
rites and rituals, and decides to go somewhere else like those birds, in spite of
having a permanent residence. He has made a number of instances in favor of his
decision. The businessman asked the royal Queen (Rajamata) that the Prince was
determined in searching of knowing the unknown. Finally the royal Queen blessed

the prince towards his unknown destiny.

The Prince came in new-land along with his attendant acting as co-
businessman. According to his own words, ‘elem natundese (we have arrived at a
new country). But the businessman criticizes the term ‘natundese’ after observing
the peculiar activity of the inhabitants of the land and has defined it as a land of

death (maradesa).

They were enjoying after seeing various peculiar activities of the
inhabitants of that land. At that time the Prince thinks that these kinds of
attitudes hint the fact that such type of absurdness is a kind of an imposition,
made by the masters of land of cards. The purpose behind there is that they have
to read off such veil of artificiality so that the natural form of life may come out

and will make wonder.

Prince and businessman have defined those activities of the inhabitants
of the land as ‘dance of ghosts in a dying—land’ (marddehe bhdternrtya) and they
were laughing at it. This was noticed by the inhabitants of this land and they think

that prince and businessman cut joke about them. They take it too seriously and



have got angry and said that ‘laughing’ is strictly prohibited here as it violates

‘order’ (niyama) in Taserdesa’.

Prince replied that whatever they were performing has no significance or
meaning at all. During this conversation they introduce themselves together and
came to know that they have reached in a new land, named ‘Taserdesa’. And the
Desire is revealed in the form of beauty, prayer, truth, love and enjoyment. For
Rabindranath Tagore, desire of God is twofold- 1) Where desire manifested in the
form of rules (vidhana) is nature (prakrti) and the same desire manifested in the
form of enjoyment (ananda) is regarded as self (atman). We prayed to God as he
is the possessor of icchavrtti or a desirable state of mind; he is regarded as

‘dnandaripam-amritami. i.e., in the form of Bliss and Immortality.’

Gradually, Prince and businessman realize that each and every smallest
activity in regulated by ‘order’ in land of cards. The slogan of this land is ‘calo
niyamamata’ i.e. ‘to move forward as per rules’. But the prince opposed this view
point and hinted at the forest, fountains, hills where there is no restrictive order.
Actually, the inhabitants of Taserdesa have taken ‘order’ in an objective manner;
they think that it is (niyama) rule which moves us throughout our whole lives.
They are of the view-point that why will a man move forward? But it is restrictive
order which will drive the movers (cala! calabe keno tumi! calabe niyama). There

regulation is identified with self.

In the last section of the dance drama we see that Prince and his co-
businessman have got success in their plan to some extent in order to bring
changes in women of Taserdesa. The flow of new thoughts extends to the entire

land and these have made them realized that how much artificiality they are



holding their life. And also realize the important role of desire in the field of

individual being. Now they are in a new chapter in their life.

This particular desire (iccha) impels us to obtain knowledge and to
perform different types of action autonomously. So, desire and intellect is not
contradictory to each other, rather they are complementary to one another.
Desire makes us curious for knowing the unknown, seeing the unseen and

exploring the unexplored.

The concept of desire is revealed by the old Naiyayikas as a quality
(guna) of soul. Soul is defined as ‘jAidnadhikaranam’(i.e. the substrate of jrigna or
cognition). And soul is of two types —Supreme Soul (paramatma) and Finite Soul
(jivatma). TSD defines Supreme soul as ‘the substrate of an eternal state of
consciousness’; on the contrary Finite Soul is many in number, eternal and
ubiquitous. In TS it is further stated that the word ‘jidnadhikarara’ (locus of
cognition) alone cannot be taken as a mark of defining soul; ‘icchadhikarana and
prayatnadhikarana — these two terms also hint both forms of soul. Annam Bhatta
asserts that cognition (jidna), desire (iccha) and volition or effort (prayatna) -
these three are equally stated as the qualities (guna) of soul. The Neo-logicians
also admit (iccha) desire as one of quality among 23 qualities mentioned in

Bhasapariccheda3.

‘Desire’ is something which serves as window in human civilization.
Through ‘desire’ (icch@) one can exert oneself. Hence where there is excessive
will, there is desirelessness. For this reason it makes a human being artificial
dealing with only law. Implementation of law without giving any freedom is not

desirable at all, as it leads to dishonor to human being. An individual is



combination of both choice and intellect. Any type of creation, social changes are
made possible through desire of an individual. Whenever we perform any action,
or we go in quest of something is because of desire. Desire can represent the

different aspects of this-worldly phenomenon.

The Nyaya philosophy is a famous school of thought among six orthodox
(astika) systems as admitted in Indian Philosophy. The Nyaya philosophy has been
divided into two parts after Udayanacarya —Pracina and NavyaNyaya. This
particular system primarily concerns with object of knowledge (prama) and
means of knowing (pramana). Sometimes Nyaya Philosophy is called asanviksiki,
which comes from the words ‘anu’ (afterwords) and ‘iksa’ (viewing).Hence the
term anviksd means critical viewing 4. The school primarily dealing with such

critical observation is called anviksiki or the science of reasoning or Logic.

A comparative study between old and neo-logicians can be discussed on

the basis of following points 5.

1) Maharsi Gotama is said to be the profounder of Nyaya school of
thought and his time of appearance is almost 6""-7™" century. The world
view he has formulated is known as PracinaNyaya. Apart from him, the
great thinkers named with Vatsyayana, Uddyotakara, Vacaspati Misra,

Udayana and Jayanta Bhatta are included in this old-discipline.

The well-known works of this discipline, such as Gotama’s Nyayasdatra,
Vatsyayana’s Nyayabhasya, Vacaspati’s Nyayavartika, Udayana’s Nyaya-Vartika-
tatparyatikaare collectively known as Nydyacaturagranthika (i.e., combination of
four major books of Nyaya system). And it would be said that Nyayakusumanjali
marked the boundary between Pracina and Navya school of thought.

8



On the contrary, the period of NavyaNyaya begins from 14" century. It
begins with the epoch-making Tattvacintamani of Gangesa. All the books of
Nydya written between 14™ to 17" centuries probably from Gangesa to
Gadadhara are included in Navya-Nyadya .Gangesa was the inhabitant of Mithila
and his teachings concluded in Mithila up to Paksadhara Misra during 15%
century. Later, the teachings have been spread in Nadiya. The name of anther
who first introduced NavyaNydya in Nadiya, he wrote a commentary on
Nyayakusumarnjali. From then Navya Nyaya became famous continuously in
Nadiya, and the group of Mithila became fade. Since then, the neo-logicians of

Nadiya maintain the progress which was admitted by the Indian scholars.

Raghunath Siromani was contemporary of the famous Vaisnava reformer
Caitanyadeva. Raghunath Siromani, Mathuranath Tarkavagisa,
JagadisaTarkalankara, are the eminent logicians of this school. NavyaNyaya
language is adopted in order to remove the inadequacy of natural language. This
discipline has developed a systematic language through which a concept can be
analyses non-ambiguously. By applying this sort of language, philosophical
discussion can touch all the domain of human activities. The way of philosophizing

has flourished in such new thinkers.

2) The language, NavyaNaiydyikas have adopted after reforming Sanskrit
language is widely accepted by other disciplines also like Advaitins, Grammarians
etc. They define the nature of object of knowledge much more accurately,
precisely than from old Nyaya thinkers. Neo-logicians have developed a kind of

systematic language through which a concept can be analyzed non-ambiguously.



3) Philosopher tries to systematize the world in an order and classification
in worldly entities is the way to explain phenomena. So, old Nydya thinkers have
classified whole world i.e., internal or external, in 16 categories. Gotama has
admitted liberation (moksa) as an ultimate goal of human life. And until and
unless we acquire right cognition of worldly objects, nihsreyasa cannot be

attained.

Tattvajnana helps us to discover the real nature of an object; i.e. to
explore ‘x” as ‘X’ and ‘y’" as ‘y’. So, through the development of Tattvajrndana, the
effect of mithyajnana can be taken out and finally an individual can achieve

apavarga.

On the contrary, Neo-logicians have introduced innumerable entities in
order to explain their world-view in their own different manner. Apart from
samyoga and samavaya, they admit same of new categories like avacchedaka
(limitor), self-linking relation (svaripa-sambandha), nirtipya—niripakasambandha
(contextual properties), adharata, adheyata, karanata, karyata,
vyayadhikaranata, visesanata-visesa, tadatmya etc. and hold that acceptance of
these categories are necessary for developing the growth of philosophical
discussion. These newly-introduced entities play a significant role in the region of

logical thinking and help to attain valid cognition regarding an object.

4) The old Naiyayikas have shown their equal interest both in
epistemology (pramanatattva) and metaphysical (prameyatattva) discussion. So,
the discussion based on four types of pramana equally has been founded in the

field of atmatattva, mind (manas), space (dik), time (kala) etc.
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Comparatively neo-logicians have emphasized on epistemology. It can be
further stated that, Gangesa wrote four sections of TattvacintGmani which was
based on four different kinds of pramana. In this way, epistemological discussion
became more analytic and the various smallest things which were overlooked in
PracinaNyaya discipline have been elaborated in NavyaNyaya school of thought.
As the Neo-logicians especially concentrate on epistemology, their assertion
about metaphysics is restricted by limitation. In Tattvacintamani, only the

concept of God has been discussed.

So, it is clear from the above discussion that NavyaNaiyayikas,

intellectual contribution to epistemology is more significant than Pracina Nyaya.

5) In PracinaNyadya, the opponents mainly belong to Buddhist—logicians.
But the position of opponents has been changed in NavyaNyaya Philosophy.
Mainly, Prabhakara Mimamsakas and Prdacina Naiydyikas have been found as

Pirvapaksa.

6) Old-logicians have cited different examples from Sruti, in order to
substantiate the existence of God, soul etc. But Neo-logicians always have a
tendency to resist them from mentioning such examples of Sruti. They present
metaphysical doctrine through proper reasoning. Arguments for the existence of
God as stated by Gangesa can be shown here. He has mentioned the causal

argument as a proof for the existence of God which is as follows.

“KsityankuradikamKartrjanyamKaryatvatghatavat” -- The earth and its
dyadic compound are created by an agent, as it is an effect, just as a jar. Finally,
he quoted a sentence from Sruti which he did not explain. He stated that God,
having created heaven and earth, has become the agent of the world and
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protector of the world (“dyavabhumijanayan devo

visvasyakartabhuvanasyagopta”).

Indian Philosophers have undertaken some methods of debate
regarding the determination of the truth of an object. These methods are neither
biased nor dogmatic, but based on some ethical and argumentative values. Logic
developed in Indian soil is called vadavidya, a discipline dealing with the
categories of debate over various religious, philosophical, moral and doctrinal
issues. They are introduced in order to train the students who wanted to learn
how to conduct debates successfully, what tricks to learn, how to find out
loopholes of the opponent’s position etc. Debate, according to the Naiyayikas,
can be of three types: a) an honest debate called vada where both sides,
proponents and opponents, are seeking the truth, i.e., desirous to establish the
right view, b) a tricky debate called jalpa where the goal is to win by fair means or
foul and c) destructive debate called vitandad where the goal is to defeat or
demolish the opponents. The first kind favors the employment of logical
arguments, and use of rational means and proper evidence to establish a thesis. It
is said that the participants in this kind of debate were the teacher and the
student or students themselves belonging to the same school. In honest debate

the desire for knowing truth (tattvabunhutsu) is the fundamental basis.

In the Nyaya system of Indian Philosophy the right cognition of
categories leads us to the attainment of the mundane and transcendental values
which are called drsta (seen) and adrsta (unseen) well-being (nihsreyasa). The
ethics of propagating such view lies in the fact that the right cognition of the

categories can associate us with mundane well-being which has got some
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pragmatic value in our life. At the same time, the import of the transcendental
value like emancipation etc has not been ignored. The right cognition of the
categories like ‘pramana’(‘means of knowing’) ‘vada’ (‘debate to arrive at truth
without any desire to get victory over the opponent’), ‘jalpa’ (argumentation for
achieving victory, but not truth), ‘vitanda’ (argument only to refute others views
without  substantiating one’s own), ‘chala’ (‘adopting tricks in
argumentation’),’hetvabhasa’ (fallacy of arguments’) etc leads to the former while
the right cognition of the ‘objects to be known’ (‘prameya’) leads to the latter. In
a debate between an opponent and a proponent the determination of truth
which is called technically vada is the main objective of the Naiyayikas leaving the
question of victory aside. In the vada type of debate there should be the adoption
of one of the two opposing sides (paksa-pratipaksa-parigraha), which is defended
by pramdana and tarka (pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambha) and which is not

opposed to the established tenets (siddhantabirudhha) 6.

If the desire of victory prevails in debate, and determination of truth is
by passed, it is called jalpa, which is not taken as an ideal pattern of forwarding
argument in a philosophical debate. If someone refutes the opponent’s view only
without forwarding his own, it is called vitanda, which is not honored as a better
philosophical method. Hence each and every theory based on philosophical

doctrine is called vada, e.g., nirvikalpakavada, apohavada, isvaravada etc.

We may recall Udayana in this connection. To him if there is mistrust
among the family--members, social-beings etc, our empirical doubt will not be
possible. If, on the other hand, there is no doubt, there does not arise any

philosophical  enquiry.  (Samkdacedanumastyevanacecchankatatastaram  /
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vyaghatavadhirasankatarkahsamkavadhirmatah.//) If there is doubt, there is
inferential cognition or an inferential procedure is to be resorted to with a view to
resolving doubt. If not, inference is established easily. Such doubt is permissible
so long there does not arise self-contradiction (vydghata). Sometime the method
of Tarka (reductio-ad-absurdum) is taken into account. From this it is proved that
doubt has got a positive role in philosophical methodology if it is taken as a

category /.

Apart from the above-mentioned arguments we can supply some from
common sense point of view. Any discovery, scientific or philosophical,
presupposes doubt about something. Newton had discovered the law of
gravitation as he had some doubt regarding the falling of an apple downwards.
His doubt was why it cannot go up. Before this inducement many times apple had
fallen down, but no question was raised about it due to the absence of doubt.
That is why; doubt is taken as the key of discovery or invention. Doubt prompts an
individual to question regarding something. If there is questioning, it is to be
presupposed that there prevails a kind of doubt. Our Upanisadas start with a
guestion from an innocent disciple 8. The Kenopanisada has started with a
guestion which runs as follows: ‘kenesitampatatipresitammanah,
kenapranahprathamapraitiyuktah/ kenesitGmvacamimamvadanticaksuhsrotram
ka u devo yunakti//’. That is, by whose desire does our mind direct towards an
object? By whom our vital organ has received first prominence? Why whose
desire our speaking organ functions? And by whom our eye and hearing organs
are engaged in revealing the objects. Again, in Kathopanisada Naciketa asks the
question of knowing self to great teacher Yama, which is very much appreciated

as ‘baranamesobarastrtiyah’ (i.e., among the three boons third was the most

14



desired one as it involves doubt regarding self). Following the same line Maitreyr
in  BrhaddaranyakaUpanisada  asks the  question to  Yajnavalkya-
‘venahamnamrtamsyamtenahamkimkuryama’ (What can do with that which
cannot provide me Immortality?). Even Narendranath who was known as Swami
Vivekananda afterwards went to Ramakrisna with a question- ‘Have you seen
God?’ All these questions are prompted by some doubt regarding a particular
object. Keeping this in view Srimadbhagavad-gitd has taken pariprasna or
repeatedly guestioning as a method of learning
(pranipatenapariprasnenasevaya).ln fact there are three methods of learning-
repeatedly questioning (pariprasna), deep regards towards teachers (pranipata)
and service to the teachers (seva). All these activities are backed by certain doubt
to know the truth. In ancient time when a student used to feel tension being
disturbed by some doubt regarding some incident, he tried to dispel his /her
doubt through questioning about this again and again. Sometimes the teacher is
given service to get some enlightenment from him, which is also prompted by
doubt in mind on certain subject. It is already known to us that a student having
profound regards to his preceptor can attain knowledge alone
(sraddhavanlabhatejriagnam). One who has regards can attain education from the
preceptor and in this way doubt in the form of darkness is dispelled. If we
seriously think about it, the proper education is meant for removing doubt from

the mind.

Those who are engaged in laboratory for scientific discovery try to dispel
some sort of doubt. Had there been no doubt, no discovery is possible. That is
why, we get discovery of so many scientific discoveries. There are two types of

doubt- positive and negative. The positive doubts are called non-pathological
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doubts which are otherwise called epistemological or metaphysical doubts. These
doubts are virtuous in nature as they lead us to phenomenon of philosophical
analysis. At the same time there is another type of doubt called pathological
doubts which have no importance in our philosophical enterprise. It has been said
in the Bhagavad-gita—'samsayatmavinasyati’. Those who are possessing doubt
are on the way of destruction. For smooth running of our empirical and spiritual
life we must have a sense of reliance towards our Vedic and secular codes that
are called vidhi-s. If we do not have reliability towards our laws formulated by the
state machinery, our society would be turned into an anarchic state, which is not
desirable. That is why; we must maintain the laws and orders in the society. If we
nourish doubt always regarding the efficacy of such laws, we shall refrain from
obeying it, which ultimately leads to the world of chaosness technically called
matsyanyaya. Just as big fishes can shallow the smaller ones due to having
greater physical power, the powerful persons would have killed the weaker
section (Salematsyanivapaksyanduvalanbalavattarah). If we want to live in a
society, we have to maintain civic laws without any doubt on them. We always
depend our near and dear relatives and hence some sort of reliability lies on
them. Had there been doubt, our life would not have been smooth and steady. In
habitual cases we cannot doubt about the efficacy of an object as told earlier.
Depending on our past experience we take food when hungry, drink water when
thirsty, when sick, take medicines, when tired take rest. These are habitual
behaviors grown after repeated experience. If somebody expresses doubt even in
these cases, this leads to contradiction. A question may be ask to a person
entertaining doubt- if doubt pertains whether water will quench thirst or not then

why does he ask for water? Even after this if he on doubts about the efficacy of
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water, food, medicine etc., and this doubt is to be taken a pathological one having

no importance in philosophical activities.

