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FOREWORD

I gives me great pleasure in offering to the scholars of Indian
philosophy the present work entitled ‘A study of Jayanta Bhatta’s
Nyayamafijari - A Mature Sanskrit Work on INDIAN LOGIC
Part I’ as the first book of Sanskrit—Sanskriti Granthamala.

Jayanta Bhatta, a Kashmiri pundit of ninth century A.D.,
was an astute logician and an able philosopher. His Nyayamaiijasi
occupies a unique place among the Sanskrit works on Indian
philosophy. It bears testimony to Jayanta’s philosophical acumen
and intellectual poweérs. . It forcefully establishes Nyaya rheories
after critically examining the rival ones, mainly the Buddhist and
the Mimamsaka. Therefore, it is.a ‘must’ for any one interested
in Indian philosophy. It is an introductory window to many fasci-
pating -intra-Indian philosophical  controversies which obviously
deserve attention. -

- T hope this work since it,is 2 study of the first chapter of
the Nyayamaiijari, will be of considerable use to the scholars of
Indian. phllosophy in general and Indian logic in particular. I have

no doubt that the scholarly world will receive it with. delight.

Sansknt—Sanskntn Granthamala "Nagin J. Shah
23 Valkeshvar Society General Editor
Bhudarpura, Ambawadi

~ Ahmedabad-380015

9th June 1992






PREFACE

When I was reading for my Doctorate in the ycars 1961-63,
I had an opportunity to consult the Nyiyamaiijari and to study
some portion of it. My guide was Dr. Pt. Sukhlalji. It was he
who initiated me to the Nyayamafjari. Then in the year 1972 I
was fortunate enough to find the manuscript of the Nyayamaii-
jarigranthibhanga of Cakiadhara (10th century A. D.), the only
available commentary on the Nyayamanjaii. I critically edited it
with elaborate foot-notes and.introduction. This provided me an
opportunity to study closely the entire Nyayamapjari. This opened
before me the treasure of Indian philosophy. I made up my mind
to translate the Nyayamanjari into ~ Gujarati, my mother tongue.
This translation up to the ninth shnika has already been publis-
hed. At last, I thought it worthwhile to prepare a chapter-wise
study, in English, of the Nyayamaijari. The present book is the
result of rhis resolve. Jt contains the study of the first chapter
of the Nyayamanjari.

The author of the Nyiayama fjari is Jayanta Bhaya, a Kashmiri
pundit deeply learned in the traditional systems of Indian philo-
sophy. He, flourished in the reign of King Sankaravarman (A. D,
885-902). His great—grand father was a minister of King Lalitaditya
(A. D. 750). And Abhinanda, a son of Jayanta. is the author of
Kadambarikathasara.

Bhatta Jayanta’s three works have so far been recovered and
" published. They are Nyayakalika, Agamadambara and Nyayamaiijari.
Nyayakalika is a ‘short commentary on the Nyayasiitra. Agama-
dambara is a Sanskrit drama. And the Nyayamaiijari, though a
commentary on the Nyayasiitra, is of the nature of an independent
Nyaya work. ' -

Jayanta’s Nyayamanjari is one of the three invaluable jewels
of Indian philosophy, the remaining two being Dharmakirti’s
Pramapavartika and Kup arila’s Slokavartika. If we acquaint our-.
selves with these three mature philosophical works written during
the period between.the 7th and 9th centuries A.D., the golden
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period of Indian Philosophy, we shall find that in that period the
contest was triangular i. e. among the Buddhist, the Mimamsaka
and the Naiyayika. The main targets of Dharmakirti’s attack are
the Mimarhsakas and the Najyayikas. Similarly, Kumarila’s
attacks are mainly directed against the Buddhists and the Naiya-
yikas. And even Jayanta, a Naiyayika, severcly and mainly attacks
the Buddhists and the Mimarhsakas. These glants of Indian philo-
- sophy mostly ignore others. This triangular contest of the period
hae yielded very good results. It has made Indian philesophy
deep, sharp and thought-provoking. '

Jayanta wrote his Nyayamanjari while in prison. He was
impnsoned in a Khasa region in Kashmir at the.instance Qf King
$ankaravarman whom he served .as a minister. Jayarta’s Nyaya-
manjari is a unique Nyaya work. The maturity of discussion is
evident at every stage. Its Sanskrit is'sweet and lucid. Tt is written
in prose and verse style. "I"ho'ugh it.is known as a commentary
on the Nyayasitra, it is really an independent work on the Nyaya
philosophy. As we have already stated, in this Nyayamanjari one
finds the triangular contest among the Naiyayika, the Mimamsaka
~ and the Buddhist Jts study gives us a clear idea of the problems
of Indian philosophy and their solution oﬁ'cred by the three main
branches of Indian phxlosophy T,

The only -extant commentary on the Nyayamasjari is the
Nyayamaiijarigranthibhanga by Cakradhara, a Kashmiri pundit of
10th century A.D. But the Nyayamaiijar1 had attracted the atten-
tion of many other scholars even prior to Cakradhara. Some of
them had composed commentaries which .are not extant now.
Cakradhara had consulted them. So he in his commentary gives
different interpretations, offered by other commentators, of the
textual portions of the Nyayamanjan and records different readings
accepted by them.

At the end I express my wish in the words of Jayanta :

rm:rretmam%wgﬁwq«ﬂvfﬂﬁa&maz{, !
gAY gemgeq: gt qar q@ &Aan |

Nsgin J. Shah



INTRODUCTION

Nyayamafijari of Jayanta is one of the maturest texts produced
by the Nyaya school of Indian philosophy, a school whose role
(together with that of its sisterschool Vaigesika) in the develop-
ment of philosophical speculation in ancient India has been truly
catalytic. For all mature — that is, systematic, rational -and
advanced — philosophical speculation that took place in ancient
India took place under an impetus somehow received from the
Nyaya-Vaidesika school (to call by one name the two sister -
schools in question). The exact origins of this school - as of so
‘much that is ancient Indidan — are shrouded in mystery but one
thing seems to be certain, and it is this that the circles amidst
which it made its appearance were considerably free from the-
ological prepossessions. Thus the Nyaya authors were preoccupied
plimarily with the problems of logic and secondarily with those
of metaphysics, ethics and the like while the Vaigesika authors
- were preoccupied primarily ‘with the problems of metaphysics
and secondarxly with those of logic, “ethics and the like, but both
pussued lhelr respecnve enquiries in a manner that was ratienal
to a very large extent. Hence it was that when certain Buddhists
prompted by ‘the spirit of the Nyaya-Vaisesika school themselves
undertook rational enquiries in the field of logic and metaphysics
they spoke ‘a language thoroughly understandable to their Nyaya-
Vaisesika adversaries; the two camps thus formed got engaged in
a battle of wits that continued for centuries and constitutes a
most glorious chapter in the history of Indian philosophy. A
similar interest in the problems of logic and metaphysics was
similarly generated in the Mimarmsakas who were originally and
primarily priests obsessed with the problems of Vedic ritualism.
True, even the Nyaya—Vaisesika phﬂosophers soon became - if they
were not already from the beginning —a champion of one version
of Vedic. orthodoxy, a version different from that upheld by the

