CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The problem of knowledge is as old as phllosophy 1tse1f In the history of
_A philosophy, vanous attempts have been made to give a comprehenswe deﬁnition '
of knowledge Naturally, phllosophers are not unammous about the nature- of
knowledge A popularly accepted term of what is called ‘knowledge’ in the west
is Jnana in Indian Phrlosophy -But there is a spemal sense t0o in which the
nearest kith and kin of knowledge is prama. Prama is roughly transliterated as
valid cogmtxon. A careful scrutiny from historical standpomt would reveal that
in the epistemological consideration 'in Indian philos()phy, there are two
dommant senses in which the word' Jhdna 'has been used. One is the narrower

sense in. which it is restrlcted only to prama (valid cognltlon) The chief |

exponents of this View are Prabhakara Mimamsakas For them, jnana is

| necessarily restricted to the scope of valid cognition The cogmtion say,
samsaya, viparyaya etc are excluded from the scope of jiiana. Accord_mg to
- Prabhakaras, non-yalid'cognition' is not only theoretical impossibility but also -
self-contradiCtory 2 Valid cognition is apprehension and it is something different _
from remembrance which is not valid.’ Memory (smrtz) is invalid since’ the
| ob_]ect is not dlrectly known but merely recollected or remembered. Valid
. knowledge is experience and it 1s somethmg different from memory which is the
name of that ‘cognition which arises solely from the impressions left by some
previous experience.* Memory is regarded to be invalid not because it gives no
new knowledge but because it rather depends on a former experience. It does not
determine an object independe.ntly.'s-' It is clear from this that in Prabhakara’s
epistemological scheme, knowledge is defined in terms of something externally :
given and in no case the knowledge can be wrong. It is something logically

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



terininology, all cognitive expressions are cases of only right judgements A
false Judgement is 1nconce1vable Prabhakara asserts “It is strange indeed how
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cogmtlon can apprehend an obJect and yet be invalid.”™ To, him, doubt and error

. are valid so long as they are apprehensmns

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

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

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

from fallible one. Na'turally, they advanced logical grounds for admitting
.apramd within the jurisdiction of ‘jh_"ﬁﬁa . A critical and exhaustive eXp_os_ition
"of .c,'zp_'ra'm_d in’ Nyaya-Vais'esika tradition thus ‘des'er\»/es,‘ spe.cial -attention for a
-'compreh'en'sive understandi'ng'- of their contribution to_ ‘the epistemological
llterature of Indian Phllosophy | o .
| . Akgapada Gautama in his Nyaya-sutra’ con51ders Jfiana’ as that which -
leads to the attainment of the .highest good.” But the modern scholars of the
Nyaya PhiIOSophy differ among themselves as tothe English rendering of the
word ‘jﬁdna’. The English word ‘knowledge’ refers to a piece_ of awareness

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



 Nyaya philosophy certainly wider than this. It includes both valid and non-valid
cogmtlons The word ‘buddhz (cogmtlon) is taken to mean the same thing as the
word ‘jiana’ means. Broadly speaking, in the Nyaya-Valses1ka ph1losophy, :
cognltlon (buddhl) is taken to mean ‘the same. thmg as apprehens1on (upalabdhz)
knowledge (/nana) and cognlsance (pratyaya) Hence knowledge means
awareness or apprehens1on of objects: It includes all cogn1t1ons that have a more
--or less determmate objective reference In other words, cogmtlon (]nana) is
' con31dered in the Nyaya—Valseslka phllosophy as somethmg that looks. beyond -
| itself or to put it in a modem termmology, cognition is mtentlonal. The object of
: apprehension may be a thing or a quality, an act or an emotion, the existent as
well as non-existent. But in every case in which there is knowledge, there must
: be something that stands out as the object of: cognition. It consists simply in the
.mani.festation' (prakasa) of objects. All things are .made. manifest or revealed to

" us-when they become objects of cognition (prameyas).