This type of doubt is taken as bhayavaha or frightening. Because,

the phenomenon of doubting may be treated as psychological disorder.

The Samkhyakarika begins with enquiry being hurt by the suffering of
three types (duhkhatrayabhighatadbhavatijijnasa)9. When an individual suffers
from sorrow, he will have doubt whether such suffering can be removed or not.
This doubt gives rise to innovation of a way for it. In Tattvakumudi it has been
explained that a sufferer has got doubt about its removal, because such suffering
cannot be dispelled through an ordinary means (laukikaupaya). The suffering
related to body (adhyatmika duhkha) and suffering caused by external factors like
animal etc. (adhibhautika duhkha) can somehow be managed if an individual
takes prior precaution. But doubt regarding its removal is more prominent when
we see our helplessness in case of suffering arising out of Divine will (adhidaivika
duhkha). The calamities caused by earth-quake, draught, flood etc. are not under
the control of human being and hence it under Divine will. So the prior precaution
cannot help us to remove such suffering. Doubt becomes stronger in such cases
regarding the impossibility of its removal. To the Sdmkhya system the absolute
cessation of suffering is not possible even through the super-normal means
(alaukikaupaya). Doubt is clear when ISvarakrsna has prescribed a path of its
removal. Most of the systems of Indian Philosophy are found to be worried about
suffering and its removal. Hence Indian systems are not free from doubt giving

rise to philosophical exercise.
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Again, a question may be raised that sometimes over reliance on some
authority; person or institution makes no room for doubt which sometimes leads
to a chaotic life. Just like over confidence overreliance is harmful and hence the
doubt on some principles of the authority or person or institution makes them
self-critical and self-assessing. Others doubt or critical points help them to rectify
themselves. This is true in case of philosophical or any type of writing. Had there
been doubt giving rise to critical analysis, the writer would cautious is self-
assessment leading to their self-rectification. All these cases are the results of
positive or constructive or virtuous or non-pathological doubt and hence its

methodological value can never be ignored.
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CHAPTER -1

The Concept of ‘Will-generated Cognition’ and its Role in

Philosophical Enterprise:

In epistemology, knowledge is the fundamental factor. In order to acquire
knowledge, we have to go through various ways of knowing or the means of
knowing like perception, inference, comparison, verbal testimony, presumption,
non-cognition etc. In epistemology, knowledge presupposes the knowledge of
something. The knowledge without content (avisayaka-jriana), however, is found
in case of AdvaitaVedanta. The Advaitins only admit a kind of knowledge which is
of without content (avisayakajfiana) in case of Brahman. Brahman is the
Knowledge itself. To them this knowledge has no content at all because Brahman
itself is Knowledge, but not the knowledge of Brahman. In other words, we
cannot tell that this is the knowledge of Brahman, but Brahman itself is
Knowledge par-excellence. Apart from this system all others believe that
knowledge has got some content of its own.! That is why; knowledge is something
through which an object is illumined. There are several ways of knowing as told

earlier.

Apart from these we normally came across a peculiar type of
cognition which is generated through our will, which is technically called
iccha@janyajiiana. It may seem to be peculiar to us how cognition arises through

the intervention of desire.
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It may be argued that there is no novelty in such cognition by virtue
of the fact that all cognitions are generated through will. It may be said that
without knowledge there is no inclination for doing any work. Inclination or
pravrtti towards certain activity is possible if someone has got a concrete
knowledge towards that. And knowledge is possible if there is a tendency for
acquiring the same. Will-generatedness in an individual for doing something is the
cause of human inclination (pravrtti) or refraining (nivrtti) from certain activity.
So, whenever a person is found to do work, it is presupposed that he has
knowledge about the object which has been taken as an effect of the desire to
know. So, desire is the main thing through which one’s pravrtti, nivrtti and upeksa

(indifferent attitudes) can be explained.? These are discussed in the following

pages.

Moreover, the desire to know is the fundamental factor for knowing an

entity which again leads one to the world of activity or otherwise.

The Naiyayikas may come up with the following justifications. To them
doubt does not arise at all if there were no reference (apeksa) to particular
attributes or peculiarities (visesa). First, the Naiyayikas give a description of an
instance of doubt. After seeing an object from a distance there arises an uncertain
cognition or a wavering judgment (vimarsa), which provides an uncertain
cognition in the form: 'lt is a man or a trunk of a tree'. In this case some common
features between man and a trunk of a tree are perceived. It is justified by the
definition- 'tad anavadharanamjiagnamsamsayah’. Secondly, Vatsyayana explains
how the doubt is resolved. To him when the specific characters or differentiating

features of a man or a trunk of a tree is known, the doubt ceases due to having
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certainty in the mind in the form-'lt is @ man or a trunk of a tree'. Lastly,
Vatsyayana has added a novel feature of doubt. For, the perceived object can be
or cannot be a man or a trunk of a tree, as the qualities common to the both are
seen. This uncertainty of mind can generate a tendency to search (apeksa) for the
specific qualities, which can distinguish an object from the other (vimarsa). As'
soon as these are available, doubt is resolved. As these differentiating factors or
'some features different from that' are searched for, it leads to the presupposition
that doubt persists in our minds. The ‘looking for’ or the search of 'this desire to
know' (bubhutsad) is the specific feature of the thing is the new element in the
Vatsyayana's definition of doubt (visesapeksahvimarsahsamsayah). Over all we
get three stages: a) perception in a correct cognition or erroneous cognition. b)
The perception of special features, which generate the correct cognition and
rectify the wrong one. c) There is a third moment when a knower's mind wavers
due to the non-ascertainment of the thing perceived, which leads to the look for

the specific character. The last one generates doubt in one's mind.

The Naiyayika could say that doubt arises when there is a cognition
touching both the alternatives (ubhayakotikajiiana). When an object is known as
either as a man or a trunk of a tree, it is true that there is some lack of cognition.
It can be interpreted that when there is cognition of a man, it is due to the lack of
cognition of a trunk of a tree. If the cognition of a trunk of a tree arises, it is due
to the lack of the cognition of a man. Whatever may be the case we must admit
that there is certainly a cognition sometimes taking man as its content and
sometimes taking a trunk of a tree as its content? An individual's mind wavers
between two cognitions successively, but not simultaneously. That is why; such

wavering cognition arises from the mental state metaphorised as the movement
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of the cradle (dolacalacittavrtti). The cognition of a man may be caused by the
absence of the cognition of a trunk of a tree or otherwise, but the existence of the
cognition of a man for one moment and the cognition of a trunk of a tree for the
next moment must be accepted. In this case the existence and non-existence of
the peculiarities in a man is known in the successive moment, but not
simultaneously as accepted by Nagarjuna. Here in lies the difference between two

schools- Bauddha and Nyaya.

When the determinants are not available in determining the nature of an
object, doubt arises there. The absence of determining proof of an entity, which is
the object of knowledge, is the cause of doubt. Doubt plays a positive role in
generating critical thinking of mankind after removing blind faith from them. In
other words, doubt is the revealer of the windows of our critical and open-
minded thinking. Considering this aspect Gotama has enumerated it as one of the
sixteen categories, the right cognitions of which lead us to the land of success--
mundane and transcendental (nihsreyasadhigama). To Vatsyayana doubt has
been given a due emphasis in Nyaya on account of the fact that logic can alone be
applied to the object in doubt, but not to an object which is purely known or
unknown (‘Tatrananupalabdhenanirnite’ rthenydyahpravarttate. Kimtarhi?
samsayite’rthe’ - Nyadyabhdsya on siatra no.l. 1. 1). From this statement it is
proved that Nagarjuna's thesis that something is either known or unknown is
wrong. If it is known, he says, it is a kind of valid cognition. If it is unknown, it is to
be taken as illusion. Vatsyayana is of the opinion that this is the ideal case where
we can have doubt. To him doubt is a kind of intellectual activity arising out of the
confrontation by two different philosophical positions called paksa (thesis) and

pratipaksa (antithesis) at the same time. To think an entity as both known and
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unknown does not lead us to admit its fictitious character, but it is a kind of
doubt. This view of the Naiyayikas will find support in VacaspatiMisra's Bhamati
where he accepts the dubious character of an object as a criterion of an enquiry

about it (Bhamati on Adhyasabhdsya).

We may recall Udayana in this connection. To him if there is mistrust
among the family--members, social-beings etc, our empirical doubt will not be
possible. If, on the other hand, there is no doubt, there does not arise any
philosophical  enquiry.  (Samkdcedanumadstyevanacecchankatatastaram — /
vyaghatavadhirasankatarkahsamkavadhirmata.//  Nydyakusumanjali-3/7))  If
there is doubt, there is inferential cognition or an inferential procedure is to be
resorted to with a view to resolving doubt. If not, inference is established easily.
Such doubt is permissible so long there does not arise self-contradiction
(vyaghata). Sometime the method of Tarka (reductio-ad-absurdum) is taken into
account. From this it is proved that doubt has got a positive role in philosophical

methodology if it is taken as a category.

Those who are engaged in laboratory for scientific discovery try to dispel
some sort of doubt. Had there been no doubt, no discovery is possible. That is why,
we get discovery of so many scientific discoveries. There are two types of doubt-
positive and negative. The positive doubts are called non-pathological doubts
which are otherwise called epistemological or metaphysical doubts. These doubts
are virtuous in nature as they lead us to phenomenon of philosophical analysis. At
the same time there is another type of doubt called pathological doubts which have
no importance in our philosophical enterprise. It has been said in the Bhagavad-
gita—‘samsayatmavinasyati’. Those who are possessing doubt are on the way of

destruction. For smooth running of our empirical and spiritual life we must have a
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sense of reliance towards our Vedic and secular codes that are called vidhi-s. If we
do not have reliability towards our laws formulated by the state machinery, our
society would be turned into an anarchic state, which is not desirable. That is why;
we must maintain the laws and orders in the society. If we nourish doubt always
regarding the efficacy of such laws, we shall refrain from obeying it, which
ultimately leads to the world of chaosness technically called matsyanyaya. Just as
big fishes can shallow the smaller ones due to having greater physical power, the
powerful persons would have Killed the weaker section
(salematsyanivapaksyanduvalanbalavattarah)- (Manusamhita, Canto-7). If we
want to live in a society, we have to maintain civic laws without any doubt on
them. We always depend our near and dear relatives and hence some sort of
reliability lies on them. Had there been doubt, our life would not have been smooth
and steady. In habitual cases we cannot doubt about the efficacy of an object as
told earlier. Depending on our past experience we take food when hungry, drink
water when thirsty, when sick, take medicines, when tired take rest. These are
habitual behaviors grown after repeated experience. If somebody expresses doubt
even in these cases, this leads to contradiction. A question may be ask to a person
entertaining doubt- if doubt pertains whether water will quench thirst or not then
why does he ask for water? Even after this if he on doubts about the efficacy of
water, food, medicine etc., and this doubt is to be taken a pathological one having

no importance in philosophical activities.

This type of doubt is taken as bhayavaha or frightening. Because, the

phenomenon of doubting may be treated as psychological disorder.

The Samkhyakarika begins with enquiry being hurt by the suffering of
three types (duhkhatrayabhighatadbhavatijijnasa). When an individual suffers

from sorrow, he will have doubt whether such suffering can be removed or not.
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This doubt gives rise to innovation of a way for it. In Tattvakumudi it has been
explained that a sufferer has got doubt about its removal, because such suffering
cannot be dispelled through an ordinary means (laukikaupaya). The suffering
related to body (adhyatmika duhkha) and suffering caused by external factors like
animal etc. (adhibhautika duhkha) can somehow be managed if an individual takes
prior precaution. But doubt regarding its removal is more prominent when we see
our helplessness in case of suffering arising out of Divine will (adhidaivika
duhkha). The calamities caused by earth-quake, draught, flood etc. are not under
the control of human being and hence it under Divine will. So the prior precaution
cannot help us to remove such suffering. Doubt becomes stronger in such cases
regarding the impossibility of its removal. To the Samkhya system the absolute
cessation of suffering is not possible even through the super-normal means
(alaukikaupaya). Doubt is clear when I$varakrsna has prescribed a path of its
removal (Samkhya-karika-1). Most of the systems of Indian Philosophy are found
to be worried about suffering and its removal. Hence Indian systems are not free

from doubt giving rise to philosophical exercise.

Again, a question may be raised that sometimes over reliance on some
authority; person or institution makes no room for doubt which sometimes leads to
a chaotic life. Just like over confidence overreliance is harmful and hence the
doubt on some principles of the authority or person or institution makes them self-
critical and self-assessing. Others doubt or critical points help them to rectify
themselves. This is true in case of philosophical or any type of writing. Had there
been doubt giving rise to critical analysis, the writer would cautious is self-
assessment leading to their self-rectification. All these cases are the results of
positive or constructive or virtuous or non-pathological doubt and hence its

methodological value can never be ignored.
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Apart from the above-mentioned arguments we can supply some from
common sense point of view. Any discovery, scientific or philosophical,
presupposes doubt about something. Newton had discovered the law of
gravitation as he had some doubt regarding the falling of an apple downwards.
His doubt was why it cannot go up. Before this incident many times apple had
fallen down, but no question was raised about it due to the absence of doubt.
That is why; doubt is taken as the key of discovery or invention. Doubt prompts an
individual to question regarding something. If there is questioning, it is to be

presupposed that there prevails a kind of doubt.

From the above statement it is proved no action is possible without
the cognition which is connected to an individual’s desire to know. So, desire or
will can be taken as a universal factor for generation of any activity. In fact, desire
to know (jijidasa) is the primordial factor for initiating a discussion of the concern
subject. The whole Upanisadic literature is created to satisfy the desire of a
disciple. So,a strong will comes first or desire to know comes first. Even God has
created this beautiful earth due to having tremendous desire to create, so that
human beings can enjoy their result of karma. It is due to the desire of God
(ISvarasyasisrksa-vasat). Rabindranath Tagore had highlighted the existence of
desire or will in an individual’s mind as a seed of creation. In a poetry, named with
‘ianmavrttanta’ he said that a small girl is asking her mother: ‘where have | came
from’? Though there were so many probable answers to this question, but
mother hinted at the basic thing and replied that she was in her mind in the form

of desire or will (iccharape chili manermajhare).?
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If we turn towards the whole Upanisadic literature we will see that all
the Upanisadas are written after keeping a particular question or questions

remaining in a disciple’s mind. In first verse of The Keno-upanisada stated as:
“Omkenesitampatatipresitammanah
Kenapranahprathamahpraitiyuktah.

kenesitam vacamimamvadanti

Caksuhsrotram ka u devo yunakti”.*

The philosophical enquiry starts with the desire or will to know who is the
impellor of the sense-organ like eye, ear etc; who directs our mind to go towards
certain object, under whose direction we have been able to speak with the help
of words? Who is the luminous person who employs the eyes and the ears in their
own objects? By whose will matter is distinct from the conscious one? Mind is not
independent about pravrtti and nivrtti. Because it would seem that which is not
acceptable as duty, the mind is preoccupied with that subject or cannot refrain
from it. This non-individual mind must have a controller and the question arise
who is He? These questions point to the fact that the huge part of creation above
the trivial world, which beyond the reach of ordinary people, Upanisadas helps to

understand its nature.

In Katho-Upanisad we see that Visvajit had a son named Naciketa.
When he told his father- ‘Upon whom you have surrendered me?
(sahovacapitaram, tata kasmaimamdasyasiti). And his father replied, “you will be
given to Yama” (tamhovacamrtyavetva dadamiti).> When Naciketa met Yama, he

had expressed his strong will to know the nature of self and the way to get
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liberation. Since Naciketa had been starving in his (Yama) house for three night,
and Yama gave him three boons for each night. The preceptor as Yama wanted to
offer him enjoyable these worldly properties as a boon; but Nacikata’s will was so
strong to know the nature of self leading to liberation. That is why; he gave up all
the enjoyable properties and had shown inclination to know the nature of self.
Ultimately Yama, the teacher, was bound to tell him the true nature of self and
result of its realization which eventually gave rise to the whole literature of Katha-

Upanisada. ©

The same story regarding will-power is found behind the composition of
Brhadaranyaka-Upanisada. Upanisada is one of the supreme treasures of
Brahma-jiiana (i.e., the knowledge of self) in Indian culture. Among the famous
Upanisads, Brhadaranyaka is much older. The great teachings of this Upanisada
come out through the conversation of Yajiavalkya and his wife Maitreyr. Though
we see that all most in all of the Upanisads only the male voice has been echoed,
only in Brhadaranyaka-Upanisad we have seen the role of woman. The great
teachings of this Upanisad come out through the conversation of Yajnavalkya and
his wife Maitreyr. Only in Brhadaranyaka-Upanisada we have seen the role of
woman. The 4thBrc'7hmapa of 2" chapter in Upanisada Yajfiavalkya has advised
the nature of Immortality to his wife Maitreyr. This conversation also found in the
SthBrahmarga of 4™ chapter in the same book. In these two chapters it has been
shown that the great sage Yajfiavalkya had two wives, named Maitreyr and
Katyayani. When he decided to go for renunciation (sannyasa) after leaving his
domestic life (garhasthyasrama), he wanted to distribute his assets to both of his
wives. Rejecting this profitable proposal Maitreyt asked him eagerly that if the

whole world is filled up by wealth, could she become immortal by having such
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properties. And Yajiiavalkya replied- “No, your life will be same as those of rich
people”. There is no hope of gaining immortality through wealth”
(‘venahamnamrtasyamtenahamkimkuryd@ma’). ’Maitreyi, one of the wives of
Yajnavalkya was reluctant to this worldly property offered to her by Yajinavalkya.
This could not satisfy her due to transitoriness of these worldly properties.
Maitreyt thinks that these worldly properties cannot give her Immortality and
hence these are worth-rejectable. Maitrey1 told to Yajnavalkya that she has no
desire to take those which cannot give her Immortality. From this it is proved that
Maitreyr had a strong desire to get that knowledge which can provide her

Immortality.