1 ) . .
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“Mimarsakas; and all Buddhists were a champion of Buddhist
orthodoxy in one version or another. But the point to be noted
is that these Nyaya - Vaidesika, Mimarhsa and Buddhist philoso-
phers could manage to pursue rational ernquires with the problems
" of logic and metaphysics in a manner cdnsidgrably uchirdered
by their respective theological affiliations. These were -the three
trends thit dominated the scene in the period when the country
witnessed a genuine bloom - in philosophical activity,- but three
more deserve notice for one  reason or another. Thus Saakhya
" wvas a venerated school of hoary antiquity but its history exhibits
no phase that bears a genuine impact of the rad.ic.al'v'vays of
thought introduced by the Nyaya — Vaigasika philosophers; so in
the period of mature philosophization this school invariably attra-
cted passing attention but never more than passing attention.
Then there was the Advaita Vedanta school of Gaudapada and
Sankara, It appeared on the scene somehow late but was’ destined
to grow considerably influential as days went by. However, its
arsenal of arguments was essentially a Borrowing from Buddhist
idealism and so whatever was ever said about the latter essen-
tially applied to it too. But as a matter of fact, even in the
- later works of the Nyaya-Vaisesika and Mimarmsa . schools—
schools which had been  uncompromjsing in their criticism of
Buddhist idealism — polemics against Advaita Vedanta are a rare
occurrence, Lastly, there was the Jaina school in whose history
- too a phase ensued when rational enquiries-into the problems
of logic and metaphysics were undertaken in right earnest. Tkis
phase appeared somewhat late but not very late, and yet the fact
‘remains that the Jaina works representing even .this phase were
feft almost entirely unnoticed: by the  other schools. Of this
over all situation as it developed in the field of Indian philoso-
phical speculation Jayanta in his Nyayamafijari has drawn a very
reliable picture so full of invaluable details.
Jayanta has composed his work by way of commenting on
certain selected aphorisms of Nyaya-siitra, the basic” text of his
“school —- to be precise, on those so few aphorisms of the first
chapter where the sixteen padarthas (= fundamental topics) posited
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by this school have been defined (as also on those ‘quite few
aphorisms of the fifth chapter where the sub—classes of the last
two padarthas have been defined). ‘This way Jayanta allows him-
sclf full freedom to say. whatever he likes in connectlonb wlth any
of the topics in «question, and as [a matter of fact his is a tho-
‘rough-going discussion taking within its purview a host of issues
raised by the Nyaya school in the course of its age-long history.
" However, .the’ way Jayanta deals with his subject-matter has a
story to tell. For Nyayasitra was composed (rather composed out
of a pre—ex;stmg material) at a period when the Nyaya school
was in its utter infancy while Nyayamanjan was composed at a
. period when it had reached fullest adulthood. Thus we are in
considerable darkness as to the circumstance that gave rise to
the ‘Nyaya school with its sixteen padarthas but we can see with
~.considerable clarity as to why Jayanta says what he says. In
Jayanta’s times a triangular contest between the Nyaya, Mimarhsa
- and. Buddhist schools- of logic dominated the Indian philosophical
“scene, and of this conl\ﬁt one can form a very precise idea from
his treatment of the ﬁrst Nyaya padartha viz, pramana (= means
.of valid cengition, also just vglld cognition). This treatment
comes “about twothirds of. Jayania’s work and constitutes . its
cream. As .for the remaining one-third, about half of it is devoted
to the _second Nyaya padartha, viz. prameya (=object of valid
cogmtlon) ‘and the rest to the fourteen padarthas that are then
left. The padartha prameya has got twelve sub—classes as follows -
soul, body, sense—organ thmg~to—be—cogmzed cogmt]on manas
(_mternal cogmtlve organ), activity, moral deﬁlement fe’birth
fruit-of-action, pain, releaseefrom—transmlgratlon It can easily .
be seen that the first six of these are ontological topics, the last
six ethical topics, but neither ontology nor ethics ever constituted
a distinct subject—matter of Nyaya philosophy--its one distinct
subject-matter being logic. And yet there must have been some-
thing in the circumstances of the time that the foundmg fathers.
of Nyaya school, thought it worthwhile to treat prameya as one
of their sixteen padarthas and to divide it into twelve sub—
classes as descnbed Vatsyayana argues that but for its treatment
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of the fourteen padarthas samsaya ( = doubt ) etec. — that is, of
the sixteen padarthas minus pramana and prameya — the philo-
sophy of his school would be reduced to the status of mere
adhyatmavidya (= spiritual science) just like Upanisads ; elsewhere
too he attributes to this philosophy the generic designation:
‘adhyatmavidya’. From this one can surmise that the ethical problem:
_ of worldly bondage and release along with the allied entelogical
problems was considered to be the specific subject-matter of the:
discipline called adhyatmavidya and that Upanigsads were conside-
red to be the model texts devoted to- this discipline. So om
Vatsyayana’s reasoning his school was a school of adhyatmavidya —
though one with a distinction. Not that Vatsyayana :cét_wld not
be mistaken about the intentions of the original Nyay authers, but
some reasoning like his will alone . explain why prameya is one
of the sixteen Nyaya padarthas and-'in the manner described. But
whatever might have been .the intentions of the original Nyaya.
authors, the subsequent history of the Nyaya school is the history
of a school of logic pure and simple. True, even this school of
logic subscribed to a very definite ontology but the details of’
this ontology were primarily formulated by the sister—school of~
Vaigegika; hence it is that the exact nature of the six prameyas that
constitute ontological topics has to be comprehended in the light
of what the Vaisesika school says on the question. Similarly, this.
. school of logic subscribed to a very definite ethico-theology but
the details of this ethico—theology were primarily formulated by
the Purana specialists; hence it is that the exact nature of the:
six prameyas that constitute ethical topics has to be compre-
hended in the light of what the Purana specialists say on the
question. However, even as a school of logic the Nyaya school
seems to have had a somewhat chequered history. For as Jaya-
nta’s procedure convincingly demonstrates, all the problems of logic:
could be well discussed under the padartha called pramiana; and so-
if an exception be made of the padartha called prameya the question
naturally arises as to what significance for a school of logic could.
be had by the fourteen padarthas samsaya etc. The following is the
catalogue of these padarthas : sarmsgaya '(:_-doubt'),. prayojana.
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“(=purpose), drstanta- (= example), avayava(ssteps in a syllogism),
siddhanta (= established doctrine), tarka (= reflection), nirpaya
(=demonstrative conclusion), vada (= honest debate), jalpa (=deb-
ate possibly dishonest), vitanda (= empty objection-mongering),
hetvabhasa (= pseudo-probans), chala (= quibble), jati (= faulty
counter-argument), nigrahasthana (=point of defeat). It can easily
be seen that these fourteen padiarthas are a random collection of
topics relevant for an understanding of the phenomenon of public
debate, and the conclusion is almost inescapable that the problems
of public debate were the primary concern of the original Nyaya
authors. But from the standpoint of logic the essence of a public
_debate lies in a reasoned exchange of arguments, and so it was grad-
ually realized that only those among the fourteen topics in question
are of logical sngmflcance which have some bearing or other on the
problem of inference, Three of these topics as such became three
technical topics connected with the problem of inference; they were
drstanta, avayava and hetvabhasa (drstanta also occurring as a part of
- avayava), The rest continued to be discussed in a rather perfunctory '
fashion and as a legacy of the days when not the problems of
logic but thoseof public_debate were the Nyaya authors’ primary
concern. This explains why just, one-sixth of Jayanta’s work is
sufficient to cover the fourteen topics in question—where too real’
" problems of logic are directly taken up only in connection with those
three topids drstanta, avayava and hetvabhasa. Be that as it may,
Nyayamainjari can be best studied by being divided into three
parts-viz. the first two-thirds devoted to the padartha pramana, the
second one-sixth devoted to the padartha prameya, the third one—
~sixth devoted to the fourteen padarthas samsaya etc. As was just
argued, the third part takes up certain miscellaneous problems
related fp logic and public debate, the second part certain miscella-
meous problems related to ontology and ethics, but it is not the
" case that the first part exclusively takes up the problems related
"to logic. For in the first part too there are discussed certain
‘important ontological problems and certain important ethico-
theological problems. Thus it is in this part that Jayanta
defépds theism, defends the thesis that a word (rather sound) is
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not a real-eternal substance but a momeatary quality of sky,
defends the thesis that a universal is : not " something ixriaginary
but a real-eternal entity. What is' still important,’it is in this
part that Jayanta defends his fundramcntal ethico-theological con-;
‘viction which ina way acts hke a runnmg thread throughout Nyaya-
maiijari in general and its first part in parttcu}ar Now it might
'soun,d odd that the author’s fundamental ethico-theological convi-
ction should act like a runiing thread in a text devoted to logic,
and so the point as applied to Jayanta’s performance: ‘deserves a
serious consideration. Fortunately, for this purpose interesting
and, important material is provlded by the openlng sectiof . of
'Nyayaman_lan where Jayanta discusses the question as to what is
‘the precise utility of studymg Nyaya philosophy, Let us .see how