Scholars of the Nyﬁya~Vai§e§ika philosophy, without ‘any dispute' .

corislde‘r knowledge as an attribute of. the self, it is not a.-substance, since it
cannot be the stuff or the constitutive cause of anything,' nor is it the permanent .
- substratum of certain recognized”and varient properties. The Sarhkhya and the
Yoga systems of ph1losophy look upon cogn1t1on as a substantive mode or
modification (vrtti) of the material principle called bua’dhz as it reflects the light
or consciousness, ‘which is immaterial and mtenglble can be reﬂected on any
:materlal substratum It is generally believed that knowledge is neither a mode |
nor a substance but a kind of activity or function (kriya). The Buddhists and the
Mimamsakas agree in descnbmg knowledge as an activity, a transitive process.10
‘However, the Nydya emphatically repudiates thevconception of knowledge as an
actiVity. Jayanta Bhatta.in his Nydyamaﬁjarz‘ traces the, act theory of knowledge :
~ to a grammatical prejudice, a confusion between knowledge as manifestation
and.'the- verb, ‘to know’ as denoting an action. When we .hear the expression ‘I

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



activity or process. But this only shows how in philosophy we may be deceived
‘ by the vague expressmns of ordlnary language Knowledge as an attribute of
“the self is always directed to objects It always refers beyond 1tself Knowledge

. 12
1s never self—mamfested

It is mterestmg to note in th1s passmg that the Nyaya phrlosophers R
conceived te_word jfiana’ in a w1de sense. In the eplstemologrcal considerations '
of western philosophy,. thought or consc1ousness, as a cognltrve fact, has: \
sometimes been regarded as'"an- essential attribute of the mind and a ‘pervaSive -
' character of all mental phenomena ‘However, the Nyaya does not pass over the
d1st1nct1on between thought (jnana) on the one hand, and feelmg, on the other.
~ Under cognition, it brings together all cogmtlve facts, like sensation, perception,
mernory,- inference, ‘doubt, .dr.earn, illusion and the like. In this sense, 'the'
‘buddhi’ of the Nyaya corresponds to »cognition which, placed by the side of
' ,feeling- and will 'gives us -the tripartite division of mental phenomena ‘in the '
trad1t10na1 school of Westem psychology But in Indian eprstemologlcal | ;
"' tradrtlon Sriharsa formulated several sceptlcal counter-examples to dispute the
Nyaya-Vaiesika definition of knowledge. Firstly, he gives the example of a
‘Tucky guess of gamblmg play, Whlch fortunately happened to be true. Secondly,
" affirming a true conclusion from false premlses Mistaking a cloud of dust to bé
.smoke one infers fire to be present, and acc1dently fire is there. Here conclusron
is true, but. it is not ‘knowledge‘ proper. These examples of‘ gr‘hqa will be. |
remmlscent of- what are called Gettier examples in modern western phllosophy i
E.L. Gettier formulated some cases which he placed as counter examples to the
 justified true behef analysrs of knowledge. Here we may give one example. Smit
- and Jones both have applied for the same job. Smith has sufficient evidence for
his belief that Jones is going to get the job, and he has counted sometime before
that Jones has ten colns in his .pocket. From _'these he infers the .conjunctiye-
‘proposition that ‘(a) the man who gets the job has ten coins in his pocket. Now it

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

between the two pleces of knowledge »13

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

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



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

. does not stand in need of conﬁrmation by other cogmtions »16

. The Mi'mar'nsaka upholds the theory of .svatahpr&md}gyavdda which may’
be treated as the theory of 'self-validity or intrinsic validity of cognition. All -
apprehenswn is 1ntr1n51cally valid. It is not validated by any other cogmtlon '
Va11d1ty of knowledge is not due to any extraneous condmons Both Prabhakara
and Kumarlla uphold the intrinsic validity of cogmtion Prabhakara says, “All'
cogmtlons as cogmtlons are Vahd ‘their invalidity i is due to their disagreement '
w1th the real nature of their obJects »17 Kumarila also says “The vahdrty of
_ knowledge consists in its apprehending an object, it is set aside by such
discrepancies as it_s"_disagreement with the real nature of the object.”'® Therefore,