What does Immortality mean here? Does it mean of carrying the
worldly-body for eternity? Or to survive in any way, even after death. It is certain
that Maitreyt did not want the Immortality of body. Then how did she want to be

Immortal?

Yajnavalkya had understood the desire of Maitreyl and started telling the
nature of self, realizing which one can get Immortality. Leaving aside economic
and other needs Yajiavalkya emphasized on the spiritual knowledge after giving
due honor to the desire of Maitreyl. This ultimately leads her to acquire the
knowledge of Self which is the main cause of Immortality as discussed in the

whole Brhadaranyaka-Upanisada.

In fact, in our traditional Indian system a disciple’s desire is taken as seed
for any philosophical discussion. In the system of residing in a preceptor’s house
(gurugrhavasa) a disciple being desirous of hearing any academic matter from the

preceptor’s mouth starts nursing him. From the fact of his nursing the preceptor
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comes to know the hidden desire of the disciple of hearing some academic
matters from him. That is why; in Sanskrit one-term i.e., susridsa has been used
both in the sense of ‘desire of hearing’ and ‘nursing’. From this it follows that the
pre-condition of desiring to know is nursing to the preceptor. This is also
endorsed in the ‘Bhagavad-Gitd’ that if someone is desirous of knowing he starts
questioning, prostrating and nursing (service) (pariprasnenapranipatenasevaya)?®.
The different chapters of Gita i.e., karmayoga, jignayoga, bhaktiyoga, visvaripa-
darsana--- all of these are outcome of satisfaction of strong desire of Arjuna.
When Arjuna starts questing to Lord Krsna out of his strong will about the worldly
phenomena and as well as the nature of Self. He was answering spontaneously by
showing honor to the desire of Arjuna. In eleventh chapter, when Arjuna prayed
to Lord Krsna that, the knowledge of self as he stated was absolutely true. In spite
of this he is desirous to see the exhibiting numerous shapes and figures of Lord
Krsna. Respecting this desire of Arjuna, Sri Krsna revealed himself in infinite
shapes and figures after Arjuna. And what is this ‘representation of the whole
universe”? It’s like a molecular explosion. In this chapter it is stated as: “divi
suryasahasrasyabhavedyugapadutthita/ yadibhah sadrst sa syadbhasastasya
mahatmanah”®i.e. the splendor of thousands of suns in the sky, everything seems
to be torn apart, the whole world is melted, transgression, the huge mouth is like
‘black hole’, infinite unimaginable power of attraction. The whole animal kingdom
is just like a tiny insect, is attracted to that hole and in an instant the whole

universe is entering and disappearing.

In Loss Elamas after seeing the first experimental explosion of an atomic

bomb, scientist Oppenheimer was panicked and said: “Good, God, the long-haired

I”

boys have lost control” and then he said the verse of ‘Gita’:
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“If the radiance of thousands suns
Were to burst into the sky

That would be like

The splendor of the mighty one”. 1°

He runs and speaks like crazy on the streets of Manhattan, “thousand
suns”. It shows that desire also has significance in the case of any scientific

discovery.

In the last episode of Mahabharata, where Krsna’s last days are
described there is also the role of desire. Lord Krsna is sitting under a banyan tree
in Prabhasa. There came a hunter behind the leaves quietly. He can’t see the full
form of God. He have thrown the arrow to the red feet of Sri Krsna, thinking it as
the face of deer. The hunter approached God and apologized. The arrow —
wounded Lord forbade him to be afraid. He did this according to God’s will. The
hunter did not return home with the prey. He hunted God and went to heaven.
Who can swallow the whole creation? He Himself was defeated by time. He
arranged the last chapter of his life according to His own desire. He had no one to
Him, no flower, no garland, no sandal wood, no lamp ----nothing was left with

Him. All these happened according to His will 11.

These are a number of instances which show that how desire becomes

central to human-life.

When there is a debate or curiosity of knowing, the strong desire of it is

the pre-condition. Such desire may lead one preceptor’s service or prostration
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which is taken as marks of having strong will to know. That is why; in every case
desire has got a prominent role. Such rule is applicable in case of scientific and
technological discoveries also. Strong will sometimes makes a great change in
philosophical or literary creativity. Without strong will one cannot engage oneself
to create something in original. In order to do this he must need a strong will
coming from within. Strong will leads him to the state of meditation or one
pointed concentration leading to a golden philosophical or literary crop. This
golden philosophical or literary crop can be treated as a creative one from the
standpoint of uniqueness, novelty and originality. It happens so suddenly that
people cannot understand with their normal reasoning faculty and hence they try
to impose certain mystic elements or metaphysical analysis like “The grace of
goddess of learning” (Sarasvatikrpa). This has been referred to by great

rhetorician Anandavardhana in his Dhvanyaloka12.

The above statements prove that for an original creation one needs to
have ‘one-pointed concentration’” which is possible only if there is a strong will for
it. That is why; each and every cognition or each and every creativity needs a
‘strong will’. All cognitions are the production of strong will. Hence a question
may arise: what is the specialty in ‘will -generated cognition’ (icchdjanyajiiana)? In
other woods if all cognitions are the results of ‘strong will” what is the specialty of

such cognition.

Though ‘will-generatedness’ (icchajanyatva) remains in all types of
cognition yet there are certain cases where ‘desire’ is deliberate. Out of curiosity
one can ask questions. Though it is true, sometimes without having proper

curiosity, desire may arise in our mind. Here ‘desire’ is an artificial one. Though
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someone knows the fact that an object is different from another one yet a strong
desire may arise to make them or to think them identified. This identification is
not out of illusion, but out of strong desire. That is why; it is called ‘will-

generated’ in another manner.

For the above discussion it may follows that ‘desire’ is compulsory in the
attainment of cognition (for knowing something). Once a person has got desire to
know, he is inclined to know. This type of will enables us to have apparent as well
as in-depth knowledge of the fact or an object. This particular deriving quality can
be traced back to all other subjects also apart from philosophy. If | want to know
something, | can know it with help of six means of knowing in Indian schools of
thought. Hence, desire is the common cause of knowing a particular object. This is
called first order desire. But in our epistemology, interestingly we find a second
order desire also, which prompts us to rediscover the object already known. This
process of rediscovering is not dominated by any compulsion. This sort of will can
be defined as ‘free-will’. This particular kind of will contains a certain kind
inherent power that gives our desire of knowing ideas a spontaneous quality. This

second type of cognition is called ‘will-generated-cognition’ (icchajanyajidna).

The way of doing philosophy has been changed over a period of time.
Epistemological quarries, to a certain truth, a need of concrete justification
regarding valid knowledge, linguistic clarification-all these give rise to some new
methods and concepts. In the field of epistemology, the great contribution of
Navya Naiyayikas can’t be ignored. Icchaprajojyajfiana i.e. cognition arising out of
desire has described as one of them. This school of thought has prescribed such

concept in order to ascertain truth indirectly which may have following reasons:-
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1) For self-justification,

2) To secure epistemological groundings,

4

)
)
3) To strengthen one’s own position
) Pointing out defects of others,
)

5) Linguistic clarification.

So, it is clear from the above discussion that freedom of will have an important
role in our daily life as well as in epistemic region. Human being should not be
considered as only a rational one. This desire is breaking people and creating
them in a new. The source of this desire is the person himself. We have to make

desire come true in our own strength.
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Chapter-2

Metaphor as Will-generated Cognition:

Reviewing the point of view of NavyaNyaya Philosophy, we see that there

is also a cognitive aspect to desire something. Such intentional desire is found not

only in Navya Nyaya but in addition to this in other traditional treatises like

Grammar, Alamkarsdstra, BhattikéGvya etc.

In Indian literature metaphors (ripaka) are used in poetry, literature and

anytime when someone wants to add some color to their language. In metaphor,

a person is compared to an object which is not same with him but having some

resemblances. A metaphor is a word that is used to express a particular idea by

imagining the similarity between two objects. The main features of metaphor are

as follows:

In case of metaphor, we express the feelings of mind by imagining
identity between two objects.

In this case, a common quality between different person or object is
imagined. Such similarity is really found with between two objects or
sometimes the similarity between them is imagined by the poet. In case
of metaphor in the sense of ripaka the poet’s intention is to show the
absolute identity between upamana (object, say, the moon with which
something like face etc. are compared) and upameya i.e., the object of
comparison i.e., face. Though it is known to the poet that the face and
moon (mukhacandra) can never be compared yet he cannot resist the
temptation of unhiding the difference between them. In this context the
difference between two objects which is really there is going to declare
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as identical having no difference at all. It is called by Visvanatha as
anapahnutabhedayoh i.e., unhiding the difference between them. The
poet has got two purposes in his mind- unhiding the difference between
them and imposition of one’s property to the other. That there is a
difference between face and the moon is intentionally unhide and
intentional imposition of the characteristic features of face to those of
moon. In other words, metaphor remains in the representation of the
subject of description, which is not concealed, as identified with another
well-known standard (“Rapakamriapitaropadvisayenirapanhave”)! The
subject is an object on which something is superimposed. In the above
example, mukhacandra (face-moon) face is identified with moon. In this
case ‘face’ is a visaya or subject on which the candratva or moonness is
superimposed (aropa). The term visaya is otherwise called upameya i.e.,
‘face’ which is taken as identical with the ‘moon’ which is otherwise
called upamana. In such cases the distinction between them is not
concealed though there are a lot of similarities. The superimposition of
the identification between two objects in spite of non-concealing their
difference

(‘atisamyadanupahnutabhedayohupamanopameyayohabheddropah’) is

metaphor in the sense of riupaka.?

We may take an example of ‘pasanahridaya’ (stone-heart) where
there is super imposition of the property i.e., hardness between two different
objects heart and stone. Here the heart has been compared to stone. Heart is to

be taken as upamana and stone is upameya, heart is considered as subject
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(visaya), on which the hardness of the stone is imposed. On the other hand, stone
is the visayias it is super-imposed on heart. So, according to this example, heart is
upameya and stone is considered as upamana. The poet hypothesizes a common
guality between two different things. The metaphor is the name of the fictional
attribute to show their similarity. There is no such tendency of author to try to
keep something secret for reader. The super-imposition of one object on another
is prior to metaphor. The author of ‘Song of myself’ Walt Whitman has used a
strong metaphor. In his own words “grass is the beautiful uncut hair of graves”.
Here the poet hypothesizes a common quality between two different things. The

concept upamana and upameya will be clarified gradually.

Acarya VisvanathaKaviraja in his Sahityadarpana defines rtpaka as
“rapakamripitaropovisayeniraphnave”i.e without prohibiting the subject called
upameya if the identity of upamana is imposed on upameya is called metaphor.
Let us try to explain the term ‘@ropad’ in this definition.3An object is placed on
another object in such way so that the second one transforms the first into its
own form. As a result of this resonance, two alien objects are imagined to be one.
For example, “adharihrdayakasetui parnasasiamar”. In this example the word
‘purnasasr as superimposed on Indrajit is considered as the cause of imposition of
sky (akasaropa) on heart (hrdaya). To the mother, the son (Indrajit) has to take
the form of moon, so that the mother’s heart has taken the form of sky. Because,

the son is just like moon to mother.

In metaphor, one expresses his own thought by imagining the unity between
two objects. This is how the intention of a writer’s desire is revealed through

metaphor. As we have the freedom to create humor in literature, to express one’s
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thought individually. The poet does not make an effort to hide anything from the
reader. By applying metaphor, a common feature is imposed on the two different

things.

Another term we have found in the definition of metaphor as stated
above is ‘nirapahnave’. This term carries an important meaning. Without
prohibiting the subject called upameya, if the identity of upamana is imagined to
upameya is called as ripaka (metaphor). In case of metaphor, the distinction
between upamana and upameya is well known, and the author never made an

attempt to hide the different nature of these two.

From this we can say, though objectively / by nature upamana and
upameya are different from each other, similarity the hypothetical imposition of
abheda to exhibit the extreme similarity between them is known as ripaka
(metaphor). In case of metaphor, upamana does not consume upameya, rather it

obsessed upameya. In metaphor, the value of the upamana is much higher.

So, when we analyze metaphor, we can see its three main components —
upamana, upameya and the common quality. Let us try to understand this

concept by showing the following example i.e ‘blood-red hibiscus flower’.

i) Upameya: that which is the matter of comparison. In this example ‘blood’
and ‘hibiscus flower’ — the metaphor is created after searching similarities
between two different objects. In this case the subject of comparison is
‘flower’. So, the flower has to be taken as ‘upameya’.

ii) Upamana: The object with which something is compared is upamana.
Here flower is compared to blood. For this reason, ‘blood’ is the second
part of ripaka, i.e upamana.
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iii) The common qualities: It refers to that quality which exists in two
different objects and makes each other comparable. The common
property ‘redness’ exists both in ‘blood” and flower’. This quality is the
basis of comparison between ‘flower’ and ‘blood’. So, ‘redness’ which is

the common quality is the third part of metaphor.

From the above discussion we can say although upamana-upameya are
different by nature, but to show the excessive similarities (atisamyat) between

them the imposition of identity (abhedaropa) is called as metaphor.

Moreover, the term nirapahnava inserted in the definition has got a
great significance. This term makes metaphor or ridpaka as distinct from illusion
and apahnuti, another alamkdra in poetics. In case of rupaka the distinction
between upamana and upamiti, though awareness is there, is not concealed
while in case of illusion the distinction between them is not ascertained
(bhedagraha) at all. When there is the cognition of snake in case of rope, there is
no cognition of distinction between them. In case of apahnuti an object’s real
character is denied and that of something else is ascribed to it. As for example, if
it is said- ‘this is not face, but the moon’- nedammukhamkintucandraeva, it is
called apahnuti, but in case of ripaka no such denial is admitted. As the visayi
ascribes its form (rdpa) on the visaya, it is called ridpaka.* Though between face
and moon there are opposite properties and though the distinction between
them is clearly ascertained, the hypothetical superimposition identity

(kalpanikabhedaropa) in order to show their excessive similarities.*

There are certain cases where both the upameya and upameya are clearly

mentioned while some cases are there where either of them is mentioned and
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the other is not. We find such situation in case of implicative (/aksanika) and
suggestive (vyangya) meaning. In such cases upamana is mentioned while
upameya is assumed. Such assumption varies from person to person. One story
from Buddhism may be taken to exemplify such case. Once Buddha says to his
disciples at the end of the day- ‘The Sun is set’ (gato’stamarkah), the import of
this varies from disciple to disciple. Three disciples have taken the meaning of the
metaphor in three ways. Here the sun is the upamadna and a particular
interpretation given by a disciple is taken as upameya. The meaning assigned to
the metaphor by a particular disciple is as per the desire of him. A disciple who is
religious in nature has assigned the meaning of the sentence-The Sun is set as an
indirect instruction of Buddha to go to his residence to perform evening rituals.
The second disciple who is a thief interprets it as an indirect order of Buddha to
go out for burglary. The third one who is a romantic lover has interpreted the
sentence as an instruction of Buddha to go out to meet the ladylove. From this it
may be argued that though the metaphor is the same the implicative meaning
from this is ambiguous as it has got capability of providing various meanings.
Hence it is not always true that metaphor can give us an accurate meaning of a
sentence. In the cases of mukha-candra and pasana-hrdaya the meaning is clear
but in the above-mentioned sentence of Buddha the implicative and suggestive
meaning has got some aesthetic value which is required for literature. But in our
daily communication it creates some problems due to its ambiguous nature. The
metaphorical language is normally understood through convention which is called
vrddhavyavahdara (verbal usage of the seniors) in most of the cases though not in
all cases. If a metaphor is used for the first time or if a metaphor is heard by

someone for the first time, the meaning would not be clear due to not having any
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convention. Sometimes the ambiguity of language be virtuous and sometimes be
vicious after taking the context or situation in view. The ambiguity remaining in
metaphor sometimes creates misunderstanding among the people. In the same
way, there may be certain cases which cannot be expressed in ordinary language
due to the delicacy of the case can be easily expressed in metaphorical language.
But one thing should be kept in view that metaphor should match with what is
indicated by the metaphor. The metaphor of face and moon is matching with
face and the moon and hence it is called a good metaphor. If otherwise, it is called

a bad metaphor which may be avoided in communication.®

In some cases, the upameya is used as upamana in order to show the
incomparability (atulaniyatva) of an object. Sometimes the object metaphorized
is used as a metaphor in order to show an object’s incomparability, which may be
illustrated as follows. In the cases like Darjeeling is Darjeeling, Uttamkumar is
Uttamkumar etc. upameya is identical with upamana.® In this context the
identification between them is shown which is a kind of artificial intellectual
exercise for the purpose of indicating the incomparability of the object. Such

usages are also valuable in our day-to-day life.
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CHAPTER-3
The Concept of Will-generated Cognition in NavyaNyaya:

There are few instances of ‘Will-generated Cognition’ in NavyaNyadya school of
thought. Generally, they introduced such concepts entirely free from any sort of
determinants. The Navya Naiydyikas admitted the concepts of Ahdaryajfiana,
Sambandha, Paksata, Tarka, Tatparya as different forms of will-generated-
cognition. In these cases, knowledge is attained through the instrumentality of

desire (icchakaranajanyatva).

