The Parva-Mimamsa

Concept of Prama

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

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

as it 1s.

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

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

smrtyddivadanuvadhohapi vahiskarya eveti).

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

second moment and subsequent moments.

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

from what is grasped earlier.

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

these manifestations (prakatya) are perceptible in different time

86



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

tadavacchinnanam kalamsanam tatra tatravagama iti).

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

percieve  (tasmat prakatyabhedanam  kalabhedanam ca  na

suksmatvam).

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

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

the purview of valid cognition (prama).

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

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

valid.

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

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

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

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

(phala pramanavadh).

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

to other systems.

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

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

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

to Narayana Bhatta for two reasons :-

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

by the fallacy of overc-overage (ativyapti).

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

illumination of the self (dtrma) and the cognition (svarma)

91



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

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

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

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

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

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

following shortcomings :-

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

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

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

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

cognition (pramanya) is uncceptable to Bhatta.

The Buddhist logicians, again, may argue that all determinate
cognitidns (savikalpaka jiiana) are thought constructed (kalpita) and
hence unreal. Determinate cognitions | (savikalpaka jriana)
apparently seems to be having the property of causal efficacy
(arthakriyakaritva) due to the close proximity (naikatya) with the
objective equiformity (meyaripata). Thus, the causal efficacy
(arthakriyakaritva) is the accidental property (agantuka dharma) to
any determinate cognition (savikalpaka  jAdna). (nanu
arthakriyakaritvamasya arthatohtiviprakarsabhavat daivagatameva,
na svabhavikam). Causal efficacy (arthakriyakaritva) may be the
criterion of determining the validity of cognition only to those cases
where it is the essential property of the cognition in question. For
example, seeing the reflection of light on a diamond a man runs to
get the diamond and eventually he gets the diamond. Again, seeing
the diamond another man runs to get it and he gets it. Now, in the
first instance, the causal efficacy (arthakriydkc’zriiva) 1s the
accidental property of the first person’s cognition, whereas the
causal efficacy (arthakriyakaritva) is the essential property of the
second person’s cognition. Hence the criterion of the Buddhist for
determining the validiﬁy does not suffer from the fallacy of over-

coverage (ativyépti).

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

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

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

universal is inconcievable.

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

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

might be taken as a valid one.

R
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The Buddhist

Cdncept of Prama

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

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

“dhiyo’msayor...

kintu vyavasthapya vyavasthapakabhavah, sa ca tadatmye’pi

aviruddha . '

Dinnaga points out that ‘a cognition is metaphorically called -

pramana'®®’.

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

Advaita, the Mimamsakas and the Jaina theories'®.

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

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

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

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

(vyavasthapaka) or instrumental condition (pramanpa).

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

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

point of view, is acceptable.

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

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

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

capable of individuating and illumining that particular cognition.

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

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

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

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

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

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

yadantya bhedakam tasyas tar sadhakatamam

matam. "*°

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

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

bhavati sa tasyah karanamucyate,
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tatascendriyddeh pramitim pratyavyavahite

sadhakatvabhavan na pramapam »2!

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

transfered epithet.

“katham tanhi caksusa pasyati iti,

karane karyopacardad evamucyate ”*?

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

“paricchedaphalatvena vritasyanantarasya nah

pramanatvam bhavej, jhanepramane tu param
» 23

phalam”.

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

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

people (visayaikatvavat kriydkarakayoh svarupabhedo’pi lokasiddha

eva)*.

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

ladder or stepping stone common people could realize that although

105



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

b

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

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

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

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

cannot go simultaneously.
“sasamvittaphalatvam tu tannisedhan na yujyate

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

itself intrinsically.

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

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

(svasamvedana).

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

simultaneously. !

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

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

can’t ascribe something as blue.

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

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

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

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

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

difference of cognition.

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

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

subsequent cognition.

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

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

level.

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

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

33
constructs”

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

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

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

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

and valid cognition.

%k %k %
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The Jaina
Concept of

Samyagjiana. -

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

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

special reference to Hemchandra in this regard.

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

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

tat pramanam pramayam sadhakatamam”?®

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

coverage (ativyapti).

The Jaina logicians accept the instrumental condition

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

incompatibility in the samething being its own determinant

(vyavasthapaka) and determinatum (vyavasthdpya). Realisation of

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

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

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

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

as instrumental condition (pramana).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

revealed intrinsically.

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

external evidence furnished by verification.

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

holds good in some cases of inference when all the possibility of

121



doubt of the universal concommitance has been entirely

eliminated.(pramanyyaniscayah svatah yathabhyasadasapanne
svakarataladijiane,
snanapanavagahanodanyopasamadavarthakriyanirbhase va

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

ca liriga lirginam vineti*?

kk*k
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Suksatve kamaladalasatain suchya yugapadabhinnamitivat
sakrdavavuddho ghata iti yougapadyabhimdnaprasasgat.
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pratiterdharavahikasvabhavasiddhatvat
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—6. Ibid.

But it should be clearly borne in mind that all icchajanya
inferences or knowledge-are not aharya. The icchajanya-
jiana as found in the case of ripaka and tarka are the
instances of akaryajfiGna. From the above mentioned cases
it is proved that desire may act as the instrument of
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of Aharyajiiana in Navya-Nyaya: Some Reflections, Dr
Raghunath Ghosh, JICPR, Vol.XV Number 1. Editor Baya
Krishna. P-89, §ept-Dec. 1997.
n

“Tattvapadena bhramasarﬁs’ayddiniimayatharthagﬁéna'narr’z
nirdasah. Tatra ayathasthajfianabhavat
tattvapadamanarthakamiti prabhaka¥ah prahuh. Evam hi
tesam matam, idam rajatamityatra idamiti agrhitavisesam
suktisakalam grhyate. Rajatamdtram smaryate. Tayosca

bhedagrahat pﬁrévartini rajatdarthinah pravrtiih. Na tu
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“Tarkikastu Pramakaranam Pramanam,
yatharathanubhavab Prama, anubhavastca smyitivyatiriktam
jhanam iti laksayanti. TadanuvadasyaPramanyasadhanat
tadvyavaratakasya ca padasyatrabh&vq/ativyaptan'z 7
Mcﬁgameyodayaé— Pramana paricchedah Sutra 10, Narayana
Bhatta. Ibid. |

“Anubhutih Pramanam, smrti vyatirikta ca
samividanubhutih. Iti prabhakarah. Taddpi bhramddinam
sadhanat tesamapi smytivyatiriktatvat tesvativyaptam, kifica
sarvajAanesvapi arma jhanasvarupain visayarh visaya iti
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“prakarsena samsayddi vyavacchedena miyate
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sadhakatamam” -Tika on Sutra -5. Ibid.
“samyak artha nirnayam pramanam”~ P /"1e Swtva 2.
“pramanamavisamvadi jiianam” — Pv.11.1.

“The sense in which upeksabuddhi is admitted by the
Naiyayikas cannot be taken into account fully and I beg to
differ from the Naiyayikas in this respect. An object, I
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na canupadeyatvadupeksaniya  heya evantarbhavati;
aheyatvadupddeya evantarbhavaprasakteh / Upeksaniya eva
ca mirdhabhisikto 'rthah, yogibhistasyaivaryamanatvat //
asmadadinamapi heyopadeyabhydriz
bhuyanevopeksaniyo 'rthah; tannayamupeksitum ksamah”--

Pramana Mimamsa Tika on Siitra -10,

“hitghitapraptipariharasamartham, tato jAanam eva tad

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

svakarataladijiane,

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

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