-~ all cognitions are presurnably valid and our normal life runs sr_nooth on account
of this belief. A need for explan_ation is felt only when knowledge fa}jls to be
valid. And its invalidity is inferred either from some-defect in the instrument of
cogmtion or from a subsequent contradlctmg cognitlon If a rope is mlstaken for
a snake, the knowledge of" the rope-snake is mvahdated by the subsequent

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

o cogn1t10n 1tself is 1ntr1ns1cally presumed to be Vahd But if all knowledge is self-V

valid, how can error at all arise? Prabhakara and Kumarila give different answers '
to.this questlon Prabhakara says that SO far as the element of apprehensmn is
| concerned all the so- called invalid cogmtions are valid while the element that i is
_mvalld is 1o apprehension at all An 1llus1on is not a umtary cogmtlon but a
compos1te, of two cognitions whose distinction is not apprehended illusion is not
‘a positive misapprehension but a negative n'on-appreh-ension.20 According to
Kumarila, an illusion manifests a real object in the form of a different object
‘which too- is. real. In all cases of illusory perception it is only the relation
between the subJect and predicate elements which is unreal though appearrng as

21
real. Accordingly, an illusion is a positive misapprehension.



The Nyaya-Vais’esika advocates the theory of extrins'ic validity of
'cogn1t1on called paratahpramanyavaa’a Accordmg to 1t cogmtlon is neither.
valid nor 1nvahd in itself. It is neutral. ‘The questlon of its val1d1ty or mvahd1ty

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

‘_ and invalidity are not 1ntr1ns1cally connected w1th cogmtlon They are the result, »
- of a subsequent t_est, cognition arises 51mply as cognition and becomes valid or '
_invalid aftefWords due to‘extraheous-conditions. ‘ |
' Thel‘Bhaitt.a Mimamsakas agree with the Naiyayikas so far as the

invalidity of cognition is .cohcerned; because both regard it as due to extraneous ]
cohditions. "But .the.y criticise the Naiyayikas with regard to the .validity -
(pramanya) of eoghition. If the validity of cognition also like its- invalidity
| depends'on‘ ex-traneous conditions' no cognitioh’would ever become valid The .
‘Naiyayika contends that cogmtlon arises 51mply as cognition, that it is neutral
and that the questlon of 1ts validity or 1nval1d1ty arises afterwords and depend on‘
extemal test. The Munamsaka points out that the so-called ‘neutral’ cogmtlon is
1mp0551b111ty We always experlence either valid or 1nval1d cogn1t1on ‘There 1s. ‘
no third alternative. To say so is to maintain the absurd posmon-that cogmtlon

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

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

4 Pra'bhakara S theory of knowledge is known as trqvutzpratyak.s'avada He'
regards knowledge as self-luminous. It manifests itself and needs nothing else
for its ’manifestation ‘Knowledge reveals itself and as it does so, it also
: s1multaneously reveals its subject and its object. In every knowledge situation,
we have this triple revelatlon The subject and the object both are manifested by
knowledge itself, slmultaneotlsly with its own manifestation. The self is known

- as the knower and it can never be cognized as an object. The triputi of the jiata,
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]neya and jhdna is srmultaneously revealed in every act of cognmon The
'subject the object and the. knowledge are srmultaneously mamfested m every act

.' of knowledge which is self lummous It does not need any other knowledge for_

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

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

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

_object as the known and the self—consrous cogmtlon

Prabhakara does not admrt error in the logical sense All knowledge is

“valid by itself. To expenence is always to experience validity. Therefore error is

. only partial truth It is nnperfect knowledge All knowledge, as knowledge is .

quite valid, though all knowledge is not necessarily perfect. Imperfect

 knowledge is commonly called ‘error’. But it is true so far as it goes; only it does

‘not'go for enough. All knowledge being true, there can be no logical distinction

‘between truth and error. Prabhakar is true to his realistic position in maintaining
that knowledge can never misrepresent its object. Erro_r is -one of ‘omission’
only, not of ‘commission’._lt is only non'-apprehension, not mis-apprehension.