Part -1
The Concept ofAhdryajiidgna in NavyaNyaya:

The concept of aharyajiiana (deliberately imposed cognition)has been admitted
by the Navya Naiyayikas. In order to give honor of an individual’s desire certain
philosophical activities start. The NavyaNyaya system, which is commonly known
as realistic, has prescribed some methods in order to arrive at certain truth, which
is purely ‘deliberate’ (icchajanya). A solution to this problem may be offered in
the following way. Let us look towards the exact nature of aharyajiana.
Etymological meaning of the term ‘aharya’ is ‘that which is capable of being
imposed or collected’ (Gharaniyaitiaharya). We can collect some cognition by way
of imposing it on another out of our will. The literal meaning of the term
‘@haryajndana’ can be expressed as deliberately imposed cognition. The word
‘aharya’ was first defined by Mahamohapadhyaya Bhimacaryalhalkikar in

Nyédyakosa. ‘Ahdrya’ means ‘artificial’, which is super-imposed is artificial and
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should be taken as ‘aharya’. The Naiyayikas define ahdaryajiana as
“virodhijianakalinecchaprajojyajiidnatvamaharyajfiagnatvam” or
“vadhakalinecchajanyam jianam”1; i.e., in spite of knowing impossibility or
irrelevance between two objects, one is deliberately thought as otherwise. In this
sphere of cognition, knower is aware of the presence of ‘vadhakajfiana’
(contradictory knowledge). In spite of this, such imposition has been recognized
by the Navya Naiyayikas to honor the freedom of expression of an individual.
Such ahdrya-congnition has not only taken role in epistemological domain, but it
is also discussed in Bhattikavya, Alamkarasdastra and Grammar etc. In Bhattikavya
and Alamkarasastra it is introduced for the sake of bringing out aesthetic

pleasure, and in Grammar to honor autonomy of will, which is called vivaksa.

The Ahdrya-cognition is one sort of artificial knowledge as the knower
superimposes some distinct features of an object on another one, inspite of the
presence of contradictory knowledge due to having stronger sense of desire. We
may cite a number of examples to make our understanding regarding such type of

cognition.

When someone speaks- ‘The Lake is fiery’ (hradovanhiman), it is an
instance of aharya type of cognition. As he knows that fire cannot exist in lake, he
told this out of his strong desire. All of us know that fire cannot exist in lake.
Inspite of this, if someone gives the above statement due to his strong desire, it is

called aharyajiana.

This sort of imposition is always due to one’s own desire. Another
example can be shown in this regard. Someone deliberately says-” if you are sky, |

would have stretched wings under you”2, it will be taken as a form of
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aharyajiiana. Though we clearly know the absurdity of this knowledge, the
speaker uttered this sentence due to fulfillment of his sweet will. Inspite of having
no justification of such statement, this sort of cognition is taken as promoter to
pramana. We deliberately impose ‘birdness’ to human being, though it shows the
impossibility in reality. Such imposition of ‘birdness’ is known as ‘aharya’

(artificial).

Though the justification of aharyajidana is not at all tenable, this sort of
knowledge is promoter to pramana. Inspite of having ambiguity in this artificial
cognition; it explores true nature of an object indirectly. So in Indian epistemology
this artificial cognition has much utility. Henceforth, this cognition is defined as
‘oramananugrahakanatupramanam” i.e., the main purpose of accepting

aharyajiiana is to explore the true nature of an object.

The importance of dharya cognition may be realized by showing the
following examples. If ‘p’ is taken as a conclusion to someone and *~p’ is my
conclusion, we can accept the conclusion of purvapaksa for the time being. When
we think in such a way, we find a kind of contradiction in our mental state. This
contradiction proves indirectly that the conclusion of pdrvapaksa, i.e., ‘p’ is not
correct. It will automatically prove that my conclusion i.e.”~p’ is true. In Indian

Logic this method is known as ‘VipaksavadhakaTarka’.

If an opponent having knowledge in the form:-"Smoke can exist without
fire”, the form of aharyajiiana in Nyadya- perspective is as follows —“Had there
been smoke without fire, then smoke would not have been produced through
fire’, which is due to one’s instrumentality of desire (icchdjanya) .This sort of

statement hints to the conclusion: - ‘As smoke is produced through fire and
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hence, it exists in fire. Hence, the view of opponent is proved as wrong and the
conclusion claimed by him is not correct. As the knowledge is produced out of
one’s desire so it is taken as aharyajiana and also it helps to ascertain the
conclusion. That’s way; aharyajiana has taken a room In Indian Logic, especially

in NavyaNyaya system of thought.

Opponents may raise a question on accommodation of the concept of
aharyajnana in Nyaya as it lacks yogyata. Inspite of having such peculiarity in such
type of artificial knowledge in Nyaya school of thought, it is an essential one. This
is a unique contribution of NavyaNyadya in philosophical enterprise to give
strength to epistemological structure of knowledge. An effort may be done to
understand this fact. If it is uttered that water causes burning, one may raise
objection in the form — ‘If it is so, the drinking of water would cause a burning
sensation’. The burning sensation from water is contradictory in our day-to-day
life. The claim of opponent as mentioned above cannot be established. This
ahdrya-cognition sometimes called anistapatti or anistaprasanga3 i.e., the
desired one is established by showing inadequacy of the undesired. This kind of

mental construction is another form of aharya cognition.

The incorporation of aharya-cognition in NavyaNydya context is mainly to
promote an indirect method through which the real nature of an object is
revealed. We should keep in our mind that aharya-cognition should not be in
conflict with illusion. In case of illusion (bhramajfidna) also an object is taken as
otherwise, the sensation of an object differs from its own nature.When we have
sensation of snakeness in rope, snakeness that is imposed on rope is not to be

taken as conscious-imposition. There is no room for intentional imposition of a
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knower. An agent has no awareness of such imposition. On the contrary, the
adoption of aharya-cognition presupposes the desire of speaker. When someone
speaks:” | would have stretched my wings like a crane” — the speaker is, of course,
aware of imposition of ‘birdness’ to him. So an individual’s desire has much more

importance in such cases of imposition.

This is a unique contribution of NavyaNyaya in philosophical enterprise to
give strength to epistemological structure of knowledge. Ahdrya-cognition is
produced out of one’s own desire (icchdjanya), at the time when one is aware of
the contradictory knowledge (vadhakajiiagna) through which the desired one is
established. So icchajanyatva and vadhakalinatva are regarded as two distinct
characteristics of Ahdrya-cognition. It should not be confused with other forms of
imaginations such as music, dance, drama, abstract painting etc. In this above-
mentioned case, the second feature i.e., vadhakalinatva (contradictoriness) is
absent, inspite of having the first one i.e. will-generatedness. These are not
admitted as @harya-cognition in Indian Logic. Ahdrya cognition is obviously one
sort of imagination; or it may be said imposition of some features on one another,
but all type of imagination should not be taken as artificial cognition. Due to the
absence of second feature of aharyajfiana this sort of imaginations suffers from

the defect of over-coverage (avyaptidosa).

In this sphere, we are trying to explore the real nature of an object

indirectly, though this sort of artificial cognition has no semantic competency

(yogyata).

Hence, the NavyaNyadya position of admitting will-generated cognition is

much stronger than other system. When we talk of aharyajiiana, it has to be
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taken as an artificial cognition on account of three different aspects that — i)
whatever is collected from others is taken as artificial, ii) speakers may utter some
sentences which really does not exist, inspite of strong will one may speak of

absurdity of knowledge, iii) pointing out the defect of opponents.

PART-II
The Concept of Tarka in the light of Pracina and NavyaNyaya:

The relevance of the application of such type of aharyajidana in
philosophy, especially in NavyaNyaya school of thought is closely associated with
the Nyaya view of Tarka. The old Naiyayikas have enlisted it as one of the sixteen
categories (padartha) following Goutama as he has stated- “pramana-prameya-
samsaya-prayojana-drstanta-sidhantavayava-tarka-nirnaya-vada-jalpa-vitanda-
hetvabhasa-chala-jati-nigrahasthananamtattvajiianannihsreyasadhigamah”
(Sutra--1)4.The old Naiyayikas admitted Tarka as visayaparisodhaka-tarka,
whereas Neo-Logicians have incorporated it epistemology as

vyabhicarasamkanivartaka-tarka.

Indian Philosophy has regarded apavarga (nihsreyasa) as highest end
of life among four different purusartha i.e., dharma, artha, kama and moksa. As

nihsreyasa means the cessation of all suffering, Goutama recognizes sixteen
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categories in Nydyadarsana and told that liberation comes through the right
cognition (tattvajrigna) of those categories. Tarka is one of those sixteen
categories. When doubt is found in epistemological domain particularly in case of
ascertainment of vyapti, Tarka removes doubt and act as promoter to pramana

(pramandanugrahaka).

It is known to us that Tarka is admitted in Indian Philosophy as a form
of invalid cognition (aprama) and it is also applied as a logical method for arriving
at an objective truth indirectly. Usually, the Nyaya thinkers have put different
opinions regarding its nature and they (old and new both of them) have accepted
its role in generating the valid cognition described as promoter to pramana, i.e
pramananugrahaka, not pramana in itself. First, we will discuss the old

Naiyayika’s view regarding the very nature of Tarka.

The cognition is, in general, generated in our self is of two types: 1) definite
cognition (niscaya) which includes pratyaksa, anumiti, upamiti and sabdabodha;
2) invalid cognition (aprama) including memory (smrti), doubt (samsaya), error
(viparyaya), and hypothetical reasoning (tarka). Doubt of deviation may arise in
such following cases: 1) doubt of limiting adjunct (upadhi-sandeha) and 2) the
absence of the cognition of specific features as well as the presence of the
cognition of common properties (sadharana-dharma-sahakrta-visesadarsana).
Second sort of instance gives rise to the doubt of deviation which can be removed
by application of Tarka. It counters the opponent’s view and establishes the true

nature of an object indirectly.

Let us start with the old Nyaya view by quoting Gautama’s definition of

Tarka. In  Nydyadarsana, Tarka is defined as: “Avijiatetattve’
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rthekaranopapattitahtattvajidanarthamuhastarkah”  (verse 40)5 i.e., the
knowledge of existence of common properties and absence of specific features
generates the doubt about real nature of object. The valid knowledge cannot be
attained through pramana. In such case Tarka removes contradiction and helps to
ascertain valid cognition. Tarka is applied to reveal the true nature of an object,
not in a purely unknown object. Let us explain the above definition of Tarka in
details. First, we analyze the term ‘avijiata’. If ‘tattva’ is not inserted in the
definition, it will hint that Tarka cannot be applied to an unknown object as there
is no question of doubt. Doubt arises where there is contrary knowledge. So,
doubt is the prior-condition of Tarka. ‘Tattva’ is conjoined with ‘avijiata’ and the
term ‘Avijiatetattve’ points to the fact that an object partially known is not
known as it really is known through Tarka. The term ‘Artha’ indicates an object

having an unknown character.

The term ‘Karanopapattitah’ is the combination of two terms, i.e.
‘karana’ and ‘upapatti’. ‘Karana’ means ‘pramdna’ and ‘upapatti’ means
‘possibility’. Hence, ‘karanopapattitah’ denotes that instrumentality of knowledge
is applicable in those objects which are partially known. The term
‘tattvajianarthamuahastarkah’ points that to know the real nature of an object is
‘tattva’. ‘Artha’ means requirements. So, the term ‘tattvajiianarthamuahastarkah ’
implies the requirement of true knowledge. True knowledge is attained through

‘oramana’ but Tarka helps to eliminate doubt as a promoter to pramana.

The explanation of Tarka from the view point of Pracina Naiyayikas
indicates some characteristics of this cognition: 1) Tarka is a form of cognition and

cognition is regarded as guna-padartha. 2) If doubt arises, Tarka as helping
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condition to pramana dissolved the doubt. According to Nyaya perspective, Tarka

is not an independent means of cognition, it is regarded as promoter to pramana.

The Prdacina Naiyayikas claim that Tarka does not directly give us any
cognition of an object; rather it plays a negative role. It actually removes the
obstacles. The task of Tarka is to eliminate the obstacles, and helps the
independent instrument of knowledge (pramana). Tarka should be regarded as
an independent instrument of knowledge. The term ‘Avijiatetattve’, indicates
universally known and particularly unknown object wherein lies doubt having
tattvajiana and only pramana could not help to attain true knowledge. When
such crisis arises in the domain of knowledge, Tarka is a helping condition
dissolves doubt and tattvajidna is acquired by applying pramana. In this way,
Tarka acts as a promoter to pramdna and doubt is considered as earlier than

Tarka.

Let us try to understand the method of hypothetical reasoning
following Vatsyayna. He says that sometimes we have some opposite features of
a same object and we become confused. Suppose a knower desires to know the
real nature of self. We have some rough ideas regarding the nature of soul and
this is partial knowledge. To know the self perfectly, we face some doubt. We may
express our doubt in the form: “whether the soul possesses the features of
produced or unproduced characteristics.” Now we have to eliminate one of the
alternatives. Until and unless the doubt is removed, we cannot know the
cognition of soul. If soul possesses the unproduced properties, which is called
eternal, the theory of Liberation, law of karma is justifiable. If the soul, on the

contrary, is taken as possessing the produced features, then the doctrine cannot
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be taken place. It will indicate that soul is non-eternal; and as a consequence,
theory of Liberation, karma will be failure. These basic fundamental doctrines are
unalterable. So, the soul cannot possess produced properties. Tarka shows the
absurdity of taking such properties. Therefore, the remaining alternative, i.e soul
possesses eternal properties must be true. Tarka indirectly proves the real nature
of soul by refuting the opponents. Tarka is a helping condition of pramana. This
type of argumentation of eliminating of doubt is called Tarka. Here Tarka helps us

to remove the doubt, just by eliminating one of the characteristics.

Vatsyayana describes the process as a promoting to the attainment of
true knowledge, but Tarka should not be taken as valid knowledge itself. After
removing doubt and byeliminating one of the alternatives by applying such

method, pramana will be applicable to ascertain knowledge.6

VacaspatiMisra holds the same view after supporting Vatsyayana and
both of them state that Tarka is nothing but an accessory to the right knowledge
(Tattva). Tattvajiand means true nature of an object, to know an object as it

really is.

According to the Pracina Naiyayikas, when we possess the knowledge
of common property regarding an object, but at the same time there is lack of the
knowledge of uncommon property there we have found two alternatives which
is entirely different from each other. Until we dissolve one of the alternatives
among the two, knowledge cannot be ascertained. This hypothetical reasoning
method helps to dissolve one alternative. On the other hand, it confirms the

anotherone.If doubt is not removed by this method, application of independent
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instrument of knowledge (pramana) will not possible. So, the view point of

Vatsyayana is, of course, justifiable.

But Udayana differs from them in one point. He raises objection against
Tarka as an eliminator of doubt. He maintains that doubt is not dissolved by
Tarka; rather doubt is eliminated through some other means. He shows the
example of perceiving an object in a long distance with the help of dream light.
We may have doubt in the form- “whether it is man or tree”? This doubt cannot
be removed by application of reasoning method. Perception helps to remove
doubt. In this way, Udayana tries to establish that Tarka does not eliminate
doubt. If Tarka and doubt are antagonistic then Tarka helps to remove doubt. But
Tarka is not logically opposed to doubt in their context. That is why; Tarka does

not help to remove doubt.

Such observation of Udayana is not accepted at all. Though Tarka helps us
to remove the doubt, but this is not the only cognition. There is another concept
which he has been overlooked, e.g., ‘parvatovahnimandhumat’ —in this case there
is perceptual knowledge as well as inferential knowledge. In case of doubt
“whether it is man or tree” —the cognition of invariable concomitance between
hand and feet and the human being is not derived through perception only. Here
in lies the necessity of Tarka. Tarka ascertains to the relation of Vyapti between
two and that’s why; this method is an accessory to pramana. So, the observation
of Udayana is not accepted. The purpose of Tarka is to help us to remove our
doubt and to know the contrary alternative. So, Tarka does not require

epistemological justification- this view of Udayana cannot be accepted.
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Finally, it could be said following the Pracina Naiyayikas that Tarka as a
promoter to pramana needs to clarify the nature of an object, though Tarka itself
is not regarded as independent instrument of knowledge. By applying this
hypothetical method, one alternative is eliminated among two contradictory
statements regarding an object. The implementation of pramana is possible to
produce knowledge. If we don’t admit Tarka, pramana cannot be applied. Tarka is

an accessory to arrive at certain truth indirectly.

Next an attempt is be made to explain NavyaNyaya view
regarding the nature of Tarka. The neo—logicians differ from the old view-point on
account of the fact that the former type of Tarka cannot be accepted as a
separate one, as it is superfluous. And after criticizing the old-view point Gangesa
has admitted only one sort of Tarka, i.e. vyabhicarasamkanivartaka-tarka (Tarka
needs for removing the doubt of deviation existing in anumana). This method can
remove the doubt of deviation between hetu and sadhya.Tarka helps us to get
the cognition of Vyapti. Tarka along with the knowledge of hetu and sadhya,
accompanied by the knowledge of the absence of deviation is the cause of
ascertaining Vyapti. Udayana speaks of three conditions, when these conditions
are satisfied then the relation between hetu and sadhya can be established. These
conditions are as follows: i) cognition of co-presence between hetu and sadhya
(sahacdaradarsana); ii) cognition of the absence of deviation (smoke exists, but

there is no fire); iii) after satisfaction of these two, application of Tarka is needed.

Inspite of having first and second condition the doubt continues to
exist; this doubt has to be eliminated. Until and unless the doubt is removed, the

relation of Vyapti cannot be established.
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In future such type of situation may arise, though there is hetu but
sadhya does not exist. So the scope of doubt is still remaining. To eliminate this
doubt Tarka is applied to get certainty about invariable concomitance between
hetu and sadhya. When we go through this process, our cognition of Vyapti will
be valid. This is how GangesSa justifies the necessity of incorporation of the

method Tarka in NavyaNyaya epistemology.

Some critiques have raised objections here. If we ponder over the
case then it seems that Tarka cannot eliminate the doubt in question. They hold
that Tarka cannot eliminate the doubt under consideration, because of fallacy of

‘Infinite Regress’ (anavasthad). So the observation of Gangesa is not correct at all.