, Jayanta takes his stand on the medieval Brahmanlcal thcolo-
gian’s contention that the following fourteen are what mrght be called
~<vidyasthanas (= means of learning)’ : four Vedas, six Vedangas
Purapas, Dharmasastras, Nyaya, MImamsa. The marked contrast
between an ancient Vedic phase and a-medievel Puramc phase is
a characteristic feature of Brahmapical theology. Thus Vedic
‘theology and the alljed ritual constitute one werld, Puranic theo-
logy and the allied ritual constitute dnother world altogether
However, even in the medieval Puranic phase lip-loyalty ~was
invariably paid to Vedas-so much so "that a medieval Puranist
" Brahmanical theologian would proudly call himself a Vedicist
(never a Puranist) in contrast to the anti-Vedic heretics like Bud-
dhists, Jainas, etc. True, Vedic ritual went out of use only gradually
but that it went out of use is indisputable, The catalogue of 14
vidyasthanas is a typical product of the medieval Purapic phase
- of Brahmanical theology. That is why it includes 4 Vedas and 6
Vedangas all right but significantly adds to them Puranas and
. Dharmasastras, on the one hand, Nyaya and Mimamsa on the
other. This was so far as verbal proclamation went; in point ‘of
fact the study of Vedas was gradually neglected, the five Vedangas
" had become purely secular disciplines of grammar, phonetic,
- etymology, prosody, astronomy (the sixth in the form of
Vedic ritual met the fate of Vedas themselves, in the form of
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domestic ritual became a part of Puranic ritual, in the form of
ethics was replaced by Dharmagastras). Thus for all practical
- purposes tife medieval Puranist Brahmin would learn all his theo-
logical ritual from Puranas, his ethics from Dharmugastras, It was
in this background that Nyaya and Mimamsa were cultivated, the
former with a view to developing proficiency in theological dispu-
tation, the latter with a view to acquiring something more than
a nodding acquaintance with Vedas and Vedic ritual. Jayanta
decides to make a partisan use of this over-all situation, So like
a typical medieval Purapist Brahmin he begins by declaring that
Vedas are the basic source of all knowledge-worth-having and
then goes on to show as to how Puranas-and-Dharmagastras,
Vedangas, Nyaya-and-Mimamsa stood related to Vedas. Jayanta
must have known that theology and ritual as propounded in Vedas
were markedly different from-the same as propounded in Puianas
“and Dharmagastras. So he simply says that Vedas enjoin the
performance of a ritual like agnihotra, the acquisition of knowledge-
concerning-Soul, Dharmagastra enjoins the performance of
certain  rituals of their awn, while Puranas taking recourse to
srory — telling etc. develop .the Vedic thmes theemselves.! To this
is added-that 5 Vedangas (the sixth is omitted) are ultimately of use
incompfehending;the meaning of Vedas.2 Then comes the contention
that Mimarnsa is directly of use in comprehending the meaning of
Vedas.? Lastly, it is argued that Nyaya is the most fundamental
“of all vidyasthanas inasmuch as it is aimed at vindicating the
validity of Vedic testimony without which vindication none
will care to study Vedas or 1o take recourse to the rest of vidyas-
thanas.* Tt s Jayanta’s understanding that Nyaya is aimed
at vindicéting the validity of Vedic testimony that acts as a
running thread throughout Nyayamafijari in general and its
pramzna-part in particular

Jayanta has quoted two verses which catalogue the 14 vidyasth-
angsyand he argues that his school is mentioned in one of these by
the word ‘tarka’, in the other by the word ‘nyayavistara’ because
both these words mean inference while it is his school alone -
which- develops a doctrine of inference.> In  this connection
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Jayanta notes that the Sankhyas, Jainas and Ksapanakas have too
meagre a knowledge of inference, that the Buddhists though clai-
ming a lot are in fact deficient in their knowledge of ‘inferénce,
that the Carvakas are pitiably devoid of all knowledge of inference;
and granting that the Buddhists have an adequate knowledge of
inference the charge levelled against them is that théy being anti-
Vedic this knowledge of theirs is of no avail while vindicating
the validity of Vedic testimony.® About the Vaigesikas it is said
that they are the Nyaya philosopher’s own camp-followérs T
the point being that it is immaterial whether they do or do
not have an adequate independent knowledge of- inference.
Jayanta thus makes clear that the chief ‘ preoccupatidn‘ of a Nyaya
philosopher is to master the doctrine of mference "and that
the Buddhists constitute his chief rival in this field. (Jayanta is
here ominously silent about the Mimamsakas but the meaning of
this silence we will learn after a while.) Concretely speaking, his
meaning was that the Nyiya philosopher was alone willing and
in a position to supply a knowledge of ~inference adequate for
vindicating the validity of Vedic .testimony. Now the realization
that Nyaya philosophy had something -special to do with the
doctrine of inference was somehow there since very beginning (this
was an obvious implication of the marked interest shown by the
early Nyaya authors in the problems Telated to public debate).
On the other hand, there was also always a realization that Nyaya
philosophy was not a mere doctrine of inference (this was an
obvious implication of the irclusion of prameya among the
sixteen Nyaya padarthas). But Jayanta’s way of arguing that Nyaya
philosophy was not a mere doctrine of - inference because it was
a doctrine of inference aimed at vindicating the validity of Vedic
testimony was typical of a medieval Puranist Brahmin whose
zeal to champion the cause of Vedas was in inverse proportion
to his actual acquaintance with the contents of Vedas. In any
case, we have yet to learn of the special sense in which on Jayanta’s
showing Nyaya philosophy is aimed at vindicating the validity of
Vedic testimony. But before answering this question Jayanta
raises two more which are of some historical significance.
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-+ Thus parailel to-the medieval Puranic list of 14 vidyasthanas
‘which included Nyaya, there was an ancient list of 4 ‘learnings
(vidya)’ which mc]uded anvikgiki. The three other items of the
latter list were trayi, varta and dandaniti respectively standing
for Vedic theology-cum-ritual, economics and politics; and it was
given out that anviksiki acted as a lamp in relation to all these
three. Vatsyayana submits that anvikgiki as thus understood is
but Nyaya philosophy—to be precise, the Nyaya type of adhya-
tmavidya. The concept of four ‘learnings’ and the verse praising
anviksiki quoted by Vatsyayana also occur in Kautilya’s Arthasastra
(the. verse in a slightly different form), but the intriguing thing is
that this text speaks of a triple division of anviksiki into Sankhya,
Yoga and Lokayata. Maybe, Kautilya was following a later veri-
fied tradition aecording to, which Yoga was a name for Nyaya,
but even then Vatsyayana’s idéntification of anviksiki with Nyaya
remains anomalous. If report’ from Kautilya is reliable then
anviksiki should mean ‘a system of philosophy mcluswe of
a doctrine of inference’ — so that on this understanding Nyaya
philosophy should be just one type of anviksiki and not the
sole type of anviksiki. In any case, if aﬂVIks‘kl was to act
as a lamp in relation to the remaining ‘learnings’ it could
do so only in its. capacity as. a doctrine of inference. Jayanta,
following in the footsteps of Vatsyayana and the like, identifies
anviksiki wifh Nyaya and offers an etymology of the 'word
‘anviksa’ whlch should make it a synonym for ‘anumaiana’
(Sanskrit for “inference’)—so that anviksiki 'means ‘a doctrine
of inference’. Thus on his showing anviksa (as also anumana)
is the type, of cognition that arises in the wake of a pcrcep-
tual or a scriptural 1ype of cognition®, However, even grantmg
the validity. of the proposed etymology of the word anvnnki
the question remains whether it was a generic name or a proper
name, if a generic name what type of discipline it stood for Be
that as it may, Jayanta’s next query is as to how the 14 vndya-
sthanas of his list are to tally with the 4 ‘learnlngs of that an-
ancient list; in one. word, his problem was as to wiy the 14
wdyasthanas mcludod nothing. parallel to varta and dandanm
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Jayanta’s solution of his problem lies in suggesting that the. four
‘Jearnings’ included theological as well as secular disciplines -
(alongwith anviksiki) while the fourteen vidyasthanas included .
only theological disciplines (along with Nyaya)®. Even. then it is-
noteworthy that the ancient authors thought it worthwhile to-
contend that anviksiki acts as' handmaid to theological as well as.
secular disciplines while Jayanta that Nyiya acts as. handmaid
“to theologlcal disciplines alone.