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

| 1.2 CLASSIFICATION OF COGNITION OR KNOWLEDGE

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

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

There is no clear attempt to deﬁne what is anubhava either in Tarkasarhgraha

or in Tarkasarhgrahadipfa. By implication it may suggest, according to some | V

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

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



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

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

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

themselves as to our past COgIlltIOIlS of those ob]ects Each of these has been
. ﬁthher d1v1ded into vahd (yathartha) and non-vahd (ayathartha) formns,
_ accordmg as it does or does not accord with the real nature of its objects. ‘The
: cla551ﬁcat10n of knowledge from the standpomt of Nyaya Phllosophy is
. 'deplcted by the followmg table : - A‘

| Knowlejlge (j#idna)

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

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

ﬁ,

T |
Doubt (samsay_a) "~ Error (vzparyaya) : Hypothetlcal

Reasoning (tark) .
Percéption . Infe!rence o 'Compjarison . Testionomy
(Pratyaksa) - (anumdina) (upamana) (Sabda)

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

whlch has for its determmans (prakara) somethmg ‘P, when its determmandum
(vzsesya) is characterlzed by the absence of that somethmg »2 To take for‘
instance ‘the erroneous perceptual cogmtlon of a snake. The object of this
E perceptlon is somethmg that has the feature snakeness -But here that which
~actually exists before the percipient is somethmg that has for its feature -
L ‘ropeness’ or ‘absence of snakeness This perceptual cogmtron has thus
‘snakeness’ - its determmanls when  its determmandum ~actually
‘.vcharacterlzed by. ‘absence of snakeness’. Such type of cognition is a kind of
aprama or non-vahd presentatron (ayatharthanubhava) , . which includes all
cognitions, that are either false or not true but not false. In this connection;

Visvanatha said that the notion with regard to something that it has a particular
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attribute, which it has not, is described as non-valid or invalid cogntion % Hence,
under aprama the Nyaya-Varsesrka mcludes doubt (samsaya), ‘with its varietres
of con]ecture (iha) and 1ndeﬁn1te cogmtlon (anadhyavasaya) as well as error

‘(vzpaiyaya) and hypothetlcal reasonmg (tarka)

However it is. to be noted here that cogmtions which do not agree w1th . |
_the real nature of their objects are not always false or errorneous (bhrama). .
| _.There may be cogmtions whrch fail to glve us a correct presentatlon of obJects '_
: and so are not true (pramd). But at the same time they may not make any claim
to truth, nor lead to any 'deﬁnite ~assertion. Such is the case with doubt,
conjecture, indeﬁnite cogni’tion and tarka (hypothetical reasoning). These are not

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

- that the Nyaya—Varsestka divides non-valid presentation (ayatharthanubhava)v

. further into’ samsaya (doubt) | viparyaya (error) and tarka (hypothetical

argument) Hence, it is not correct to speak of aprama or non-valid presentation,
"" always as a case of bhrama or error. It becomes so. when it definitely

contradlcts 1ts obJect
1.3 IS SMRTI PRAMA ?

Memory (smrtz) is knowledge of one’s own past experrence It is a
representative cognition -of past experiences due solely to the impressions
prodUced by them.? Accordmg to the Nyaya , memory is different from
recognition, which is .a form of quahﬁed perception ‘and has reference to the
direct presentation. of some object, although it involves an element of |
representation.”” Apart from J aini_sm which considers memory (smyti ) is to be
an indirect instrument of valid. knowledge, all other schools of Indian
ph1losophy agree in holding that knowledge derlved from memory is not valid
g (pramd) The ‘Naiyayikas distinguish between true and false cases.of memory.
. True memory would represent in thought only those characters of an object
which are really possessed by it, whereas the characters represented by false

memory would not correspond to the fal nature of the remembered object.
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According to Udayana the validity of memory is only relative it is dependent
on, derlved from and determined by the va11d1ty of a prior direct. expenence on
which it rests. If the precedmg anubhava is valid, recollectlon derlved from it 1s