The form of Vyapti is —“where there is deviation of fire, there is the
negation of being a product of fire (vatra
yatravahnivyabhicaritvamtatratatravahnijanyatvabhavah). In this form of Vyapti,
the first portion is Vyapya (pervaded) and the last one Vyapaka (pervader). If we
take an example of “yatra dhimastatravahnih”-i.e., fire is inferred by existence of
smoke, smoke (dhima) is perveded (vyapyavattva) and fire (vahni) is pervader

(vyapakavattva). Relationship lying between Vyapya and Vyapaka is called Vyapti.

Pervader (vydpaka) is established on the basis of cognition of pervaded (Vyapya).
The relation of Vyapya- Vyapaka is also found in case of Tarka. It may be stated as
“if there were no smoke, there would be no fire”. The Vyapaka (the second part
of the inference) is deduced by the Vyapya (the first part of the inference). The
same type of mechanism is available in Tarka. One acute difference between
Tarka and anumana is — in case of anumana there is the cognition of Vyapya-

Vyapaka, none of them actually is aharyajigna. Whereas, in case of Tarka
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aharyajiana remains in the cognition of Vyapya-Vyapaka relation. Though both
the cognition of Tarka and anumana is based on Vyapti, the knowledge of Vyapti
is presupposed by Tarka. In order to remove doubt remaining in this Vyapti,
another Tarka will have to be resorted to. In this way, the defect arising from such
situation is called ‘Infinite Regress’ (anavastha). But this view is not tenable. If we
go on doubting, our doubting would be subject to doubt. So, each and every case
should be regarded as doubt. Tarka only satisfies the formal conditions of
inference, not material condition, i.e., why Tarka cannot be considered as a form

of proper inference.

In Tarkasamgraha Annambhatta defines Tarka as
“vyapyaropenavyapakaropah tarkah”7, i.e Tarka is an imposition of the pervader

with the help of the imposition of the pervaded.

In Nilakanthaprakasikd commentary on Dipika of Tarkasamgraha Tarka is
defined as “a@haryavyapyavattva-bhramajanyahaharyavyapakavattva-
bhramastarkah”8 i.e. ‘Tarka is illusory cognition of the imposition of the pervader
which is caused by the illusory cognition of the imposition of the pervaded”. In
this definition there is a tendency to interpret the nature of Tarka as one of the
forms of aharyajidana. Both the parts of Tarka, i.e., antecedent (Gpadaka) and
consequent (apadya) are imaginary. In order to defend pdrvapaksa, we have
taken some hypothetical statements which is contrary to our daily-life experience.
If someone having doubt whether water quenches thirst, then a hypothetical
reasoning may be formed in the following way- ‘If water does not quench thirst,
no thirsty person seeks for this’. In our everyday life we have experienced that

there is no scope of doubt between water or any type of drink and thirst. So,
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there is an entailment relation between two parts of Tarka. If the former part
(Gpadaka) is true, another part (apadya) would follow it without giving no effort.
This sort of ascription is similar to gharyajigna and that’s why, this method of
argumentation is defined as a form of aharyajfiana in NavyaNyaya school of
thought. In this case, our day-to-day experience acts as a vadhakajidana. Due to

having excessive will an individual imagines such hypothetical argument.

Finally it could be said that Tarka removes the doubt of deviation and
helps to provide us cognition of Vyapti. Tarka is definitely a form of aharyajfiana,

not the vice-versa.

PART-IlI
The Concept of Tatparya in NavyaNyaya:

The intention of speaker (tatparya) has taken a significant role in
NavyaNyadya school of thought. The eminent NavyaNyaya thinkers like Gangesa,
Visvanatha, Jayanta Bhatta, Dinakara, Ramarudra, Raghunatha éiromoni and also

some contemporary thinkers enriched this concept.

Before we are going to discuss the nature of Tatparya, the origin of this
concept should be mentioned. The Navya Naiydyikas have admitted four
conditions of sentence-meaning for having a successful verbal communication
between hearer and speaker. These are-akanksa, sannidhi, yogyatd, and
tatparya9.Among these four, Tatparya can be tankan as an instance of non-

compulsive will.
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As we know that the relation lying between pada and padartha is
called yrtti. And again yrtti is of two types, i.e., sakti and laksana in the attainment
of sentence- meaning. To denote the meaning of pada, God’s intention is final
according to the old Naiyayikas whereas, the Navya Naiyayikas have admitted an
individual’s intention to define the nature of sakti. The concept of tatparya has to
be understood in the contest of implicative meaning (laksana) of word. Laksana
does not come into verbal testimony suddenly. It is another form of vrtti, which
memorizes the word-meaning and applying this verbal communication is possible.
Laksana is an indirect relation between pada and padartha. The meaning which is
denoted by Sakti is called primary meaning (sakyartha), i.e., a direct relation
between pada and padartha. In Dipikd commentary of Tarkasamgraha, laksana is
defined as “Laksanasakyasambandhah tatparyanupapttita”10i.e., to remove
tatparyanupapattita, the primary meaning of a word has to be replaced by the
secondary meaning (laksyartha) of the same word. If there is an inconsistency
between primary meanings of two words, application of /laksana helps to remove
the inconsistency (laksana sakyasambandhah iti). We take an example of
“vasthipravesaya”. Stick is the primary meaning of the term ‘yasthi’. The
unconscious object cannot be requested. So, the secondary meaning of ‘yasthi ’i.e

stick-holder is considered here.

One may raise objection that why should not anvayanupapatti be
taken as a root- cause of implicative meaning of a word? If it is admitted as root-
cause of Jlaksapna some problems may arise. For, an example-
“kakebhyahdadhiraksyatam”- suffers from ‘purport-difficulty’
(tatparyanupapattita), not ‘syntax-difficulty’ (anvayanupapatti). The sakyartha of
‘crow’ is ‘bird’, there is no scope of syntax-difficulty, and rather it has purport-
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difficulty. The intention of speaker is curd which should be protected from any
type of creature harmful to it. In this example, we admit the laksyartha of ‘crow’,
not the primary meaning. The primary meaning of ‘crow’ is ‘only birds’. Whereas
the secondary meaning of ‘crow’ is ‘any type of creature’ who may damage the
curd. It is clear from the above statement that, for understanding the meaning of
a sentence ‘consideration of purport’ is to be admitted. Because of this
Annambhatta seems to be in favor of the view that tatparyanupapttita should be
treated as the origination of laksand for understanding the meaning of a

statement.

Another one of the famous example can be cited here. In the case-
“gangayamghosah “ — the direct meaning of the word ‘gangd’ is ‘ continuous flow
of water’. If we admit the direct meaning of the word ‘gangd’, it shows purport-
difficulty. Milk-man colony cannot live on ‘continuous flow of water’. So it is
better to take the indirect meaning of ‘gangd’, i.e. ‘bank of the river ganga. So,
the statement means ‘Milk-man—colony lives on the bank of the "gangad’and this is
surely free from the purport-difficulty. The indirect meaning of the word ‘gangd’is
taken into the account for understanding the meaning of the above sentence and
the removal of non —reliability of relation between word and it’s direct meaning is

the result of laksana.

The Pracina Naiyayikas seem to admit Tatparya as an origination of
implicative meaning or as a removal of the difficulties between direct and indirect
meaning of a word. In Tarkasamgraha akdnksa, sannidhi, yogyata and tatparya
are considerations for understanding of verbal statement. On the contrary, the

Navya Naiyadyikas considered for having sentence—meaning. The desire of a
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speaker in the context of verbal communication is most important one. Especially,
in case of ambiguous sentence, the sense intended to be conveyed by the speaker
should be realized. It has both epistemic purpose and also significant in our daily
life. The intention of speaker should be reflected through sentence, otherwise
inspite of fulfillment of other conditions, i.e., akanksa, sannidhi, yogyata, due to
lack of tatparya sentence—meaning can’t be grasped. We may find such
ambiguous sentence and we should ponder over the desire of speaker. An
ambiguous statement in the form “nava-kamvalamanaya”-the word ‘navad’
denotes two meaning, i.e., either something ‘new’ or ‘nine a numerical figure’.
Which meaning should we take is determined by the desire, as convoyed by the
speaker. The desire of speaker plays a significant role for having successful

communication.

So, it is clear from the above discussion, an individual’s desire is central
to any discipline. As a pre-condition of verbal comprehension desire is manifested
in the form of sentence. Sentence is an expression of mood of the speaker, either
it is uttered or not. Speaker’s will is reflected through sentence. Such sort of
desire is known as in NavyaNyadya discourse. Until and unless we grasp the
tatparya of sentence, no linguistic communication is possible. Any sort of

linguistic problem is generated due to lack of intention of speaker.

Tatparya also plays a significant role in our social-life. We may cite an
example of traffic signal, abstract painting, expression of love, showing anger —
these are also the instances of intention of speaker not expressed through

utterance.
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In NavyaNyaya discourse, intention of speaker may be defined in two
ways. First, tatparya is defined as, “Vakturiccha tatparya”11 -i.e., the desire of
speaker is tatparya. One should understand the purpose intended to be conveyed
by the speaker. If one says, “saindhavamanaya i.e., ‘bring saindhava’. The
ambiguous term ‘saindhava’ occurs in this statement. For the right apprehension
of this statement, we must have a clear idea about the intention of speaker. The
term ‘saindhava’ indicates two different objects -either it will be ‘one type of salt’
or ‘horse, which is found in the land of Sindhu’. What type of meaning should be
taken by the hearer is entirely dependent on the context of the statement. If the
statement is made at the time of meals, one has to take the term ’saindhava’ in
the sense of ‘salt’. If it is taken as otherwise, it is exactly unintelligible. When the
same statement is uttered at the time of travelling, the term is taken in the sense
of ‘horse’. So, in case of, successful communication, the proper understanding of
a statement depends on realizing the intention of speaker. That’s why;
tatparyajiana is to be admitted as a condition for understanding the meaning of

a statement by the NavyaNaiyayikas.

Another definition of tatparya is found, which is as follows, “tat pratiti-
cchayauccharitatvam”12 i.e., when speaker is desirous to make ourselves
understand something and utters a statement, the utterance of statement is
taken astatparyajiiana. This definition emphasizes on the term ‘uccaritatvam’
(utterance). But in our social life, there are a number of instances free from
utterance though it will carry a great significance. We may cite an example of
traffic signal, the verses of dumb persons, abstract painting etc. When we express
our psychological dispositions (like, anger, love), there may not be utterances,

though convoying a deep meaning in our life. So, these are the cases having
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tatparya, suffers from ‘uccaritatva’. If second definition is taken into
account, these statements will become meaningless. The second definition is
suffering from avyaptidosa. These statements are lack of the feature
“uccaritattva”, though the desire of a speaker is reflected here. In order to show
honor to the desire of speaker, and acceptance of intention of speaker in the
context of unuttered statements tatparya has been admitted in NavyaNyaya
school of thought, and the second definition is rejected. And the first definition of
tatparya is widely accepted. The desire of speaker is tatparya, whether it

expresses through language or some other expression.

The NavyaNydya admitted four types of sentences through which the desire

of the speaker is expressed. These are discussed as follows:

1) Ambiguous sentence: - Let us try to understand the meaning of
tatparyajiana in an ambiguous word. If someone utters a sentence
‘navakambalamanaya’, it would seem difficult for hearer to realize the exact
meaning of the word ‘navakambalam’. This word may be used in two different
senses, either it express as ‘new blanket’ or “nine number of blanket’. So, in case
of successful verbal comprehension, hearer must be aware of the desire of
speaker which he has conveyed through the term ‘navakambalam’. Which sense
of term is to be taken is entirely depends on the circumstances, uttered by the
speaker. Another example of ambiguous word has been mentioned above. So, the
exact meaning of the term ‘navakambalam’ is determined according to a

particular context under which the speaker utters the statement.

2) Non-ambiguous sentence: - We use simple words having no dual meaning. This

type of statement also has tatparyajfiana. For example, if someone says:
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‘ghatamanaya’ —i.e., ‘bring the jar’, the hearer performs an action. Whether a
statement is either imperative or portative such as ‘don’t tell a lie’, ‘please tell me
your name’, ‘May Heaven help us’, ‘May God bless you’ etc. Apart of epistemic
purpose intention of speaker is significant in our social life also. We become very
much unable for having successful verbal communication without realizing the

desire of the speaker. The desire of speaker is reflected here.

3) Vedic sentence:- As Nyaya philosophy belongs to heterodox system, it regards
Veda as eternal and authorless. Vedic injunctions can never be contradicted by
any successive/succeeding knowledge. Vedic sentence is valid in itself. If we cite
an example of Vedic injunction, such as, “svorgokamoyajeta”- the intention of

such Vedic sentence is reflection of desire of God.

4) Sikavakya:- The sentence uttered by a parrot is also taken as another form of
knowledge of Tatparya. Sikavakya is also containing intention. Some of thinkers
seem to claim that God’s intention is reflected in Sakavakya. If it is found that a
sentence uttered by parrot is samvadr (contains of truthfulness), we must take an
account that God’s intention is reflected through bird. Now one may raise
question, if sentence as expressed through bird is visamvadi (contains of
falsehood), whose desire would be reflected on that particular case? As we know
that. Nyadya thinkers admit the concept of God as an auxiliary cause
(nimittakarana) of the world, so is also regarded as auxiliary cause in case of
Sakavakya having truthfulness. Then why should he not be regarded as sufficient
cause of Siikavakya which contains falsity? If God is thought as nimittakarana of
world, He should be remaining same in both of truthfulness or falsity of a

cognition. Actually, when parrot uttered a sentence, it does not contain of any

66



sort of desire. It indicates that in our real life, through a bird, none of an incident
is reflected. For example, it can be said that if is raining outside, the bird can’t
state the fact by perceiving it’s raining. When a bird is trained, he utters a
sentence inspite of his habituates. When the sentence as uttered by the parrot is
quite similar to factual statement, it would be taken as accidental one. So, the
truthfulness or falsity of Sikavdkya is a consequent of his trainer, the desire of

trainer is reflected here, not God.

So, it may be said that, all knowledge, whether it is Vedic or secular,
conveying the desire of a knower. And it is reflected in various forms of
knowledge. For having successful communication, the hearer must be aware of
the desire of the speaker, either expressed through sentence or some other

means.

PART-IV

Concept of Paksata in NavyaNyadya:

Another instance of epistemic desire is NavyaNyaya concept of ‘Paksata’
(the property of being a paksa). Paksata is to be understood in the context of
anumana, accepted by the Nyaya thinkers as a valid source of knowledge among
the four pramanas (perception, inference, comparison, and verbal testimony).
The literal meaning of the term Paksata is in which cases inference may be
possible. There is disagreement about this. Siddhi (confirmation of inferable
object) is not regarded as an obstacle in case of perception. But if Siddhi is

present, anumiti is not possible, because the absence of siddhi is Paksata and
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henceforth Paksata is not regarded as reason for perception. It is stated here
that, though the absence of siddhi is Paksata, still an qualifier is needed to be
added to the siddhi, and that adjective is ‘sisadhayisavirahavisistatva’. The term
sisadhayisa means the desire for inference. Anumitsa and sisadhayisa are same
things. The meaning of the term ‘viraha’ is abhava (absence). SGdhya must be on
paksa ----such type of certainty is stated as siddhi. We have already stated that
the absence of siddhi is Paksata. If siddhi is not present but sisadhayisa is there, in
that case Paksata is possible. In other words, it can be stated as if there is the
desire for inference, Paksata is possible inspite the presence of siddhi. If the
situation is the vice versa i.e. if siddhi is there, but there is no sisadhayisa , there is
no Paksata. In Tarkasamgraha Annambhatta states that
“Sadhyasiddhihanumitivandhika”13 i.e., if we have certain knowledge that
Sadhya is on paksa, we don’t need any further inference of that Sadhya on that
Paksa anymore. If we have certain knowledge of Sadhya on paksa and if there is a
strong desire to infer again, then there may be anumiti at that paksa. Nyaya-
Vaisesika are of the view that if there is no desire to infer and due to having
presence of siddhi, the question of anumiti doesn’t arise. The term ‘siddhi’ refers
to what we want to establish. If it is already ascertained, in that case whether we
can infer again or not -herein lies the significance of desire or sisadhayisa. The
product is not originated if there is an obstacle even if the productive material of
effect is present. Sometimes it is seen that if a substance is present, the effect is
produced even there is an obstacle. In spite of having resistance, the effort is
generated in the presence of that substance, the very substance is meant by the
word ‘uttejaka’ (stimulant). The origination of an effect can’t be confined by the

resistant while in the presence of stimulant. In this context siadhayisa should be
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taken as ‘uttejaka’. Even if there is ‘siddhi’ (certainty), if the speculator is willing
to infer in that case anumiti is possible. Desire is important in this case. So our
observation is that if there is siddhi qualified by sisadhayisa (anumiticcha), then it

is not a barrier to inference. Sisadhayisa is a form of desire.

If there is the lone desire of inferring (sisadhayisGmatra), it is not paksata,
because it has been found that many cases of inferences occur without having
desire for them e.g. the existence of cloud is inferred as soon as we hear the
roaring without giving any scope of the desire for inference. From this it follows
that even the doubt of Sadhya, can’t give rise to inference, because inference of
sadhya (cloud in the above-mentioned case) does not depend on the doubt of
sadhya. From this example it is proved illogical/absurd that sadhya-samsaya is
considered as paksata. When clouds are inferred after hearing the roar of cloud
then the doubt of sadhya does not exist. So, it would seem clear that absence of
siddhi (certainty) is the chief characteristic of paksata. So, the absence of siddhi is
not the root cause of paksata in all cases. In spite of having certainty,
sadhyanumiticcha is often establishing anumiti. In “Karika” the absence (viraha)
of the desire to infer (sisadhayisa) is conjoined as the qualifier of siddhi. In
“Sidhanta-muktavalipaksata, it is stated as the absence of certainty that is

accompanied by the absence of the desire to infer.