Then Jayanta raises the somewhat thkllSh questxon of the
relationship of his school with the MlmamSa school. Thus the
medieval Purapist Brahmin would declare from the house top
that Vedas are his ultimate source of authonty but his reaI source
of authority were Puranas; nevertheless, he represented ‘the domi-
nent trend of the Brahmanical theology of the time and the Nyaya
authors were the philosophical spokesmen of this ‘trend. However,
thére also then existed a minority trend of Brahmanical theology
whose preoccupation with the problems of Vedic ritualism was.
all-absorbing, and the Mimarsa authors were the phllosophlcal
spokesmen of this trend So the question before Jayanta was as
to why the task of vindicating the validity of Vedic testimony
should be entrusted to his Nyaya school and not to the Mimarhsa.
school.1¢ Jayanta first seeks to dismiss the question by submitting.
that the primary concern of the Mimarsa school is to conduct
an investigation with the meaning of Vedas aand not to vindicate
the validity of Vedic testimony — the latter being the primary
concern of the Nyaya school.!! As a matter of fact, originally
neither the MlmamSa school nor the Nyaya school was primarily
interested in vindicating the validity of Vedic testlmony—not
the former because it was not at all interested in the problems
of logrc, not the latter because its interest in the problems of logic
was of a general nature and not specnally directed towards vindi-
cating the validity of Vedic testimony. It was only in due course
that the MrmamSa school developed a serious interest in the
problems of logic and by that time the different schools of logic
‘were passionately defcndmg their respective cherished theologlcs
And since now both'a Mimarmsa philosophy and a Nyaya phl].O-
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sophy could designate’ their theology ‘vindicating the validity of
Vedic testimony’ it was natural that one would dismiss as fake
‘the other’s vindilation of the validity of Vedic: testimony. It was.
in line with this attitude that Jayanta, even while conceding that -
‘the Mimarsa school does undertake a vindication of the validity
- of Vedic testimony, declares that this vindication is nevertheless
faulty.T2 The gravamen of his charge is that this school treats-
Vedas as an.authorless composition while no composition can be
deéemed authoritative unless it is the composition of an autho- ‘
ritative person,!?® As it stands Jayanta’s complaint makes SeDS€
but according to- his school too Vedas are composed not by, anY
‘human being but by God; and' certainly the position that V,.eda§
ar¢’ composed by God is no less fantastic than the position that
they are composed by nobody. But it is the contest between these
~ two fantastic positions that is the central feature of Jayanta’s
treatment of veibal testimony, a treatment occupying about two-—
thirds of the space devoted by him to the padartha pramana.
-Thus after having investigated in the first chapter the nature of
pramana in general and-in the second chapter that of “perception, .
inference and analogy—the three pramanas posited by the Nyaya
schook in addition to verbal testihony — Jayanta discusses in the
(Chapters third to sixth various questions related to verbal testi-
‘mony. And this - discussion on verbal testimony is so conducted
that barring stray exceptjons where the Buddhist or the like is the
‘rival party the confrontation is always against. some position or
other ‘maintained by the Mimamsa school; ( the fourth Chapter
.is of exceptlonal sxgmﬁcancv inasmuch as it for the most part
'seeks to .vindicate the authoritative character of Vedas on the
basis of an actual- ‘examination of their contents, also inasmuch.
as it seeks to adjudge as to which other theological texts, pro-
Yﬁic or otherwise, are worthy of a respectful consideration). To
be fair to Jayanta, let it however be conceded that barring that
‘fourth chapter even his treatment of verbal testimony raises.
genuine philosophical issues from beginning till end. A perusal
of the bare catalogue of these issues should suffice to convince-
‘the sceptic: taken in order they stand as follows ; '
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Chapter IIT : (1)

@ .

‘ Verbal testimony is a genume means of valid

(3)

OF

. cognition is mtrmswa]ly valid -

)
6

~Chapter IV : (7)

~Chapter V. : (8)

®

(10)

-Chapter VI : (11)

12)

(13)

(14)
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The definition of verbal testimony ;
Verbal testimony is not a case of inference

cognition
Refutation of the Mimamsa thesis that all

‘Defence of theism

Refutation of the Mimamsa thesxs that a
word is an eternal substance )

Refutation of the Mimamsa thesis that Vedas
are an authorless composition

Refutation of the Buddhist thésis that a ‘uni-
versal’ is something imaginary - '
Determmatlon as to whether a word denotes a
‘umversal' a partlcular, or both -
Determintation as to wherein lies the meaning
of a sentence

Refutation of the *doctrine of sphota (accor-
ding to. which a word is an eternal, incom-
posite something standing .over and above the
concerned constituent letters)

Determination -as to how a sentence is - made

-of the concerned constituent words

Determination as to how the sentential mea-
ning is yielded by the meaning of the concer-
ned constituents '
The science of grammar is competcnt to enable
one to distinguish between proper and impro-
per words.

This catalogue deserves careful study so as to see how unjust
_Jayanta is being to himself and his school when he gives out that
their primary concern is to vindicate the validity of Vedic testi-
mony. For hardly few of the issues here ecnumerated have any

-direct bearing on

this. vindication; (that the subject—matter ;of

ithe first two Chapters — for that matter, also that of the Chapters
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seventh to twefth — has still less to do with this vindication goes
without saying). Hence it is that even while  taking due notice of
it much should not be made of the fact that Jayanta’s own under-
standing that the primary concern of Nyaya philosophy is to
vindicate the validity of Vedic testimony acts as a running thread
' throughout Nyayamafijari in general and its pranjépa-part in
particular. Even less should be made of Jayanta’s further conten-
tion that Nyaya philosophy aimed at vindicating the validity of"
vedic testimony has been in currency ever since the beginning of ™
creation — when God composed Vedas.!t Equally worthy of neglect -
is Jayanta’s rejoindor-to—-an-objection * that Aksapada — the-
fabled founder of the Nyaya school — could well have acquired
the necessary wisdom through performing a penance, worshipping
- a deity, or studying a text already current.’s For all this simply
-shows that Jayanta was just incapable of having any historical’
understanding of how Vedas came to be composed or how his.
own Nyaya school came into existence and grew,

-After making preliminary remarks, of which the most signi--
ficant ones we have just considered, Jayanta proceeds to offer
comment on the first aphorism of Nyayasitra. This aphorism:
enumerates the sixteen padarthas and declares that a knowledge -
regarding their essential nature leads to the attainment of moksa.
And while commenting on it Jayanta does the following things :
(1) argues that even a bare mention of the subject-matter of a
text rouses in the reader a curiosity to go through it, (2) frames
a one-sentence description of each of the sixteen padarthas, 3y
settles grammatical part, and (4) argues why a text aimed at
vindicatirig the validity of Vedic testimony should think it worth- .
while to declare that a knowledge regarding the essential nature
of the sixteen padarthas in question leads to the attainment of
moksa. Of those the point (4) is alone important and deserves
some consideration, for it provides an interesting clue to the
working of Jayanta’s mind on certain fundamental questions of -
philosophy. In this connection the formulation of the opponent’s .
objection is brief but pointed; it runs as follows : “How is the -
knowledge regarding the essential nature of the sixteen padarthas.
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a means of attaining moksa ? Moreover, the present dlsc1phne
bemg aimed at vindicating the validity of Vedic testimony it is
thns vindication that ought to be undertaken and there' is no use
mdulgmg in the jumbled task about sixteen padarthas”.16 Thc
ﬁrst part of the objection could be addressed to a Nyaya author
~-at any time, the second part to a medieval Nyaya author like
Jayanta according to whom the primary concern of his school
was to vindicate the validity of Vedic testimony. Thus it was a
common. understanding in ancient and medieval India that topics
like soul, body, bondage were relevant for comprehending the
problem of moksa but it required some argumentation in. order to
prove that logical topics too were thus relevant, But the Nyaya
-authors were always emphasizing that a discussion of.loéi_cal topics
‘was a speciality of their school; at the same. time they pointed
out that topics proper to the problem of mok;a were covered by
them under the padartha prameya. Their point was that ‘the latter
topics were better undersxood in case. they were studied in the
light of the former topics. Essentially. all this is said by Jayanta
too while answering the objection under consideration - but in
such a manner that the task of vindicating the validity of Vedic
testimony equally comes in- limelight Thus he begins by declaring
that the knowledge of the twelve prameyas is directly a means
-of attainting moksa.’” This was understandable, but mstead of
next- submitting that the  knowledge of the remaining fifteen
padarthas is of help in comprehending the nature of the twelve
~prameyas he gives a .certain twist to his  argument. So what" we
-are actually told next is that the knowledge of - the twelve prameyas
is derived from scripture alone.’® Coming from a Nyaya author
this is a somewhat puzzling remark, for it was rather the strength
-of the Nyaya school that it discussed metaphysico-ethical problem
in the light of logical priaciples — not on the basis of an appeal
to scriptural authority (as did the Vedanta school, say). Jayanta’s
.own.treatment of these twelve prameyas is a.strong confirmation
of that, for.it is almost altogether independent of any scriptural
props. The simple fact was that being a typical medieval Puranist
Brahmin, Jayanta would appeal to the -authority of Vedas in
season and out of season; hence his present -s‘ubnl:lssion that the
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knowledge of the twelve prameyas posited by his school is derived
from scripture alone. What. fgllows is still more curious. For now
Jayanta proceeds to underline "the utility of the padartha pra—
mana, But instead of simply saying that the four pramsgas
" posited by his school are an authentic means of valid cognition,
he argues that the authoritative character of a scripture is establ-
ished with the help of an inference while the formulation of a
relation of invariable concomitance so essential for all inference
inevitably requires the help of perception so -that the three pra-
-manas verbal testimony, inference and perception hinge together;
to this is added that the fourth pramana analogy too is of use
in certain practical cases.1® Here again Jayanta is presenting his
case in a rather topsyturvy form. For his own -treatment of pra-
mana makes an orderly progress by first covering perception,
then inference, then analogy and lastly verbal testimony — while
handling scripture as a particular case of verbal testimony. True,
Jayanta’s coverage of verbal testimony is inordinately lengthy and .
in the course of it "there appears that theologically motivated
fourth Chapter but even then no impression is here created as
-if the investigation into, perception, inference and analogy is just
prepdratory to the investigation jnto verbal testlmony Nor is an
impression created as if lhe investigation mto verbal testimony
" is primarily aimed at qiemonstratmg that Vedas are a composition
by God whd not an authorless composition. As a matter of fact,
the demonstration in quesuon (occurring towards the begmnmg of
the .fourth’ chapter)-is of a modest bulk; (mgmﬁcantly the demo-
nstration of the allied metaphysical thesis that God exxsts and
" that a word is not an eternal substance — a demonstration occurr-
‘ing in the th:rd Chapter—is much more lengthy and that unmis-
takably proves. that Jayanta’s genume interest lies in philosophical
rather than theological problems). The simple reason why Jayanta
is presently ovér-emphaSizing the importance of the problem of
‘verbal testimony in general and “scriptural testimony in particular
is that he has persuaded himself that the primary concern of
the Nyaya school is to vindicate the validity of Vedic testimony.
‘The. same attitude leads him to say that the fourteen padarthas
samndaya etc. are posited by his school because they are of help