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

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

its own

Accrodmg to the Nyaya, true memory . also cannot be called prama or
Ny valid knowledg_e. But on this very point, opmlons are .devrded in Indian
philOsophy. Some of them'fconsider memory to be as valid a_s'.percept'ion'.and
inference,dand look upon it as the source of our knowledge of past facts. The
_ Vais’esika accepts memory as valid knowledge distinguished from all forms of
'wrong cognition; The Jaina phllosophy also counts memory among ‘the forms of
-vahd medlate knowledge The Advaita Vedanta is not deﬁmtely opposed to

-memory being regarded as valid knowledge

“The Mﬁndms@ refuses to recogmse memory"as' prama (valid knowledge)
because it gives no newv’kn()wled'ge. However, the Nyaya does not admit the
a .M'lmamsa vrew that any knowledge becomes invalid srmply because it refers toa
‘ prev1ously known obJect Accordmg to it, what makes memory mvahd (aprama)-
1s the absence of the character of presentation in it. In some cases; memory may
correspond to real objects. Strll it is. not valid knowledge, since it does not
' correspond to’ glven objects and does not arise out of the objects themselves.

-_Memory thus based on no glven datum and hence, fails to g1ve presentatlonal '
knowledge (prama) and so, is not a source of knowledge (pramana).
It.is to be remarked'that the two varieties of memory-cognition — the
f_verrdlcal and non-veridical — are not to be descnbed as ‘pram@ and ¢ aprama

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

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

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

© never be verld1cal 31

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

) .fthree factors a, R and b. Here ‘a’ means quahﬁcand cogmtion ‘R’ is the relation

 and ‘b’ is qualifier. Feor example — ‘this’ ‘table’ is a table, here qualificand is -
‘denoted by this, “table’ is qualifier and the tableness is present. This is related
w1th 'the table so ‘this’ is qualificand, table is qualiﬁer'and »- ‘tableness’i is

o relatlon So th1s isa cogmzed relation.

When in relation there are two relatlves then it wil be correlatlves ere
R’ s the relations and the two relations are ‘a’ and ‘b’, ‘a’ is related w1th ‘R*
“and ‘b’ is related with ‘R’. So this is the example of a correlatlon Here ‘a’ is

Pratzyogt and ‘b’ is anuyogz

Though ‘a’ and ‘b’ are related with ‘R” but > is related with ‘R° not such
way ‘b’ is related with R So, these ‘a’ and ‘b’ are- related with ‘R’ but they are
not in some same-way, although thls is a relation between two terms, still it is the
second term (pratiyogi) which determmes the relation and-not determmes the -
first term (anuyogm) When we’ consrder the term colour possessmg will be the

second term which produces the cognmon of inherence of colour.

When contact takes as a relation then cogmtlon of contact requires a
cognition of -both.its terms. In the relation between tw'o. terms the first term’ is
perceived at the time of cognition and it is related with sense Organs.» This is
because contact like twoness is vydsajydlv_rtti.‘ Though twoness is not a relation
still we have to-cogni’se both the terrns It will be clear whén we take an example.
If ‘a cat is on the mat’ then eat is qualificant, and ‘mat’ is quallﬁer and ‘being |