Visvanatha shows four fields about Paksata in his “Sidhanta-
muktavali’14. He discusses how the interrelationship of siddhi and sisadhayisa

make anumiti possible. These four fields are as follows:

1) One is allowed to infer sadhya, even though it is already established,

because of there is a strong will to infer. Sometimes in case of inference
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the presence of an established object acts as an obstacle. We may
dissolve that resistance by applying the intensity of desire. ‘Desire to
infer’ is regarded as a stimulant to the inferential knowledge. If there is
presence of strong desire, inferential knowledge is made despite the
presence or absence of that certain object (siddhi).

2) Paksata lies there where there is no siddhi (substantiation of sadhya).
The existence of desire to infer or absence of it does not matter here.

3) If siddhi (ascertained object) is there and desire to infer (sisadhayisa) is
not present, anumiti is not possible. So, NavyaNyaya emphasizes on
strength of desire. In case of icchaprayojya-jiana it is claimed that will is
not determined by necessity. Due to presence of this will, after
established an object by applying among any sort of pramana , other
pramana on the same subject may also apply.

In this case, the presence of siddhi acts as an obstacle to infer. So
this barrier is removed through desire and the implementation of another
instrument of knowledge helps to re-establish it.

4) If there is a strong desire to infer (sisadhayisa), there is paksata.
Whether siddhi remains here or does not remain is out of the question.
Paksata is not possible there where there is siddhi but having no desire
to infer (sisadhayisa). In the last alternative alone there is the presence
of siddhi (non- absence- siddhyabhava), which is endowed with the
absence of the desire of inference (‘sisadhayisaviraha - visista- siddhih’).
If an object is already established and there is the absence of the desire

of inference (‘sisadhayisaviraha - visista- siddhih’), there is no paksata.
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An object is bearing the characteristics of paksata as shown above is a

paksa (tadvanpaksah).

Thus among the four alternatives as mentioned by Visvanatha in first
and third alternatives impotence of desire lies there. ‘Sisadhayisaviraha - visista-
siddhih’------ Annambhatta explains this matter with an example. The absence of
the gem (candrakdntamani) is considered as cause to fire, similarly
‘sisadhayisavirahavisista- siddhyabhdva’ is regarded as cause to inferential
knowledge. Burning occurs when the hand connects with the fire. But if first gem
is in front, even if there is a fire, there is no burning. Then the burning capacity of
fire is destroyed. So, the candrakantamanl is regarded as resistance to fire. When
another gem (suryakantamani) is brought up in the presence of first gem
(candrakantamani), then the burning process is not interrupted. Hence, the
second gem (sdryakantamani) is treated as stimulant (uttejaka). Where the fire is
connected to hand, and also there is absence of candrakdantamanl, whether
suryakantamani is or does not remain there, still there will be cremation. If there
is saryakantamani, it will burn even if there is candrakdntamani or not-- it doesn’t
matter. If both of the gems are present there, it will burn. If candrakantamani
only remains there, but sdryakantamani does not remain, then there will be no
cremation. In the same manner, suryakantamani is compared to sisadhayisa
(uttejaka), and on the contrary candrakdantamani is be taken as siddhi
(prativandhaka). Similarly, (uttejaka) i.e., the absence of desire to infer, acts as a

stimulant (absence of siddhi) to cause of anumiti.

So, the importance of desire has shown here. Desire acts as a necessary

factor in the attainment of inferential knowledge. The same subject can be known
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through different way. Only necessity does not control the implementation of
desire. Cogniser sometimes have strong will to know the object repeatedly by
applying various instrument of knowledge. This sort of cognition, produced out of
one’s epistemic desire is known as icchaprayojya-jiana. In NavyaNyaya school of

thought there is a room for such form of cognition.
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Chapter-4

Some Critical Evaluative Remarks and NavyaNydya Defense:

In this work an effort has been made to show how ‘will-generated
cognition’ acts in a philosophical activity. The term ‘will-generated cognition’
(‘iccha-prayojya-jnana’) means ‘cognition generated through the desire of an
individual which is not determined by any compulsion’. Our will may have some
determinants which may acts as promoters to do some activities. At the same
time it may be admitted that there are certain philosophical activities which are
prompted by the will of an individual having no determinants at all. In this case,
an individual’s will alone is honoured in getting certain cognition, but not other
factors. Sometimes an individual has no alternatives than to desire something in a
particular situation, which | would like to call as ‘situational will’, i.e. will having
some determinants. In case of pure ‘will-generated cognition’ (iccha-prayojya-
jnana) philosophical activity starts with the ‘pure desire’ or ‘sweet will’. The role
of such will has been admitted in Navya Nyaya and other systems of Philosophy. If
a family faces some difficulty for maintaining his family, | may have some pious
desire to help the family financially or otherwise. This is also a kind of will-
generated cognition and action which is due to some moral compulsion in us. If an
individual meets a road-accident, it is our moral compulsion to help the helpless

person in many ways i.e., taking him to hospital, providing medicines etc. All
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these actions are obviously will-generated being prompted by moral compulsion.
This type of will-generated action is performed by all the sections of philosophers.
But the NavyaNaiyayikas have some specialties of their own, which needs a great
attention of the scholars. Such type of desire-generated cognition is free without
any moral compulsion or without any situational compulsion or without any

illusory cognition. In this connection the following problems can be raised:

First, though the aharya- type of cognition belongs to the category of wrong
cognition (aprama), does it not have any positive effect in the field of
philosophical enterprise? Though such cognition is purely a product of an
individual’s will (icchd@janya), is it arbitrary or purpose-oriented? If the former, it
cannot be philosophically viable. If latter, it cannot be taken as “generated by free
will’. The concept of aharya-cognition (deliberately imposed cognition) has been
admitted in NavyaNyaya, which has already been discussed earlier. In order to
give honour of an individual’s desire certain philosophical activities start. The
Navya Nyaya system, which is commonly known as realistic method school, has
prescribed some methods in order to arrive at certain truth, which is purely
‘deliberate’ (ichhdjanya). Among these aharya-jigna may serve as a means of
knowing something indirectly. A problem may be raised how one can think of
‘knowledge produced through desire’ (icchajanyajiana).A solution to this
problem may be offered in the following way. Let us look towards the exact
nature of aharyajidana. The knowledge, which is conduced out of one’s own
desire at the time when there is the contrary knowledge, is called
aharyajfiana(virodha-jriana-kalinechha-prayojya).’In order to justify the position
of NavyaNyaya we can give another interpretation of such ahdrya cognition,

which is as follows. The word ‘aharya’ means ‘artificial’, which is found in the
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Bhattikavya where the ladies are described as ahdarya-sobharahitairamayaih (that
is, free from artificial beauty). From this, it follows that the word ‘andaharya’
means ‘natural’ which is expressed by the term ‘amayaih’. The aharya knowledge
has to be taken as an artificial knowledge on account of the fact that between
two objects an object is deliberately thought as otherwise in spite of knowing the

distinct character or real nature of these two objects.

Those who are self-realized can alone capture Truth (satya) in life, the
definition of which is given by Sankara as follows: ‘Satyamityamayita
kayamanovakyesu akautilyam’ (Sankarabhasya on Kenopanisad Mantra no.4/5)
That is, ‘adoption of truthfulness’ means ‘adoption of non-artificiality or
naturality’ (amayita). An individual who is simple or non-crooked in speech, mind
and action is called non-artificial or truthful or natural. In fact, a person having one
to one correspondence between what he possesses in mintal world, what he speaks
and what he performs is considered as a truthful one. In the present day society a
person is normally found to play hide and seek between the content of thinking and
that speaking.An individual normally loves to speak something what he does not
think or he prefers to act something what is not thought or spoken by him. Itis a
kind of hypocrisy which is called crookedness (vakrata) in a different way. If
someone adopts non-crookedness in speech, mind and action, he is called true to
himself, which is otherwise called anaharya situation.. Such person is the locus of
Truth which is, again, the abode of Brahman (“tasyayatanam satyam™). The term
‘amayika’ means non-artificial or natural or simple. When an artificial means of
knowing is adopted, it is called aharyajnana, which has got an indirect bearing of
proving an object. Not only this the crooked type of saying which is called vakrokti
has got some ornamental value in literature and hence it is taken as a kind of

rhetoric or alamkara due to having its suggesting or beautifying factor. The natural
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way of speaking is called in literature as svabhavokti as opposed to vakrokti. In the
like manner, the artificial way of saying in logic has got an indirect bearing due to
having its value to prove the otherwise.

Ramanuja in his philosophy argues that when an individual says
something which is true, loving and beneficial to others, acts to protect and relieve
others with his body and thinks others welfare, benevolence and compassion
through mind with due surrender to Lord, he is described as someone engaged in
bhajans towards Lord.2lt is told that a human being can feel for integrity for the
society and social beings if he attains truth or abode of simplicity which is
equivalent to the attainment of Brahman.

Another point has to be added in this connection. The term amayika is the
nagation of mayikatawhich, again, comes from the word maya. It (maya) has been
described as ‘artificial form’. When it is called mayavana (artificial forest),
mayakrandana (artificial weeping), mayamrga (artificial deer), it is taken in an
artificial sense. Magic is also called maya and hence a magician is called mayavi
capable exhibiting artificial or illusory performances. From this it is to be taken
that an individual free from artificiality is called amayika or simple. In the level of
epistemology there is a sort of artificially designed knowledge called aharyajnana
which is described as will-generated cognition.

In these cases, one’s strong desire of thinking an object as otherwise
acts as an instrument (icchdjanya). It is to be borne in mind that the Navya
Naiyayikas have given much importance to vivaksa(i.e. will to say). Let us cite
some cases Where the knowledge produced through the instrumentality of desire
(icchajanya) is found. One is allowed to say ‘sthalipacati’(‘The clay-pot cooks’)
with the nominative case ending to the pot instead of the correct expression

‘sthalyapacati‘(cooking with clay pot) with the instrumental case ending with the
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word sthali if one so desire. Someone may also use locative case-ending with
‘sthall’ i.e., sthalyampacati (cooking in the clay pot), if he desires so. Though these
usages are grammatically incorrect yet the grammarians have given the individual
beings to exercise their strong intention which is afterwards justified by adding a
sdtra- ‘Vivaksavasatkarakanibhavanti ‘(i.e., the usage of the case-endings is said
to be taken as liberal depending on the desire of the individual).*Moreover, there
are certain usages in Sanskrit which, though grammatically incorrect, are
honoured as usages of the seers or arsa-prayoga. If a great poet or saintly man
uses some grammatically incorrect words to fulfill his strong desire or to fulfill a
particular chanda, it is permitted in literature. Just as the transformed Valmiki
from Ratnakara spontaneously composed the primordial or maiden sloka which
goes as follows-‘Manisadatvamagamahpratisthamsasvatihsamah”. In this part of
the Ssloka the actual correct grammatical form is ‘tvamgamah’ but not
‘tvamagamah’ as used by Valmiki as two grammatical rules, i.e., ‘mani lung’ and
‘namanyoge’ are not applied here. This incorrectness of the word is ignored by
the poetic world by taking the usage as done by the seer-poet (arsa-prayoga).
This freedom of expression is given not only in NavyaNydya but grammatical

literature also.

Apart from these there are a few cases where the knowledge attained
through the instrumentality of desire (icchajanya) as in case of paksatad, though it
is not absolutely necessary for logical point of view. If an individual bears a strong
desire to infer (sisadhayisa), he can infer in spite of having siddhi
(sisadhayisasattve’numitirbhavatyeva).’It is permissible as the Naiyayikas believe
in the theory of pramanasamplava (i.e., capable of applying various pramanas) to

ascertain a single object. According to this theory, ‘fire’ which is perceived can be
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inferred if someone possesses such desire. That a cloth is completely different
from a jar is completely known from the perception and hence there is not at all
any necessity to infer a cloth as distinct from a jar. In spite of this one is found to
infer: ‘It (i.e., a cloth) is endowed with the mutual absence of a jar, as it has got
clothness‘(ghatanyonyabhavavanpatatvat). All these cases are supportable as an
individual desires to do so and hence the role of icchdjanyatva in the attainment
of knowledge cannot be denied. In fact, in our philosophy the desire of an
individual being is strictly honored and hence such type of cognition has found an
entry in Indian logic. But it should be clearly borne in mind that all icchajanya-
inferences are not agharya. The icchdjanyajiagna as found in the case of rupaka
and tarka are the instances of aharyajfiana. From the above mentioned cases it is
proved that desire may act as the instrument of knowledge i.e. which is called

icchajanyajiana.

The Navya Naiyayikas are called as sambandhins by the contemporary
thinkers on account of the fact that they have put maximum importance on the
phenomenon of sambandha or relation particularly in the field of philosophical
discussions. To Dharmakirti, a Buddhist logician, does not admit relation as a
category of real on account of the fact that it is nothing but mental ascription
(kalpana) which has got a secondary status as a pramana. To him any type of
mental product has nothing to do with reality and language is nothing but
something expressed through it. This entity is nothing but the product of mind or
mental ascription. But the NavyaNaiyayikas do not believe in such type of
dichotomy- real world and mental world. Whatever exists can be expressed
through language and hence mental ascription does not have any secondary

status as envisaged by the Buddhists. Any philosophical analysis is linguistic and
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hence to establish something with the help of language is to adopt certain
relation. Many contradictions involved in linguistic usage can be resolved if some
relation is kept in view. Any determinate expression (savikalpakajriana) is called
‘relational’ as it involves a relation. Without relation no language can express an
object, because in linguistic usage there is an expressed-expresser-relationship
(vacya-vacaka-sambandha).If a relation is taken into account, one might say the
apparent contradictory statements like- ‘I exist in this room and simultaneously |
do not exist in the same room’. It is a clear case of contradiction, which can easily
be removed by taking a relation in one case and another relation in other case. It
can be interpreted in the following way. One can exist in a particular room if his
existence is taken through the relation of contact or samyoga while one can say
that he does not exist in the same room if his non-existence is taken through the
relation of samavaya. An individual may remain in a locus i.e., room as there is a
relation of contact between him and the room. The existence may come to an
end at any time due to the temporality of such relation. But inherence or
samavaya is an inseparable relation (ayutasiddhasambandha) having some
permanent character and hence an individual cannot stay in a room permanently
which suggests his non-existence there in view of such particular relation. The
NavyaNaiyayikas have admitted the existence and absence of existence of the
contact of monkey (kapisamyoga) in the same tree through insertion of another
relation called avachhedakata(being limited by some limiter). The monkey-
contact (kapisamyoga) remains in the tree in so far as the base of the tree is
concerned (malavachhedena). At the same time the monkey-contact
(kapisamyoga) does not exist in the same tree in so far as the branches of the tree

(sakhavachhedena) is concerned.’In the same way it can be said that an individual
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exists in a room so far as the eastern side of the room is concerned (
parvadisavachhinna) while he does not exist in the same room if the space is
limited by the northern side of the room is concerned (uttaradisavachhinna). Our
cognition needs such relation as operator to understand the proper meaning of
certain expressions. To the Navya Naiyayikas any standpoint of understanding
can be taken as separate relation and hence the relation cannot be seen but
realized through our independent intellect and desire, which can discover the

relation.

Our day-to-day behavior through verbal communication depends on the
determinate cognition (savikalpakajriana) of an object which reveals a structure
of qualified-qualifier-type. Knowledge is of two types: relational and non-
relational. In Western Logic the relational cognition is expressed as ‘aRb’, which
signifies relation combining two relata. In this context ‘R’ stands for ‘Relation’, ‘a’
stands for relatuml and ‘b’ stands for relatum2. Relatum1l is called qualificand
and relatum?2 for qualifier. When the qualifier, the qualificand and their relation is
not apprehended (visesana-visesya-sambandhanavagahi), it is called cognition of
non-relational type (nirvikalpaka). In the relational knowledge the qualificand,
qualifier and their relation are properly grasped as contents (viSesana-visesya-
sambandhavagahi).® It is otherwise called savikalpaka or determinate one, as it is
revealed through the combining factor or relation. Nirvikalpaka is the cognition of
the existence of a thing in its true form while savikalpaka is the real cognition of
its characteristic factor. The existence of determinate knowledge
(savikalpakajridana) is inferred with the help of syllogistic argument in the form: ‘A
piece of relational cognition apprehends the relation between qualifier and

qualificand, as it is a case of relational knowledge, just as we find a relational
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cognition in the case — ‘a man possessing a stick’ (visista-buddhihvisesana-visesya-
sambandha-visayavisistabuddhitvatdandipurusaitivisistabuddhivat).” Just as in
order to know the meaning of the sentence- ‘dandipurusah’ (a man possessing a
stick) the meaning of danda or stick) is to be understood in the initial level, the
cognition of relational nature depends on the relation between qualificand
(visesya) and qualifier (visesana). Hence such comprehensive cognition is not
possible without the insertion of relation. In other words, unless relation is
admitted as a category of real, a cognition cannot be verbally communicated in
lokavyavahdra (day-day-usage), because this relation (samsarga) abides in two-
visesya and visesanaas known from the preliminary definition of it-
‘dvisthahsambandhah’. Each and every determinate knowledge is manifested to
us as such through the medium of relation or samsarga
(samsargamaryddayabhdsate). The NavyaNaiyayikas believe in the theory of
samsargamaryadavada i.e., a theory where two or three relata are conjoined

with the help of relation and manifested.

There is another way to understand the savikalpaka or determinate
cognition. When the content of knowledge can be made distinct from other
objects, this knowledge is called savikalpaka or determinate. When a jar, for
example, is in contact with the eye, the knowledge of it can be called a
determinate one if and only if it can be distinguished from other objects like cloth,
chair, table etc. Otherwise, it would be regarded as an indeterminate one. An
object possessing three characteristics like qualificand, qualifier and their relation,
it cannot be known as differentiated from others due to having some
apprehensive features. Such type of knowledge is not possible if one is not aware

of the possession of an entity with the universal (sdmanya) existing in all the
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members belonging to the particular class. An individual becomes aware of the
entity called ‘jar’ which is different from ‘pot’ etc. with the help of relation That
which cannot be expressed verbally is called indeterminate, the existence of
which is inferred with the help of some sign or hetu. Hence, the determinate
knowledge capable of being verbally expressed is relational as it apprehends the

relation between at least two relata.