'16 ' INDIAN LOGIC'

'in all process of demonstration — while demonstrating the. validity

"of Vedic testimony is so vital a human " concern2 That the
parenthetxc clause in question is just an irrelevant proclamation
of faith is proved from Jayanta’s own treatment of these
fourteen topics which has nothing special to do with the task of
vindicating the validity of Vedic testimony. Thus the contrast
between the proposition Jayanta makes in the present introductory

. part of his text and the performance he actually puts' up within
the body of this text is too important and conspicué’us to be
missed. For if exception be made of its fourth Chapter this text
preaches no theology but offers a rational account of - certain
jmportant logical problems and allied metaphysical- problems
(the problems of ethics too being touched upon while: investigat- -
ing the last six of the twelve prameyas). This -account certainly
draws upon the entire past tradition of the Nyaya- school but
that was only natural, what is noteworthy is that the author’s.
assimilation of the traditional material - is so masterly. As things
stood, this assimilation required a thorough acquaintance with
the logical findings of two rival schools, viz. Buddhist and
Mimamsa, and this acquaintance too our author exhibits in
good measure, An additional attraction is his highly ornate style
of writing, a style that has turned his philosophical masterpiece
into a veritable literary masterpiece. °All this should. become
evident as we gradually familiarize ourseves with the contents
of Nyayamaiijari following the - original order of exposition.
As has already been notéd, the first Chapter investigates pramapa
in general, the second Chapter perception, inference and analogy,
the third to sixth Chapters verbal testimony, the seventh to nineth
Chapters investigate the padartha prameya, the tenth to twelfth
Chapters the remaining fourteen padarthas samsaya etc. [The
already examined introductory discussion is a part of the first
Chapter itself.] We take these Chapters one by one, introducing
sub-divisions as need arises.



CHAPTER 1
. PRAMANA ARTHAPATTI AND ABHAVA

In this Chapter Jayanta ofiers comment on the single Nyaya-
sitra aphorism which is to the effect that perception, inference,
analogy, verbal testimony are (four) pramanas. And he accompli-
shes his task by way of doing the following four things :

(1) formulating his own definition of pramana and criticising
the rival definitions advanced by the Buddhists, Mimam sakas and
Sankhyas, - ‘ .

(2) criticizing the Buddhist position that there are only two
pramanas, viz. psrception and inference,

(3) criticizing the Mimarhsa position that arthapatti is an
additional . pramana,

(4) criticizing the Kumarilite Mimamsa position that abhavae
is an additional pramana. 4 '

The four points deserve _separate consideration inasmuch as
each has to do with a distinct’ aspect of the general problem of |
pramana ‘We. take - them up one by one. ‘ ,

(1) On Defining Pramana

The early Nyayd authors were keenly interested in dctcrmining '
as to how many types of cognition there are, They came to the
conclusion ‘that these types are four in all, viz. perception,
inference, verbal testimony, analogy; (the first three are naturally
understandable, the- fourth is ‘somewhat technical.) It was under-
stood that -cognition - might be valid or invalid, but the .
importance of the former was emphasized by talking of valid
cogmtlon rather than cognition in general (the word for valid
cognition being pramana, that for coguition in general jfiana).-
Again, it was understood that one type of valid cognition differs .
from another bécause the two have got different causes,- but the .
concept ‘cause 'of valid cognition’ was not 'made a  distinct topic .
of dxscussnon. But it was thxs concept that became central in the:
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-logical enquiries of the later Nyéya authors with whom the word
‘pramana’; stood not for valid cognition as suck: bu: for cause
of valid cognition. The reason for this shift of usage was that
the later Nyaya authors were not satisfied with a mere classifi-
cation of valid cognition but wanted to determine the precise
conditions under which the different types of valid cognition ook
their rise. This often created a technical problem shen a later
Nyaya author would assign to the word ‘pramzna’ occurring in
an old text the meaning ‘cause of valid cognition’ wheréas the
originally intended meaning was ¢valid cognition’ as such, How-
ever, that was not a much serious consequence; serious aspects of
the problem came to light when a deep probe ‘was undertaken
into the concept ‘cause of valid cognition’. For'in this coanec-
tion distinction began to be made between cause anl chief-cause
(lit, the most efficacious cause) and it was given ot :hat pramina’
means not just cause of valid cegnition but chief-cause of -valid
cognition. The distinction in question is ultimately traceable to the
grammarians’ discussion on nominal cases-— in Sanskrit called
karaka (lit. cause-of-action). The theory was that in a sentence
" a_noun could be related to the verb in seven ways inasmuch as
the thing denoted by a noun could in seven ways act as a cause
to the action denoted by the verb: the seven karakas are seven
cause—of-action as thus understood. And then it was maintained
that the karaka called karapa (lit. instrument) is the chief
(= most efficacious) cause-of-action. When the Nyaya authors
drew a distinction between cause and chief cause they bLad in
mind this whole discussion undertaken by the  grammarian. But
the fact was that the grammarian had not. formulated a full-fled-
ged theory of causation which is what the Nyaya uauthors really
needed; (not that the grammarian’s discussion had no bearing on
the problem of causation, but it was not itself a discussion of
this problem). So these authors made their own analysis of the
cases of causation met with in everyday life. Thus from their
point of view all causation requlres an agent, an instruraent
and an objective, For example, when' a wood-cutter produccs_‘
with his axe a cut-in-the-tree, the woodcutter is the a;_.,cnt, the axe
the instrument, the cut-in- thc-trcc the objcctlve, snmx]ar]y, when
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a potter produces a Jar with his wheel-cum-stick the potter is
the agent,. the wheel-cum-stick the instrument, the jar the
objective. Then it was noticed that here the instrument is set in
operation on some raw material; e.g, the wood—cutter’s axe
operétes on the tree, the potter’s wheel-cum-stick operates on
.clay. Keeping all this in mind an instrument (karapa) - which in
line with the grammarians’ usage pertaining to the karaka (=cause—
-of-action) designated karana (= instrument) was called the chief
(= most efficacious ) cause — was defined as °the cause which
exhibits an operation!’. This model of causal analysis where an
instrument was understood to be the chief ( =most efficacious )
.cause and the cause exhibiting an operation the Nyaya authors
-applied to the cases of causing valid cognition. As a general rule,