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

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

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

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

Nature ‘of cognition: . Cognmon of an ~object. may be 51mple or- complex.
Cognition is a state _of self. In the-objecuve sense objects consists three _elements,
a qualiﬁcan‘d a q'ualiﬁer and the relation be'tweenthem -'such as fo]y here'-‘X’ o
is quahﬁcand ‘y’ is qualifier'and ‘R’ is the relatlon this is an objective’
congmtlon If we take the broad sense " then. cogmtlon does not contribute
B anythmg to the object. As the three elements quahﬁcand qualifier and the -
relation between them are objectrvely real. For example this is a brown box, here -
“this’ indicates qualificand, “box’ is the quallﬁer and inherence between ‘brown
colour and ‘box is objectlvely real Here relatlon is the important thing,
* because ‘we do not know the quality of an object without the object matter

quahty is mherent in the object

-Classnﬁcatlo_n of }cogmtlon.' “ Cognition " is Aclas;siﬁed into a., different

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

recollectlve Cogmtrons may be true or false in nature. True cognitions are -
informative cogn1t1on and false cogmtlons are recollective. True cogmtlons in
. the informative sense' are the _four kinds that is called yat_harthanubhava 5
perception, inference identification-on the basis of similarity and testimony. This
true cognitions or ‘yathdrthanubhava is pratyaksa anumiti, upamiti, sabda.
These are - valid knowledge and source of valid knowledge. are pratyaksa

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

- wrong belief -

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

of cognition. They deal with internal states of different types of cognition.
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In‘ T arkasamgraha-dfpik& (henceforth ‘TSD) Annarhbhatta deﬁnes

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

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

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

“three: charactenstrcs of cogmtron - these are- quahty or guna, it is the ground of
all lmgurstlc .usage or vyavahara and attrrbute of conscrousness or jnanatva

th1s may | be explamed as mtemal perceptlon All the three are the marks of
| "~cogn1tlon but alone (1) and (ii) and (iif) are the marks of cognition. The first mark
quahty is found in colour smell, taste etc. The second mark with is the ground of
“all 11ngu1stlc usage is found in trme soul or manas. The combrned use of first

and second explalns the thlrd mark of cogmtlon 3

In TSD, Annambhatta explalns conscr_ousness is the defining mark of
' cognition revealed in internal nerception like. ‘I am conscious’ If we take such -

type of perceptlon true may be a l1ttle elucrdatlon There is a kind of mternal
| perceptlon whrch called anuvayyfvasaya For an example when we perceive a
- box this is only a perceptlon this is not a cognition. Later part of such cognition
will be ongmal perceptlon be anuvyavasaya The internal perceptron reveals the

- state of ongmal perceptlon as a state of consciousness.>*

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

There a'question arises that' why Annambhatta gives the definition of -
cogmtron - Buddhzlaksanamaha (T SD) The answer may be in the term
-. ‘defining mark’ (laksana) in the TSD is intended to mean only common feature

but not dlfferentratmg ones.’
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It is to be noted that the term cogmtlon is. synonymous with jnana
" which is used by Nyaya Valsq;lka phllosophers This term cogn1t10n is used in
samkhya phllosophy with the term ‘mahat’ which is a kmd of internal organ-f
(antah karana) Nyaya Valseslka usage has 1ts bas1s in Nyaya sutra (1. 1. 15) |

Aﬁer the definition of * cogmtlon there is dlscusswn about sub-classes as
memory and anubhava Annambhatta in TS explains as consciousness that result
only from samskara If the term conscrousness were omltted from’ the
definition it would like ‘memory (samskaramatra janya ]nanam smg‘tzh) % In
TS, there is a dxscussmn about a state of conscmusness other than memory

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

s non-verldlcal (ayathartha)

‘Anubhava is as d1rect-»or immediate cognition ~But if we take such
'.express1on then this w111 appear presently, medlate _knowledge llke inference

etc all will be anubhava

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

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

: The veridical anubhava or yatharthanubhava .or prama  involves the
'_ concept of prakdra, and t)is/e;syc'z. In Gahgesa’s n_ew school of Nyaya these two
concepts prakara, and. vz's’esya have'been discussed and these concepts are very

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

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

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

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

cognition must be a cogmtlonal object. ThlS complex. object is constituted of -
three things' — vifesya, p'r,ak&ra.and samsarga. Other than ‘samsarga’ the other |
two co_mponents of the ‘object’ of cognition are the"vi§e§ya’ and the ‘prakﬁra'f
An example will clear the total concept. If we have perception of ‘a pot’ it is a