In so far as a clear knowledge of this world is concerned, it really exists
according to the principle -jnanadhindvastusatta (i.e., the existence of an object
depends on its knowledge). If there is knowledge, there must have been some
content, because knowledge presupposes ‘knowledge of something’. That is to
say, the existence of an object depends on its cognition which has got again some

content.

The AdvaitaVeddanta system of philosophy admits two-tier knowledge-
having some content (savisayaka) and having no content (avisayaka or
nirvisayaka). The former refers to the ‘knowledge of something” which is found in
our empirical world (vyavahdrika-level) while the latter refers to Pure Knowledge
having no content (avisayaka) which is nothing but Brahman available in the
transcendental level called pdaramarthikasatta. In this connection it may be
mentioned that Brahman is not the content of knowledge, but knowledge itself.
It is accepted that there is a knowledge which is not actually knowledge of .../, it
is to be taken as Pure Knowledge which is no other than the essence of Brahman
itself as per the Sruti. ‘SatyarmJidnamanantam Brahma’ (i.e. Brahman is Truth,
Knowledge and Infinite). To distinguish such knowledge (avisayaka-jriana) from

the ordinary one (savisayaka) DharmarajaAdhvarindra has incorporated the term

84



‘arthavisayakamjrianam (i. e. the knowledge having some object as its content).
In the definition of valid cognition which runs as follows

pramatvamanadhigatavadhitarthavisayakajrianatvam’® i.e. valid cognition is a
cognition having some object as its content which is not contradicted by the latter
cognition and unacquired, Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has incorporated the term
arthavisayaka as the adjunct of cognition in order to show that he is dealing with
the definition of prama (valid cognition) in phenomenal and epistemic level, but
not knowledge in the transcendental level where there is substantially no
knowledge of something (savisayaka). This is very much consistent to the
Advaitins as they believe in a kind of cognition having no content (avisayaka). As
the phenomenal world is known to us, it has become the content (visaya) of our
knowledge. When a jar is known, the jar forms the content of our knowledge. For
this reason, a jar is really understood as the object of knowledge and also is
known as distinct from non-jar. How is it considered to be distinct? There are
some properties which exclusively exist in a jar, but not in other objects. This
property is ‘jarness’ existing in an individual jar. If there is any distinct knowledge
whose object is capable of being expressed, its content is said to have
characterized by a property (dharma) and this property distinguishes the object
(dharmin) from the rest. That is why; the property or dharma is called a
distinguisher (bhedaka) which is otherwise called ‘differential element’
(itaravyavarttaka) from other objects, which is substantiated through the
definition- ‘bhedakamvisesanam. Bhedamtuitaravyavarttakam’. In this way the
NavyaNaiyayikas have pointed out that each and every object which is known

must abide in the relation between dharma and dharmin (dharmadharmibhavah).
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Since relation binds one with another, the basic characteristic of relation is that
which rests on two entities (dvisthahsambandhah). When one hand is connected
with another, the relation called contact (samyoga) rests on both the hands. If
blue colour is found in a cloth, the relation called inherence (samavaya) remains

in both blue colour and cloth as told earlier.

Relation (sambandha) is a kind of conjoining factor (sannikarsa) which
serves the purpose of determining the property of being qualificand and qualifier
between two  objects completely different from each other
(sambandhahsannikarsahsa ca vibhinnayarvastunorvisesana-visesya-
bhavaprayojyah).® In this case sambandha or relation is the main factor through
which two isolated things are related in the form of qualifier (visesana) and
qualificand(visesya). Had there been no relation, such description would not have

been possible at all.

Some of the philosophers belonging to NavyaNyaya school are of the
opinion that sambandha is a special means of knowing a qualified cognition
(visista-pratitih) or the determinant of a qualified cognition (viSistadhih).
Something through which a qualified cognition is conceived of as content is called
a relation (visistadhi-niyamakasyaivatathatvat). In other words, a relation is that
which possess the capability of providing or generating a qualified cognition. In
fact, relation only has got capacity of generating visistapratyaya which is the only
function of it. The term visistapratyaya means the knowledge of a set of objects
which are qualifier (visesana) qualificand (visesya) and their relation (sambandha

or samsarga).
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The above-mentioned definition of sambandha is reformulated by
Jagadisa in a very precise manner. The definition runs as follows: Visesya-
visesanatvanya-visista-dhi-visayatvam. *°  That is, sambandha contains
contentness (visayata) qualified by the difference of qualificandness
(visesyanyatva) and qualifierness (visesananyatva) of a qualified cognition
(visistadhi). The contentness or visayatd of three types: visayatd remaining in
qualificandness (viSesyata-nistha-visayata), visayatd remaining in qualifierness
(visesanata-nistha-visayatd). The visayatd existing in sambandha which is
different from the visayata existing in visesyata and visesanata is called
sambandha or samsarga. In this context relation is defined in terms of visayata
with the help of the method of residue (parisesa). Something which comes to our
awareness must have some contentness (visayata) which may be either of the
three already mentioned. Sambandha is also capable of being understood and it
must have some visayata which is different from visesanata and visesyata. Each
and every piece of knowledge is endowed with the property called visayata or
contentness. The visayata existing other than these two must exist in sambandha
or samsarga. In the piece of the relational knowledge (visistadhih) in the form:
‘gandhavatiprthivi’ (i.e., the earth is full of smell) there are three things that have
become the content of knowledge viz. prthivi or earth as visesya, gandha or smell
as visesana and the relation in the form of samavaya(inherence) existing between
them. Among these three visesyata existing in earth (prthivi-nistha-visayata) is in
the form of visesyata, the contentness existing in smell (gandha-nistha-visayata)
is in the form of visesanata. The contentness existing in inherence (samavaya-

nistha-visayatad). Here in lies the sambandha. What relation is to be admitted in a
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particular case depends on the desire of an individual. Relation is the criterion

through our intention is expressed, which can be explained in the following way.

Relation is perceived with the help of sense-organs in some cases and in
some it is beyond the reach of the sense-perception (atindriyasambandha). If the
relation is taken in the sense of determinator (niyamaka) of the qualified
cognition (visista-dhi-niydmaka) but not in the sense of janakata (generating
factor), it cannot cover the second category of relation i.e., atindriyasambandha
(super-sensual relation) leading to the defect of under-coverage (avyapti), which
is not at desirable. Apart from this, the term cause cannot provide us with the
accurate meaning leading to the state of ambiguity. The cause may sometimes
mean a cause connected with the generation of result (phalopodhdyaka) or
sometimes it means something having essential potentiality of being a cause
(svardpayogya). The said problem may be avoided if the determining factor of
qualificative cognition (visistadhiniyamaka) is taken in the same sense of being
the object of cognition. Gadadhara’s suggestion may be explained in the
following manner- “x is a relation of y if x is the object of the cognition of
something z as qualified by y and at the same time x is not z. (Literally, relation
hood with respect to y is that contentness of a cognition which is conditioned by
the qualifierness in y and at the same time is different from the qualificandness of

that cognition).!

Gadadhara finally has arrived at the decision by pointing out a new
definition, according to which relation is defined in terms of two key terms-
adjunct (pratiyogi) or subjunct (anuyogi). The relationship with a jar is a specific

property of having a ground as its subjunct. A particular type of absenteeness
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existing in an absentee of an absence is a property of being a particular relation.
In the same way, a particular type of subjunctness (anuyogitavisesa) of a subjunct

is a property of being a particular relation.

Western thinkers have divided relation into (a) monadic, dyadic, triadic
etc. (b) into symmetrical, asymmetrical etc. This has been done by them for the
schematizations of the mathematical logic. Indian thinkers are not directly
interested in formal logic. The outlook of them is confined to empiricist and
positivistic world as far as possible. Hence regarding monadic relations like ‘A is
identical with itself’, the Indian philosophers reformulate the statement as ‘A has
its identity’ or simply as ‘A’s identity’. Had there been really any difference, it
would have been nothing but verbal. The linguistic usage puts forth an object as
different though it is actually not. Language can create many things through its

expression like relation etc.

Relation, according to the West, may be dyadic, triadic etc. in accordance
with the terms they contain. The dyadic relation is that which exists between two
really ‘different’ objects but not the same object ascribing as two as in the case of
identity. When one object simultaneously comes in contact with two or more
substances, the contact is called triadic one. Regarding this triadic relation or
relation occurring in three or more terms the Naiyayikas prefer to reduce them
to the dyadic relation of known type to honor the definition-
‘dvisthahsambandhah’ (i.e., that abiding in two is relation). When A comes in
contact with C through B simultaneously, the Western logicians accept a triadic
relation there. But the Indians interpret this case as follows. A and B

simultaneously and directly connected with C, or A simultaneously with B or C.
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The NavyaNaiyayikas will explain the former case in the following way. A and B
are the adjuncts of the relation (samsargapratiyogi) and C is the subjunct
(anuyogi). In the latter case A is the subjunct (anuyogi) and B and C are the
adjuncts. Otherwise, there would be no end of such complications like multiterm
relations. What would be adjunct or subjunct would be determined by an agent

through his own will.

Let us consider the following triadic relation — samyogajasamyoga to
explain the above statement. When it is seen that our body is in connection with
a pen which is again connected with a table, there is a triadic relation called
samyogajasamyoga (the contact generated through contact). The first contact
(samyoga) remaining in between body and a pen gives rise to another contact
existing between the pen and the table. All these triadic relations are called by

the NavyaNaiydyikas as paramparasambandha i.e., indirect relation.?

Moreover, it is relation which gives us precise and accurate cognition.
When it is said — ‘The Mountain possesses fire’ (parvatovahniman), the existence
of fire in the mountain is known through the relation of contact (samyoga). From
this, it follows that through the relation called inherence (samavaya) the fire
cannot remain on the mountain. It is the relation through which an object is

apprehended as existing or as non-existing in certain locus.

Considering relation as a mental product or will-generated Professor B.K.
Matilal has taken every relation as direction. He observes: “As a general rule,
every relation can be said to have a ‘direction’ such that it may be taken as
pointing from one relation to the other, but when we express a relation simply as

a relation between x and y, we do not specify whether it is (a) a relation of x and y
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or (b) a relation of y to x. It is evident that the relation involved in (a) is not in
general the same as that involved in (b). Hence to express a relation adequately. It
is necessary to specify its so-called ‘direction’. For that purpose, Nyaya draws a
distinction between the two relata, so that whatever specific descriptions of the
two relata are given, one can easily identify the relation concerned. In other
words, to give the condition for the identification of a relation, we should not only
mention the two relata but also indicate the ‘way’ in which they are related. To
do so the Naiyayikas follow this procedure. If a relation is described as the
relation of x to y ‘the relatum x is called the pratiyogin (adjunct) and the relatumy
is called the anuyogin (subjunct) of the relation in question. In ordinary, Sanskrit,
the genitive case-ending (sasthi) usually marks off the adjunct and the locative

case-ending (adhikarana) the subjunct.”*?

Though relation exists in two relata as found in the contact between
vessel and jujube, an object remains in another object through another relation.
Through the relation of contact (samyoga) the jujube fruit remains in the locus
i.e., vessel, but not the vice-versa, i.e., the locus i.e., vessel does not remain in
jujube fruit. In the same way, it can be said that a jar remains on the ground, but
not ground on the jar. There are two objects in a relation — adjunct or pratiyogi
and subjunct or anuyogi. An object taken as a pratiyogi through certain relation
may remain in its locus through the same relation. In the present case of contact
between vessel and jujube fruit, jujube fruit remains in a vessel as the former is
pratiyogri and the latter is anuyogi. In a relation between attribute (dharma) and
the possessor of the same (dharmi) is anuyogi. Hence, the attribute remains in
the possessor of the same, but not the vice-versa. Relation is to be invented

among the things existing in this world. Without accepting this no savikalpaka
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knowledge is possible and hence it occupies an important place in verbal

understanding and day to day behaviour.

The Naiyayikas admit that more than one pramana can be applied to know
a single object, which is called the theory of pramanasamplava. The nature of an
object is not a factor for applying pramana. As for example, ‘fire’ can be known
through perception, inference or verbal testimony. But so far as the Buddhist
view is concerned, a particular nature of an object determines the particular
means of knowing (pramana) through which alone it is revealed. An object having
a unique characteristic (svalaksana) is revealed by perception alone. A svalaksana
—entity cannot be revealed by inference and in the same way the
samanyalaksana-entity can be known by inference alone, but not capable of
being known by perception. This metaphysical presupposition leads them to
admit the system of pramanavyavastha. On the basis of the above-mentioned
arguments, we may come to the conclusion that Indian Epistemology is always

vitiated by will-generated cognition.

Paksata (the property of being a paksa) is the absence of siddhi
(confirmation of the inferable object), which is endowed with the absence of the
desire of inferring(sisadhayisavirahavisistasiddhyabhdvah).® In this case the term
‘sisadhayisd’” means the desire of inference. Visvanatha has shown different cases
where paksata is possible. If there is a lone desire or inferring
(sisadhyayisamatra), it is not paksata, because it has been found that many cases
of inferences occur without having desire of them e.g. the existence of cloud is
inferred as soon as we here the roaring without giving any scope of the desire for

inference. From this it follows that even the doubt of sadhya, cannot give rise to
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inference, because inference of sadhya (cloud in the above mentioned case) does
not depend on the doubt of sadhya. Secondly, one is allowed to infer the sadhya,
even though it is already established (siddhi), provided the inferrer possesses a
strong desire to do so (sisadhayisa). Thirdly, paksata lies there where there is no
siddhi (substantiation of sadhya). The existence of desire to infer or absence of it
does not matter here. Fourthly, if there is a strong desire of infer (sisadhayisa),
there is paksata. Whether siddhi remains or does not remain is out of the
guestion. Paksata is not possible there where there is siddhi but no desire to infer
(sisadhayisa). In the last alternative alone there is the presence of siddhi (not
absence- siddhyabhdva), which is endowed with the absence of the desire of
inference (sisadhayisaviraha - visista —siddhih). If an object is already established
and there is the absence of the desire of inference (sisadhayisaviraha - visista —
siddhih), there is no paksatd. An object bearing the characteristics of paksata as

shown above is a paksa (tadvan paksah).

Tarka is a kind of hypothetical argument. Both the parts of Tarka are full
of imaginary thought. If smoke were endowed with doubt of deviation of fire, it
would not be caused by fire. If the first part is true, the second part would also be
true. But it is known through experience that the second part is not true in so far
as we do not get any smoke, which is not caused by fire. From the falsity of the
second half, (i.e. smoke is deviated from fire) is determined. In our everyday life
also we remove doubt in respect of something after following this method of
argumentation. From the knowledge of consequence the idea of an antecedent is
revealed. Tarka, being a kind of mental construction, is useful for removing doubt
and hence Tarka, though invalid (in the sense of not being a source of valid

cognition) is the promoter of the Pramanas. This Tarka is otherwise known as
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Apatti i.e. the introduction of the undesired through which the desire is
established. It is also a kind of indirect method through which the truth is
ascertained. If the negation of P is proved as absurd, it would automatically follow
that P is true. For these various reasons much importance has laid on this method

in Navya Nydya.'®

Secondly, the ‘deliberately imposed cognition’ (icchajanya-jidna) is also
available in the case of metaphor in the sense of ripaka e.g., moon-face (mukha-

17 What are the points of difference

candra), man-lion (purusa-simha) etc.
between pure ahdrya-cognition and ahdryatva remaining in metaphors? Though
there are will —generated factors in both types of expression, is there any
difference? In response to this, the NavyaNaiyadyikas might say that pure aharya-
cognition is wider than that existing in the metaphor or ridpaka. The former is
admitted in many cases or may be in all cases. If somebody wrongly says that this
is a piece of jar, one can refute this with the help of aharya-cognition which is the
following type. Had it been a pot, it would be able to able to fetch water etc. As
the object concerned is not able to do such work, it would not be taken as a pot. If
it is asked why a jar is not identical with a cloth, the answer would be as follows.
Had a jar been identical with a cloth, the purpose of a cloth would have been
served by a jar. As such thing is an absurd one, a jar is not identical with a cloth. In
this way, the NavyaNaiyayikas can prove that each and every entity is different
from the other by applying such type of aharya-cognition. In this way, one may
say what is normally impossible. By showing the impossibility of such incident it
indirectly hints the possibility of the opposite. If it is said, for example, that had a
human being a bird, he would have gone from one city to another by flying, it

shows directly the impossibility of the matter. It indirectly gives us a message that
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the opposite standpoint i.e., human being cannot be a bird leading to another to
the impossibility of flying from one place to another is to be taken as true. There
are so many ways or methods in Indian Philosophy to refute the views of the
opponents. The application of aharya-cognition is most honorable way to refute
the opponents. Normally the proponents are found to pass judgment about the
opponents’ view with the phrases like ‘tanmandam’ (i.e., the opponent’s view is
not up to the mark), ‘tacchuchham’ (i.e., the opponent’s view is not having any
worth), ‘tadayuktam’ (i.e., the opponent’s view is improper), ‘maivam’ (i.e., the
opponent’s view is not so as narrated), ‘namantavyam’ (the view is not to be
commented as such) etc. Though all the comments are with regard to the
opponent’s view yet there is a subtle distinction among the terms ‘mandad’,
‘tuchha’, and ‘ayukta’ namantavya etc. The term ‘manda’ only indicates a sort of
sympathy to the view while the remaining words lack the same. The later does
not only have sympathy to the opponent, but it indicates the out and out
rejection of the view. Hence the view of KD can be taken as partially correct in the
sense that sometimes sympathy is shown to the opponent and sometimes
rigidity. The attitude of sympathy is evidenced from quoting even the opponent’s
view if any argument comes in favour of the proponent. As for example, Samkhya
has referred to the opponent’s view i.e., the Carvaka’s view while substantiating
his view of regarding the origination of the world called Pradhana-karanata-vada
as endorsed by Sankara in his bhasya. Samkhya argues that if body is perceived,
the inclination etc is also perceived. If body is not seen, the inclination etc. is not
seen. From this it is proved that inclination is possible in the unconscious body,
which has been endorsed by the Carvakas also.**The application of dhdrya-

cognition is most honourable way to show regards to the opponent. Initially it is
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taken for granted the opponent’s view and afterwards it is refuted by way of
showing its absurdity and contraction. This is, | think, most honourable way of

refuting the opponents.