_pramana was defined as “the- chief cause (= instrument) of valid
cognition” ‘and in the case of -each of the four types of valid
cognition the search was for an ‘instrument’ and an ‘operation’.
The difficulty with the- Nyaya authors’ model was that it was
suitable (if at all) for a study of physical operations while cognit-
ion is an essentially mental operation. Hence it was that its emp-
‘loyment for the study of perception, which is somehow a physical
-operatlon made some sense while its employment for the study
-of inference etc. iyhich are laf‘gely a mental operation remained
more or less*a technicality. Thus perception takes place when a
sense—organ comes in contact with a physical object;: so the
‘Nyaya author could say' that here the cognizer soul ( the
-agent ) produc:s perceptual cognition ( =objective ) using the
-sense—organ  as ‘instrument” and its contact—with—the physical-
-object as ™ "Qperatioq’, However, perceptual cognition as thus
described 'will rather be the physiological process called
.sensory experience whereas according to the Nyaya author such
-cognition also includes the mental process called ‘identification of
ithe objzact perceived,” a mental process which remains unaccounted
for in terms of the proposed model of causal analysis. On the
other hand, in the casz of inferential cognition it just makes no
sense to. speak of an ‘instrument’ and an ‘operation’; even then .
we are told that here ‘cognition of probans’ acts as ‘instrument’ -
whtie ‘cognition that the probans beloungs to the locus and stands
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related to the probandum by way of invariable concomitance’ =’
acts as ‘operation,” a statement which is purely technical. [ In:
this cornection an anomalous situation sometlmes arose when an
author would speak as if ‘operation’ - ‘instrument’. Such an .
author would define an instrument not as ‘the cause which exhibifs
an operation’ but as ‘the cause which xmmedxately brings. forth.
the effect’” Thus on this understanding, in the case “of perceptu-
al cognition the ‘instrument’ is sense—ob_]ect—contact -(not "~ the
sense-organ), in the case of inferential cognition it is ‘cognmoh
that the probans belongs to the locus and stands related to the
probandum by way of invariable concomitance’ (not cognition of”
probans’). This way of looking at things was the result of - clean
forgetting the historical origins of the concept of ‘instrument’;
what was remembered was that an instrument is the chief cause, .
what wzs not remembered was that an mstrument is somethmg
set in operation on-a raw materidl.]

In the history of Nyaya school Jayanta is- famous for his out-
"right rejection of this whole approach towards the problem of”
.defining ‘pramana’. He conceded that ‘pramana’ means not valid

cognition as such but cause of valid cognition. But he refused to-
distinguish between a chief cause and’ the subsidiary causes and
maintained that the total causal aggregate— inclusive of factors.
physical as well as mental—which produces valid cognition is to be:
called ‘pramana’; (by the way he also defined valid cogmtuon as ‘that
apprehension of an object, which is free from error -and free from
doubt’but this is an element in his definition of pramana to which
no colleague of his — as a matter of fact; no logician — would

take exception.3)

Jayanta considers three objections that might possibly be urged '
against his definition. Thus one might argue that since pramana.
means instrument of valid cognition while an instrument has to
be chief cause the total causal aggregate of valid cognition cannot be
called pramzana because there is nothing subsidiary in relation to
which this aggregate acts as chief; again, one might argue that
since pramana means mstrument of vahd cognmon whlle an



T PR\ IR N\ ARTJAI?ATTI AND ABHAVA 21

instrumznt is whaf thz agent concarned applizs to th: object con-
cerneld, th: total causal aggregate of valid cogziition caanot bz
<called primiga b:ciuse the ageat conczrned and th: objsct con-
cerned are already a part of this aggregate; lastly, one might arguz
that th: total causal agzrezate of valid cognition caanot b: the-
instrumznt of valid cognition hecause about an iastrumz=nt all must
be in a position to say that th: action concerned is pzrformed
throuzh it while no>ody says that valid cognition is performed
through ths concerned  total causal aggregate.® The following is
how these objections are answered. T

(1) Jayanta considers three alternative senses in which a thing
might be called chief cause, and his understanding is that in all
those seases th: coancsrnsd total causal aggregate alone dszserves
to be so called. Thus ‘one. might say that a chief cause is that
thing in the absencs: of which the effect concarned would not come
into existencs; Jayanta replies that since the effect concerned
would not comz into existencs in case the concerned causal aggregate

“is d:ficicat even by a single element no such element rather than
any othsr can bz called a chief cause while this causal aggregate
taken as a wholz can be called a chief cause.* Again, one might
say that a chisf cause is that thing whose immediate presence
“prin s intolexistence the effect concerned; Jayanta replies that each
and every member of the concerned causal aggrezate is such that

~ its immediate presence brings into existence the eTect concerned

‘(he first argues that a member of this causal aggregate which is
presént there since long is as much necessary as the one which
‘is present there just immediately).” Lastly, one might say that a
chief caude_is that thing whose sudden presence (while other mem-
bers of the concerned causal aggregate are already present) brings
into existeacz the effect concerned; Jayanta once more replies that
the description applies to each and every mambzr of the concar-
ned ciusal aggrezate.® It can easily bz seen that the three senss=s
under consideration are closely interrelated and each is based
on the understanding that some one member of the concerned causal
aggregate is somehow a chief cause. This understanding JayaSa
explodes by simply arguing that ons m:mbszr of this aggregate
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_is as much indispensable as another so that if anything is at all
to be designated ‘chief cause’ it is this aggregate itself.’ But then
Jayanta is confronted with the objection that a chief cause is 50
called in relation to something that is called subsidiary cause while
nothing can act as subsidiary to the concerned causal aggregate
as a whole; he replies that this aggregate acts as - chief cause in
relation to each of its individual members taken singly, - his point
being that this aggregate can and an individual . mcmber of it
cannot bring into existence the effect concerned.® In this tonnec-
tion Jayanta thinks it necessary to emphasize that even if a
causal aggregate does not stand over and above "the concerned.
individual members' as does a comp051te substance over and above-
its component parts the appearance of this aggregate on one
hand and the concerned individual members on the. other is a plain
fact.® Obviously, it is on this supposition that he feels justified to-
posit the relation of chief - and — subsidiary between a causal aggre--
gate and its individual members?° and it is on this very supposition.
that he answers the second objection. . - ' .
(2) The second objecticn was onc to  the’ ‘effect that if the
. instrument be identical with the total causal’ aggregate then since
the agent concerned and the object concerned too would now be-
a part and parcel of the mstrumcnt concerned it should not be
possible to say that the agent concerned rapplies the mstrument
concerned on the object concerned. Jayanta’s reply emphasizes that
the agent concerned and the object concerned do_not cease to be:
distinctly visible even within the body of the concerned causal
aggregate, so that there is nothing incongruous about saying “that
the agent concerned applies the instrument concerned on the object!
concerned.1! The difficulty with this reply is that it seems to be-
the very nature of aninstrument that the agent concerned and. the
object concerned be two entities absolutely apart from it. Even:
carlier Jayanta has contended that an agent is called a cognizer
and an object a thing cognized only when the two form a part
and parcel of the causal aggergate that produces cognition.! 2 But to-
say that the agent concerned and the object concerned form a part
and parcel of the causal aggrcoate that produccs cognmon is nott
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to say that thew are a part and parcel of the instrument that prod-
duces cognition. As a matter of fact, Jayanta’s thesis on causal
aggregate is strongly reminiscent of the Buddhist way of
Igdking at cthiags while his thesis on instrument is the usual
Nyaya way of looking at things, and the two ways are in a way
mcompatlbh. with one another. Thus while explaining any casc
of causatior. - voluntary or otherwise — the Buddhist would speak of
a causal aggregate producing an effect and he would make no
‘fundamental distinction within the body of this aggregate. On
the other hand, the Nyaya author would exclusively speak of
voluntary causat'ion (as a result of espousing theism he even
believes that a'l causation .is voluntary causation) and in this
connection e would speak of an agent applying an instrument on
an object. Thus even if the Nyaya author could see the point of
speaking about a causal aggregate producing an effect he would
include within this aggregate the agent, the object as well as the
imstrument: . bat for this very reason he would refuse to concede
that this causal aggregate is to be called instrument. That Jayanta
, was somehow uware of this difficulty will become evident soon,
but before coming to that point let us consider his reply to the
third objection urged against his position.
"(3) The third objection is one to the effect that in common
parlance we never say that one cognizes an object through the
concemed causal aggregate. Jayanta rcplies that that is so because
’thls -aggregute being but of the form of a totality of its consti-
tuent . members it is not spoken of in common parlance. 13
Thls replv i> patently dogmatic and as a matter of fact Jayanta
should ‘Kave reported : “No. we say that one cognizes through
thc CODC’CTI‘CU causal aggregate.”” Even so, Jayanta doss make an
1mportant poiant: for he in essence submits that about each and
‘every member of the concerned causal aggregate we can say that
one cogmzes ‘an object through it. [He was not categorical about
the pomt bycause of his old difficulty that the statement in ques-
tion_ cantot be made about the agent concerned and the object
concerncd [t Jayanta’s argumentation clearly implies that in his
viéw hlS Nvava ‘colleagues have becn misled by the grammarian’s