' fcomplex idea, which is ‘potness’. According to Nyaya philosophy ‘something’
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that is ‘pot’ is known as ‘vi’s‘egya’ and ‘potness’ is known as ‘prakara’. This
‘ prakara is the vzse.sana of perceptlon In other inferential cogmtxon and
test1m0n1a1 cognltlon there are vzse;ya prakara or, vzse§ana This characterlser

' prakara and charactensed’ ‘vzse,sana are the cogmtlon of cognltlon 38

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

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

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

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

: vat also a vanable which means ‘something’. The change of “tat’ to ‘tad’ is -
fonned by afﬁxmg the seventh case-cndmg to ‘tad-vat’ and means when there is
~ that which has the something. The total sense of the expression ‘tat-vati .....
anubhava’, would ~ thus amount to, verldlcal’ cognition. or ‘prama’ is a'n'
‘anubhava’ which has for its. ‘determmans ‘Prakara object’ somethmg ,
" when the determmandum (vzse;ya object) is that which has that somethlng It '

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

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

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

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

there must actually be the ‘tad-vat’. Here we can not have that ; for if “tat’ in the -
present case stands for the ‘prakara’ ‘pot> the ‘tad-vat’ should be the visesya
‘potte’r's’.or haVing “pot’, the"-’tadfva_t’should- be the vi.'s‘e,sjza potters as havihg :
pot. But "'potness"= .fcan not stlrely have ‘pot’. for its ‘determinance’ or
_ characterrser. Thus the required ‘fad-vat’ is the present case non-existent, and

the definition of ‘prama’ in terms of ‘tat-vat’ fails here accordingly.
Annarhbhatta explains the:terr'n ‘tat-vat’ in his TS but there arise a prim& |
_faéie' difficulty. Annarnbhatta himself possessed the solution, by interpretation

of the term ‘tat-vati’. When there is that which has something. ‘P’ and when
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there is a ‘that’ which has the relation of something ‘P It is clear that there is

“not- tat—vatz meamng that there is somethlng ‘P’ but there isa ‘tad- vat meaning .

‘that there is a. relation to somethmg P’ when we say about pot (somethmg)'

"there must be a relatlon w1th potness Relatlon between pot and potness -

' potness is said to be pratzyogm (the relatum) and pot is said to be anuyogin (the '. N

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

'bearer some relatlon to potness and potness bears some relatron to ‘pot’. 40

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

‘that the somethlng must bears the- relatlon W1th somethmg To express the
term ‘relation’ he determines the term has in ordinary sense. To ordlnary sense, -

is in'se'condary sense.

Accordmg to Nyaya School they explam veridical anubhava and also
explam that not all veridical cogmtlon is prama Nyaya school explains vendrcal 3
memory (smz'tz) this is not prama not all the Indran schools accept verrdlcal
_cognmon as prama. The Vazse;zka School explams Prama the vendlcal |
cognition but they do not explain it in true anubhava. |

'An'narhbhat_ta deﬁne's non-x-'eridicali anubhava 'as a COgnition which
explams the absence The non-vendlcal cogmtlon (a—prama) has its prakara of
somethmg , when its viSegya is characterlzed by the absence of something.

. For an instance, the false' p'ercep'tion ofa snake has the'relation ‘with the object of
somethlng ‘snake-ness’. But here that which actually exists before the percipient :
is somethmg that has for its feature * rope-ness’. This perceptmnal cogmtron has
thus _snakeness for its determinanfs. When its detennmandum is actually
‘characterized by ‘absence of snake-ness’. If we take such definition, there arises
the queStion of ‘overcoverage.” In the case of cognition ~ the table has
. conjunction  with “X*. Now the ‘conjunction’. and ‘contact’ are different
(avyapyavrttz) When the table has contact with <X’ it is not that all the parts of