In case of metaphor or rupaka there is an aharya-cognition which can
only be applied in case of comparison of something with something else, but not
in other cases as shown above. In the case of mukha-candra (moon-like face)
there is an imposition of face on the moon though it is completely known to him
that face can never a moon. Though there are so many dissimilarities between
face and the moon due to having black spots and round-shaped size in the moon
yet there is at least one point of similarity which is glamour or lavanya which exits
both in the moon and face. Such type of dahdarya-cognition or superimposed
cognition is less wide in the sense that it can be used only in the case of metaphor
where there is partial similarity between the object in the form of metaphor
(upamana) and the object metaphorized (upameya). For this reason, it is
admitted by the NavyaNaiyayikas that though the object metaphorized
(upameya) is different from the metaphorical object yet there is a similarity
between them (‘Tadbhinnatve sati tadgatobhilyodharmavattvam’). That is why,
the aharya-cognition remaining in metaphor can also be given a great

importance.

Thirdly, one could raise a question whether the application of the
collocation of pramana (pramana-samplava) is mere a redundant process? If an
object is known through one means of knowing, is it not true that the application
of other means to know the same is the adoption of gaurava which is taken to be

a defect? Is there any argument against pramana-vyavastha? In response to the
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problem, it may be said that it is true that to know an object with the help of
more than one means of knowing (pramana-s) leads to the defect called gaurava
or logical cumbrousness. If something is known through one pramana, what is the
reason of applying more than one? The theory of pramana-samplava
(conglomeration of sources of knowing) is admitted by the Naiyayikas to prove
that our specific knowledge may come from more than one sources. Though there
is no necessity to apply more than one source to know an object yet it is allowed
by the Naiyayikas if someone desires so or if someone has got over confirmation
of the existence of an object. If an individual is strongly desirous to infer which is
technically sisadhayisa (will to infer), he can do so and hence siddhi or
establishment of an object is not at all taken as a bar. Even after inference he is
not satisfied with the cognition, he may take help of a reliable source or
aptavacana to be over confirmed about the object of knowing. There is another
justification for the same. To the Buddhists the nature of objects is of two types-
uniquely particular (svalaksana) and universally particular (samanyalaksana).|f
the former is taken into account, it is momentary (ksanika) and causally
efficacious (arthakriyakari). Hence there is only one way to grasp it, i.e,,
perception. For, the Buddhists perceptual cognition lies in that which is free from
mental ascription (kalpanapodha) and non-erroneous (abhranta). The definition
goes- ‘Tatrakalpanapodhamabhrantampratyksam’. If this definition is taken for
granted, the svalaksana character of an object which is momentary is to be
grasped by perception alone giving no scope of other pramana-s. It is the nature
of an object which determines the applicability of a pramana. A cognition
conjoined with mental ascription and non-momentary known as samanyalaksana

can be known only through inference due to not having any scope of
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perception.!® To them non-conceptual object is known through perception alone
while conceptual entity is grasped through inference as determined by the nature
of an object. That is why; the Buddhists believe in the applicability of a single
pramana (pramana-vyavastha) to know a particular object. To Nydya pramana is
not determined by the nature of object. The existence of fire in the mountain can
be known through inference, verbal testimony and perception to become over
sure about the object. Though there might be the probability of gaurava yet it is
not to be taken as a vicious one, but virtuous called phala-mukha-gaurava (i.e.,
cumbrousness leading to the attainment of good result). Satisfaction or fulfillment
of desire is provided to the knower, which is very much essential in the

epistemology of the Naiyayikas as well as NavyaNaiyayikas.

Fourthly, what are the points of difference between the autonomy of will as
adopted by the grammarians and that adopted by the Navya Naiyayikas? It is well
said by the grammarians that one can use any karaka to honour his own personal
sweet will (vivaksavasat-karakéani bhavanti). Can such ‘sweetwill’ persist in the
theories of NavyaNyaya? In reply, it can be said that the grammarians have
admitted the sweet will or vivaksa of an individual in so far as the grammatical
constructions are concerned. Grammar has formulated some rules for making a
word or sentence grammatically well-formed. These rules are mostly compulsory
to all for making linguistic structure but the grammarians have made certain
exceptions for the poets, saints, seers and strong desire-holders to do something
which is deviated from the rules of grammar. For showing honour to the seers or
seer like poets grammarians grant them to exercise their will to put language in a
different manner as the cases shown earlier. This is due to maintenance of

chanda and sentence or word of a mantra. Sri Aurobindo was asked a question by
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his disciple why he has used same line twice in the epic Savitri. His answer was
very much natural and fantastic. He said that he has not chosen the term
intentionally, but the truth revealed to him in that language. In these cases, the
seers desire is also guided by Divinity as told in the Kenopanisad- ‘yad
vacanabhyuditamyenavagabhyudyate’ i.e., that which is not disclosed by
language but language is disclosed by him). Considering these aspects Panini has
admitted some usages as arsaprayoga where deliberately done grammatical
mistakes are justified. In NavyaNyaya the liberty of an individual is given in so far
as his will is concerned. This liberty is theoretical, expressional or will-generated
but not grammatical. They do not want to distort grammatical rules but express a
theory as per desire of their own. Hence liberty promoted by both the schools is

the same.

Fifthly, the intention of a speaker (tatparya) is admitted by the Navya
Naiyayikas as one of the conditions of verbal apprehension (sabdabodha). The
word ‘tatparya’ is defined as ‘vakturiccha’ i.e.,‘intention of the speaker’ which is
almost similar to the notion of vivaksa defined by the grammarians as ‘vaktum
iccha’ (‘will to say’). Is the concept of vivaksa identical with that of tatparya? Can
any word be intended as having any meaning? Is there any role of relation
(sambandha) and limitor (avacchedaka) in expressing our sweet will? In response
to the above problem, the NavyaNaiyayikas might say that, though vivaksa or
tatparya is same to some extent. Grammarians admit vivaksa in formation of
certain grammatical words and meanings. If the speaker has got desire to express
something which is not allowed by grammatical rules, it is called vivaksa just as in
the cases of application of karaka-s and some specific rules like nipatanesiddha

etc. But so far as tatparya is concerned, it is also the desire of the speaker not
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only applicable to the above-mentioned kdraka etc. but also in ambiguous
sentences like saidhamanaya etc. That is, in this context the term ‘saindhava’ may
mean both ‘salt’ and ‘horse’. The intention of the speaker is not clear to us and
hence the intention of the speaker is to be taken into account after considering
the context (prakarana). Such ambiguity may remain in other Vedic and non-
Vedic usages. The grammarians’ intention is to see the necessity of a term for the
completion of chanda which is called padapdrana. For the sake of chanda and
alamkara some concession of the will of the speaker is granted. Such will is
vivaksa but the intention of the speaker to disambiguate a statement or to
express the inner significance of a statement is called tatparya. In other words, a
particular Mahavakya like Tattvamasi etc. is uttered by the seer to intend for
certain implicative meaning like the similarity between ‘Brahman’ (Tat) and ‘an
individual’ (tvam) in so far as their essential identity (svaripa-tadatmya), but not
an absolute one, is concerned. In this context all the Vedic statements are having
special intention of the seer which is called tatparya. The same tatparya has to be
admitted in the case laksana or implicative meaning as found in the usage-
‘gangayamghosah’ etc. In both the cases the root is will-generated cognition. In
such cases certain terms or sentences are uttered to intend some special thing
and hence tataparya is called tatpratichhayduccaritatvam (i.e., to utter

something after keeping an intention to refer something).

Sixthly, a problem may be raised by the opponents if any kind of will-
generated cognition is allowed in NavyaNyaya or not. So far, we have seen that
will-generated cognitions are admitted only if they are efficacious to uphold the
truth. In case of Tarka it shown that such will-generated cognition is very much

essential to prove indirectly the truth with help of absurdity and contradiction.
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When someone is comparing the face of the heroine with moon, it is the product
of great desire of the poet. A poet’s will is such that he has full freedom to
exercise it. The term mukhacandra may be used to fulfill his multifarious desires.
One meaning may be assigned to the above-mentioned term as per the particular
desire of the poet. It may mean the face and moon are considered to be
absolutely identical (rdpaka), the same term may also mean that the face is like
the moon (mukhamcandraiva) where we find upama, again the term signifies that
the face is as if moon which is utpreksa, sometimes it is thought that the face is so
beautiful that hundreds of autumnal moon are lying in her feet (e.g., ke bale
saradasasi se mukhertula/padanakhe paredchetarkatagula//) i.e., who is telling
that the autumnal moon is comparable to her face? Hundreds of such moons are
lying on her feet, which indicate the superiority of the object metaphorized
(upameya) and hence it may be an instance of vyatireka. The single term
mukhacandra may be interpreted in various ways considering the desire of a
poet. For the poets or literary beautification such will-generated cognition is
permissible. But if some one’s will is whimsical or having no intention to prove
indirectly the truth or other purposes as shown above, it may not be taken for
granted. Will-generated cognition which is a healthy one constitutes a good part
of philosophy while will which is unhealthy having no efficacy for in philosophical

methodology is not to be considered for philosophical exercise.

Lastly, some of relations admitted by the NavyaNaiyayikas are related to
the indicator dependent on the desire of an individual. In the case of nirdpya-
nirupaka-bhava relation it is the desire of an individual which indicates what
would be determinator (niripaka) and determined (niripya) between two relata.

A problem may be raised of the following type. Between son and father there is
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the above-mentioned relation but it is not understood by us what the
determinator (nirdpaka) and the determined (nirdpya) is. It depends on the
intention of the speaker leading to no fixed rule in this matter. If an individual
thinks the son is the determinator (niripaka) of the father which is determined
(nirapya), it is taken for granted. If the case is otherwise, i.e., father and son are
taken as determinator and determined respectively, it is equally acceptable. Such
is the case between teacher (siksaka) and student (chatra), preceptor (guru) and

disciple (sisya) etc.
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THE CONCEPT OF SAMANYALAKSANA PRATYASATTI

INNAVYA NYAYA™
INDRANI CHOUDHURY

The present paper deals with the concept of samanyalaksana as a super-
normal means of knowing with special reference to Navya Nyaya. It is one among the
three types of super-normal connection technically called pratyasatti or alaukika
sannikarsa. The term samanyalaksana may be explained as something whose
essential character is universal or samanva. In other words, it is a kind of connection,
which is in the form of universal (samanya). When our eyes are conjoined with
smoke, we acquire the cognition of smoke in which the chief qualifier (prakara) is
smokeness (dhiimatva). By virtue of being a qualified cognition (jiiana visista) the
smoke which is a qualificand (visesya) is having its chief qualifier (prakara) i.e.
smokeness. Through this universal smokeness (dhiimatva) which serves here as a
supernormal contact, the cognition of all smokes is aftained. The contact of our sense
organ with the object is normal (Jaukika). The universal ie. dhiamarva which has
become a qualifier to the knowledge of the object i.e. dhiima which is a qualificand
serves as the supernormal comnection called samanyalaksana (dhimatvam
pratyasatti). Due to the acceptance of such pratyasatti the problem of induction,
which arises in connection with inference, can easily be solved. This provides
certainty about the future prediction that all smokes existing in different space
(desantariya) and time (kalantariva) will be associated with fire. In other words,
though we have not been presented with all smoky things, we are in a position to
assert a true judgement about that class. Since whatever inference provides us is
grounded on relation between two universals-smokeness and fireness. The
Naiyayikas claim that we see the newly observed instances of a smoky thing as
possessing fire, though the basis of our perception lies in the previously ascertained
inference about the universals.

In this context the term */aksana’ means ‘svaripa’ or nature. The connection
in which universal becomes the nature of the object is called samanyalaksana ! 1f this
definition is admitted, each and every person would have cognition of all smokes
through the connection of smokeness which is eternal and remains through inherence
(samavaya) in all smokes. From smokeness we can get the knowledge of all smokes,

had it been taken as a form of our cognition. In the practical life it does not always
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happen due to fact that one attains a particular knowledge of an object from a
particular universal. In fact. there is an object i.e., smoke connected with our sense-
organ which is taken as a vifegya or qualificand and there is universal “smokeness” as
a qualifier. Keeping this thing in view the Navya Naiyayikas have proposed a
different type of definition of the same which runs as follows. The word
‘samanyalaksana sannikarsa’ means the universal becoming a qualifier of a
cognition where the object connected with sense-organ becomes a qualificand
(indriya-sambaddha-visesyaka-jiianaprakaribhiita))* In the context of knowledge of
a particular smoke the smoke has become a qualificand connected with sense-organ.
In such smoke the universal ‘smokeness’ inheres as a qualifier (prakaribhiita). In
fact, ‘smokeness’ is to be known as a qualifier and ‘smoke” as a qualificand in a
cognition which is taken as a qualified cognition (vi§ista-jiiana). All individual
manifestations of smoke existing in past, present and future can be perceived with the
help of super-normal connection through smokeness existing in a particular smoke.?
Without the acceptance of this type of sannikarsa the doubt regarding the invariable
connection with fire which is beyond the reach of sense-organs cannot be explained.
When a particular smoke, a particular fire and their co-existence are known, the
corresponding universals of them like smokeness and fireness are known
simultaneously. Through the universals all individuals having these universals
become the object of knowledge.*

When someone is going to ascertain vyapri between smoke and fire, he might
have doubt in the following form: ‘Whether all cases of smoke are cases of fire’. This
doubt does not arise al all in the observed case of vydpri. But it may arise concerning
all cases of smoke and fire existing in different place and time that are beyond the
range of sense-organ.” Any type of doubt presupposes the knowledge of the object.
Hence in order to justify doubt in the previous form (i.e., whether all cases of smoke
are cases of fire), the prior knowledge of all cases of smoke is essential. This is
possible through universal i.e., smokeness in this case. This is another need for
admitting sa@manyalaksapna as a form of connection, which ultimately assists in
ascertaining vyapti.

From the above standpoint of the Navya Naiyayikas one could raise the

following questions. First, the case mentioned by the Navya Naivayikas may be
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justified with the help of an ordinary contact called samyukta-samavaya (conjoined
inherence) in which ‘smokeness’ in smoke is apprehended directly. What is the utility
of admitting samanyalaksana as a super-normal connection? In reply, the Navya
Nyaiyayikas may defend themselves by pointing out the fact that when a particular
smoke is known through smokeness both are connected with our sense-organs. But in
the case of knowing smoke remaining in different time and space as having
smokeness is not connected with our sense-organs. Hence, through the universals
only the relation between smoke and fire existing in different time and space which is
not in proximity of the sense-organs can easily be known, because any type of
ordinary perception fails to reveal such truth.

Secondly, the Buddhists do not believe in universal which is eternal and
inhered with many (nityatve sati aneka-samavetatva). The above-mentioned case of
vyapti may easily be explained with the help the rule of cause-effect relation
technically called tadutpatti. A relation of invariable concomitance can be established
between smoke and fire remaining in different space and time with the help of
causality, but not through universal. The trust on causality may empower us fo tell
that if smoke as an effect remains in future fire as cause also will remain without
taking help of the universal. In reply, the Navya Naiyayikas might argue that though
‘smoke’ has been taken as an effect caused by fire, all smokes and fires in the womb
of future can be known through universal ‘smokeness’ and ‘fireness’ only, but not
through causeness and effectness. It should also be kept in mind that the smokeness is
to be taken as universal or samanya binding all individuals of the same class being
eternal, but the properties called causeness (kdranata) or effectness (karyata) are
limiting adjuncts (upadhi-s) and hence they, being acquired properties, can bind
others of the same class temporarily but not eternally (nityataya). For this reason for
attaining a connection between two things remaining in different space and time these
upadhi-s are inadequate.

Lastly, in the context cited earlier ‘smoke’ (dhiima) may have at least three
limiting adjuncts (avachhedaka-s)-"smokeness’  (dhitmatva),  ‘pervadedness’
(wapyarva) and “effectness’ (karyatva). Among these only smoke limited by
smokeness (dhiamatvavachhinna dhiima) may be the super-normal connector of

apprehending all cases of smoke remaining in different space and time due to its
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eternal character , but other limiters, being inherited properties and non-eternal in
character can bind only non-eternal things, i.e., smokes limited by the property of
effectness (karyvaravachhedakavachhina karva ie., dhiima). If smoke remains as a
karya or effect then effectness may be a connector of all smokes having property of
effectness, which is not taken as smoke-in-general (dhumasamanva) and hence
universal or samanya is essential for having all smokes as a super-normal connection.
For the Buddhists such problems do not arise due to the fact that the very notion of
inference in Buddhism is completely different from that of the Naiyayikas. To them
any determinate cognition which is associated with mental ascriptions or description
called kalpana is inference, which is determinate perception (savikalpaka pratyaksa)
in Nyaya. Hence the concept of universal (samanya) and having connection with all
individuals remaining different space and time with this is not admitted by them.
Under this circumstance the relation of identity (tadarmya) and causality (tadutpatti)
may act as relation between smoke and fire, which is true in the phenomenon level
(samvrti-sat), but not ultimately (paramartha-sat)®. But the Navya Naiyayikas, being
realists, do not believe in such dichotomy and hence for them samanyalaksana is

needed as a form super-normal connection (alaukika sannikarsa or pratyasatti).
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