' oo



24 o INDIAN LOGIC

‘talk of seven karakas. Thus he points out that not only do we
say ‘one sees through a lamp’, ‘one sees through eyes’ but we
also say ‘one cooks through the cookingpan’. This way the
.orthodox Nyaya authors are told that there is no sense in main-
taining that eyes are and a Jamp is not the ‘instrument’ of perce-
ptual cognition. Slmllaxly, they are told that from the point of
view of causal analysis it is a sheer grammatlcal accldent that
one noun in a sentence occurs acccmpanxed by the msnumental
case-ending, another acccmpanied by the lccative case-ending or
the like; e.g. from this pcint of view the statement ‘rice is boiled
in the cooking pan’ is equivalent to the statement ‘ricg‘is'l'aoi]ed
through the cookingpan’, the idea expressed being that the cooking-
pan is a member of the causal aggregate that bnngs about boil-
mg—-of—r:ce

. After thus disposing of the three objections urged against his
position, Jayanta adopts a rather curious course. For now he quotes
without refuting the view of ‘certain otlters’ according to whom
not the total causal aggregate that produces cognition but this
aggregate minus the agent concerned and the object concerned
constitutes instrument, their point being that it is incongruous to
call the same thing an agent or an. object in one capacity, an
instrument in another capacity.! [Since no other hitherto avai-
lable Nyaya work defends on the .question under consi‘deratio'n a
position like that of Jayanta, it'is to be surmised that in this
connection hec was a member of sonie obscure small circle which
had its own inner-djfferences on secondary points,] Obviously,
on this view one can be categorical that about each and every
thing . constituting instrument - not about any one particular such
thing — it can be said that one cognizes an object through it, a
point Jayanta hastens to make.!® Here again an implicit reference
is made to the grammarian’s theory of seven karakas though cri-
ticism against it is levelled in a rather subdued tone. Thus it
is argued that the act of producing cognitioh requires- just three
karakas, viz. agent, object and instrument even if an act like
cooking might 1equire an additional karaka in the form of locus
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or the like.!7 Thus instead of insisting that in the case of the act
.of cooking the cooking pan is to be called an instrument rather than
anything else it is now conceded that it might be called a locus
and not an instrument. The concession is not warranted, because
an act of voluntary causation really does not require more than
three factors —viz. an agent, an object (=raw material), an instru-
ment; (that the instrument might be a complex made up of
several sub-factors does not affect the main point). In any case,
‘the noteworthy thing is the insistence that the act of producing
cognition requires just three factors, viz an agent, an object, an
. instrument. Lastly, Jayanta notes that on -this new view it becomes
easy to answer the old question as to what it is in relation to
which the instrument is to act as chief cause; the answer obvi-
ously is that it acts a$ chief cause in relation to the agent and
the object, an answer buttressed by emphasizing the earlier
skirted point that even while saying ‘one cognizes through the
instrument’ we never. say ‘one cognizes through the agent’, ‘one
.cognizes through the object’.!®
After thus formu]a‘ti_ng a definition of pramana and chiefly
defending it against the objections coming from the side of his
-own N)éya} colleagues, Jayanta proceeds to examine certain rival
‘views maintainéd in this connection, viz. the Buddhist view (consi-
.dered .in two separate instalments), the Mimamsa view, the
Sankbya view (conmsidered just in passing). These views as exam-
ined by Jayanta deserve a close study because they throw important
Jight on the ontological presuppositions of the logical doctrines
" developed by the schools in question. Certainly, in broad essentials
these schoals were agreed not only as to what cognition means
but also as to what the chief cognition-types perception, ivnfere-\
nce and verbal testimony mean, and yet they differed rather
wviolently so far as it concerned the question of determining . the
ontological status of cognition, For example, the Buddhists.
Naiyayikas as well as Kumarilite Mimamsakas maintained that
.cognition is a mental phenomenon like pleasure, pain, desire,
effo;t- etc., but they drew very different conclusions from this very
position. Thus the Buddhists argued that just as it is impossible



26 . . INDIAN LOGIC

for pleasure, pain etc. to arise and yet remain unperceived, it is
" impossible for cognition to do so. On the other hand, the Naiy-
ayika even while conceding that pleasure, pain ‘etc. -cannot
remain unperceived saw no difficulty about supposing that cogai-
tion might remain unperceived; however, they too held that it is
in principle possible for cognition to be made an object of
perception. Lastly, the Kumarilite Mzmamsakas " agreed with the
Buddhlsts and Naiyayikas that pleasure, pain etc. cannet remain
unpcrccwcd and yet they declared that it is in prmcnple 1mp0581--
ble for cognition to be made an object of perception. Then take
another point of difference obtaining between these three groups
of logicians. Thus the Buddhists, Naiyayikas as well as’ Kumarilite:
Mimarisakas maintained that cognition, being a mental phenémenon',
is no property of a body or of a bodily organ. However, ti'e Buddhists
further opined that the mental world-of a person. constitutes an
uninterrupted series of momentary states each possibly an’.amal-
gam of cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, effort etc. On the o'ther
hand, the Naiyayikas held that cognition, pleasure, pain, desire,
cffort etc. are specific qualities of an abiding substance soul which
might possibly- be devoid of all such specific qualities and in
which not more than one such specific quality can be born at one
and the same time. Lastly, the Mimarhsakas broadly shared the
Nalyaylka s view just set forth but they held a characteristic posi-
tion as regards cognition; thus according to them cognition is an
operation undertaken by a soul, an operation which results in the
object concerned becoming cegnized just as cooking is an opera-
tion which results in the raw rice becoming cooked rice. ~This.
much preliminary information should enable one to better dppre-v
ciate Jayanta’s forthcoming polemic agamst the Buddhists and:
Mimarhsakas. )

Jayanta begins by launching a series of attacks against the
Buddhlst thesis on pramana Let us recall that - Jayanta definds
pramana as the total causal aggregate — inclusive of factors physical
as well as mental — which produces valid cognition. We have hinted'
that thlS definition heretical from the standpoint of Nyaya 13
strongly rcmxmsccnt of the Buddhlst way of look.ng at thm&,s



. PRAMANA ARTHAPATTI AND ABHAVA ' 27°

And yet this definition is not acceptable to the Buddhist because:
hc has chosen to give the name pramipa to a different thing:
altogethex Thus according to him a cognmon bears the form of
its object while it is of the nature of an apprehension of this
obacct and he maintains that this cognition insofar as it bears
the form of its object is pramana, the same insofar as it is of the-
nature of an apprehension of this object is pramanaphala (=the-
result produced by pramana). While defending this rather odd.
position the Buddhists make two points as follows

(1) Pramana and pramanaphala are not different from one-
another because  they are two aspects of one and the same
cognition:

(2) the designation pramana cannot be attributed to anything:
bat a cognition.

These two points Jayanta seeks to demolish one after another
and  his intention . is tolerably clear. Thus according to-
“Jayanta pramana is something that includes factors physical as.
well as mental. Now his word for mental factor is ‘bodha’ which.
can be better translated és"cogni}ioh’ (but has been translated'
as ‘méntal factor’ because its antonym ‘abodha’ must be transla-
“ted as ‘ph_}.fsic:xl' facter’). And then his opening sentence can be-
translated in two ways se that both those Buddhist points. can be
covered simultaneously even if they are criticized one after another
(where some text— part which should initiate the criticism of the-
second point is missing).?? When translated one way the sentence
‘means ‘those according to whom cognition itself is pramana are-
not subtie-witted” and this will initiate the criticism of the first
Buddhist point; when translated another way it means ‘those accor--
ding to whom cognition alone is pramana are not subtle — witted””
and this will initiate the criticism of the second Buddhist point.
The following is how Jayanta argues against the two points in
question.