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

~97306 1 0
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table So conjunctlon means conjunction with some parts of the obJect In other

~words when we have contact’ with the table, then there also contact with the

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

' X are called absence contact’. So- in conjunctlon there 1s no absence ,

' conjunctlon but in contac"t'the're is ‘absence contact’. So the cogmtlon of thlS-
tab]e has contact with ‘X may as well be descnbed as a cognition which has for
its- determmance (prakara) something p’ (contact) When its vz.s'e,sya

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

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

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

mstance of true cogmtlon

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

- wxll vamsh

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

' Wthh has for its determman is. (prakdra) somethmg ‘P’ in a certain relatlon r..
(sambandha) to ‘a- certain aspect ‘a’ (avacchedaka) of the determinandum
-_(vzse;ya) when the latter has the absence of the’ somethmg ‘p’ in that relation ¢ r
(yatsambandhavﬁha) to that aspect “a’ (yadavacchea’a). There \uould be then' no. :

| over-coverage of the TS deﬁnition.' for there is here actually' some contact by the

'relatlon of ‘inherence’ and a cognition of contact would be false only when o

there is absence of all contact-or, contact as. such (samyogabhavavacchedena) by

" that relatlon

To explain ‘table’ and the table does actually have the conjunction. This
cogmtlon satlsﬁes true cogmttons (prama). It would be cleared about the
~ definition of ﬂse cogmtlon (aprama) when the table does .not have the -

conjunction w1th ‘X”. But this. concept of definition has been argued that when
“we explain that every part of a ‘table’ does not have conjunction with ‘X’. It may

be said that TS definition of false cbgnition suffers from the blemish of over
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coverage The prakara of cogmtlon is unpervasrve The difficulty would be .
’ solved 1f the prakdra were a pervaswe or vyapyavrttz in character (TS - 154)‘ |
(39) TS: verldlcal anubhava’ (prama) is of four kinds: Prazjyaksa anumiti,

_upamztz sabda Tts' spec1a1 condltlon (karana) is also four kmds Pratyaksa

- -anumana, upamana and sabda

The Enghsh term perceptlon is 51m11ar1y used for pratyaksa When we
' percelve a ‘tree the ‘tree’ known through perceptlon (pratyaksa) '

~ This is verldlcal anubhava (prama) Like the perceptlon is 31m11ar1y used _
) for pratyalcsa and anumztz is used for anumana and upamztz used for upamana
* and Sibda is used for Sabda. The term anumana and upamana have been used
- for both ver1d1ca1 anubhava " and there must be a spec1a1 condltlon The term
anumiti and upamztz have been used for veridical anubhava but there must not
any specral condition. The Enghsh term ‘perception’ is used for pratyaksa like
_ ,mference is used for anumdna and testimony for Sabda and comparison for
' upamana. It is to be- noted that though the term pratyaksa, upamiti, anumztz
; $abda are used for significance of ver1d1cal state of anubhava but they have a
wider usage as well. They used for any state of cogmtlon which may be ver1d1cal

and non-vendlcal “

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

| which is called Karana, but not all causal conditions are called karana only the

~ uncommon causal condition is called karand (asadharapam karanam). An effect -

is- dependent on two sets of condition, One condition is sadarana kdrana which
are used . for ‘God’, ‘Space’ ‘Time’, etc. The other condition is asadharana

karana which are used for cognifion. Annar'n_bhatta used only_ the term
asadharana karana. The term k@rana is used for either in terminal condition or a

causal condition functioning through an intermediary (vyaparavat karana).®®
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Annambhatta hnnself was not quite. steady to explain the term karana In
: ,the cause of prazyaksa upamztz and sabda badha he takes the term to mean
, the causal condltlon through an mtermedlary or vyapara But for anumzty prama

- the causal condmon is used. For. the unsteady use of ‘karana he " describes B
: zndrzyct or sense organs as pratyaksapramana cogmtlon of resemblance or

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

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

- asadharana — karanarm. *
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