) It is argucd that the resultmg cogaition itself should not

bc called pramana becausc the very ctymo]ogy of the worp sugg-
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ests that pramapa is what causes valid cogajtion - not this. valid
-cognition itself.20 Jayanta kaows that an appeal to etymology
~will not help him much inismuch as the word pramana can also
rightly mean valid cognition itself.2? So the real difference. between
him and the Buddhist is simply technical and nothing can be
~done about that; for the two have exercised their right to define
-~ the word ‘pramana‘ in anyway they like, Even 50, the fact rema-
ins that the Buddhist definition is pretty odd. A
(2) Since the Buddhist attributes the designation ‘pramina’
~-to an aspect of the resulting valid cognition itself, the conten-
tion that nothing that is not a cognition can be pramér_xé ‘ought
“to be a platitude on his part. But he also intends to im‘ply that
nothing that is not a cognition can be pramana even in the
Naiyayika’s sense of the term. And this implication Jayanta
contends by pointing out that the causal aggregate that 'produceé
~valid cognition can wzll mclude non-cognitive (=physical) factors
thus on his showing a word -is such a factor in the case of

~verbal testimony, a lamp or a sense-orgafn in the case of perce-
ption, a probans in the case of inference.?? By the way, Jayania
.:also quoted examples of cogaitive factors that might be included
in a pramapa; thus knowledge-of-the-qualifier is such = a factor
-in the case of perception, Knowledge of, probans in the case of
inference, perception of similarity in the case of analogy, hearing
of words in the case of verbal testimony.?® [As will become
-clear there, this part of-Jayanta’s argumentation can be better
appreciated when viewed in the context of examining the Budd-
“hist contention that th= only two pramanas are perception and
inference ] . '

Jayanta next criticizes a Buddhist position which is rejected
“by the school of Dinnaga — Dharmakirti itself, a school that alore
~matters for our purpose. Thus according to this school a perce-
ptual cognition manages to grasp its object because it is produced
“Pby this object, to be more precise, because this object happens
“to be a member of the caunsal aggregate that produces this coga-
ition, But according to the position under consideration a coga-
-dtion and its object come into existence simultaneously - so that
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it must offer some other explanation of how this cognition mana-
ges to grasp this object. As Jayanta presents it the explanation
consists in submitting that this cognition and this object have
got the same causal aggregate whose two nembers are the-
object as occurring at the immediately preceding moment and .
the cognition as occurring at the immediately” preeceding mement, .. .
it being the case that in the production of this cognition the:
latter acts as chief cause and the former as subsidiary cause while
in the production of this object the opposite happens.2¢ Really
speaking, this is simply repeating in the technical language of"
Buddhist momentarism the contention that a cognition and its
object come into existence simultaneously —and no explanation of”
what enables this cognition to grasp this object. Jayanta rejects.
this alleged explanation on the ground that a cognition and its
object cannot come into existence simultaneously, the same ground
on which it was rejected by the school of Dinnaga — Dharmakirti;:
but curiously, instead of saying - as was done by this school -
that it is understandable if this cognition comes into existence-
immediately after this object, Jayanta actually says that it is.
understandable if this cognition comesin to existence immediately"
before this object.2® Jayanta also rejects this explanation on more-
general ground that if the same causal aggregate produces x as
well as y,»x' -and y cannot be distinguished from one another-
- so that i}le opponent should be in no position to tell as to-
what distinguishes a cognition from its object; but this criticism.
of his stands or falls with his general criticism of Buddhist:
momentarism, as he actually confesses.2$6

- Lastly, "J.ayanta,crjt»icizes the famous Buddhist position that a-
cognition beérs the form of its object. This criticism has a deep-
import and is logically connected with the forthcoming criticism.
of the corresponding position maintained by the Kumarilite .
Mimaghsaka. Thus when a cognitive organ is appropriately applied
on an object x cognition~of-x takes place and after that has-
happened the cognizer concerned is in a position to deal with x-
more effectively than before. This fundamental situation is under--
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stood differently by the Buddhist, the Naiyayika and the Kur'nar.-'
ilite Mimasaka. The Buddhist says that x is cogaized not directly
but by way of cognizing cognition-of-x and finding that it bears
-the form of x. The Naiyayika and the Kumarilite Mimarsaka
-find this stand untenable, for with them cognition-of-x is itszlf
a cognizing of x and not something which when cognized resdlts
in a cognizing of x. It is essentially this criticism that Javanta
presently advances against the Buddhist even if his words seem
‘1o relate to a different subject-matter. For he. first takes excepiion
-to the Buddhist contention that unlessa cognition bears the form
_of its object there. will be no way to distinguish cognition ¢ %-x
“from cognition-of—y (the suggestion that the two cogni:tions will
differ inasmuch as the former is caused by x the lat‘t',cr by ¢ is
i rejected on the ground that the causal aggregate' of a cognition.
includes not only its objcct but so .many other factors . wiose
-form this cognition does not, b’ear). Jayanta remarks that :his
whole position the Buddhist -maintains with a view to lead:ng
support to idealism and that it will be considered while refuting
jdealism.?? But towards the end he actually hints at his line of
_attack. For he argues that the fact that cognition-of-x is caused
by x while cognition-of-y. is caused by y should suffice <o
. distinguish these two cognitions just as according to the Buddiiist
this fact suffices to explain why the former cognition bears tae
form of x, the latter bears the form of y, his point being that
the thesis of ‘formed’ cognition possesses no advantage over the
rival thesis of cunformed’ cognition.?® And Jayanta’s submission
that the thesis of ‘formed’ cognition has ‘becn'maintained with a
view to leading support to idealism is valid inasmuch as that is
.one serious use that the Buddhists have made of this thesis: ‘or
supporting the idealist standpoint they have actually argued that
‘thére is no warrant to posit an external object when all that we
ever cognize is not this object itself but a cognition bearing tae
-form of this object. However, from the standpoint of logical
.studies the more pacticular criticism against the Buddhist stand
4s ‘that it makes no sense to say that.x is cognized not directly
‘but by way of cognizing cogaition-of-x. This criticism too Jaya-
nta levels but again in words that seem to arelte to a differzat
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subject-ratter. Thus he submits that the Buddhist claiming to
be realist has no right to posit an external object inasmuchas
~on the latter’s supposition such an object ‘can be cognized necither
thfough inference, nor through perception, nor through implication
-not through inference because inference of x presupposes perception
of x, nor through perception because that is denied by the
Buddhist himself, nor through implication because that way teo
an object is cognized not directly but by way of cognizing the
cognition concerned.?® The submission is not made by Jayanta
in these very words but this is what it virtually amounts to. _Even
s0, the difficulty with it is that the Buddhist will retort that it is
the very nature of cognition that no type of it — whether perceptien,
inference or implication - can ever cognize an object directly but
~always by way of cogniziilg itself and .finding itself to bear the
form of this object. Hence it is that criticism should have been
pointedly directed against this basic Buddhist understanding of
‘the phenmenon of cogaition.

Thus closes the first instalment of the criticism Jayanta directed
-against the Buddhist definition of pramapa. In this connection he
has taken exception to the following four positions :

(1) that pramiana is one with pramanaphala

(2) that .no non-cogpitive factor can act as pramana

3) that a cogmtlon and its object come into existence
. sxmurtaneous]y '

(4) that a cogmtlon bears the form of its ob_]ect

The position (1) has been attributed to the advocate of the
‘position (3) as also to that of the position (4).2° And it is referr-
'ing to this position (1) that Jayanta makes transition to his
.criticism of the Kumarilite Mimarisa definition of pramina. As
‘was noted above, when a cognitive organ is appropriately apphed
to an object x cognition-of—x takes place. We have also seen
thow Jayanta criticizes the Buddhist understanding of this phcno-
menon, & criticism that the Kumarilite Mimamsaka shares. But
when arises a point where the Kumarilite Mimarhsaka parts com-
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- pany with the Nyaya fellow-fighter. For the former attributes the
designation ‘cognition’ not to what results from the operation of

a cognitive organ but to this operation itself, whereas according "
to the latter cognition is a quality produced in the soul conce-

rned as a result of this operation. Again, on the Kumarilite’s show-:
ing what results from the operation in question is a property called

<cognizedness’ -belonging to the object concerned. Lastly, itis his-
- understanding that the operation in question is. not something obse-

rvable but posited by way of implication in order to account for
this ‘cognizedness’ which in its turu is something observable. This
whole positior maintained by the Kumarilite Jayanta secks to assail.
Against the Buddhist, Jayanta had argued that the former attributes.
the designation ‘pramana’ not to what produces valid - cogaition
but to the resultant valid cogaition itself; the Kumarilite now
dissociates himself from the Buddhist by pointing out that accord-
ing to the former too the designation ‘pramana’ is to be attributed
to valid cognition itself but that this wvalid cognition is not a
result but an operation whose own result’is ‘cognizedness’ produ-
ced in the object concerned.?! In this connection he elaborates
his general theory of ‘operation’ and applies it to the case of
cognition.®*2 Thus on his showing in ths case of all operation
the different members of the concerned causal aggregaié act \in
their respective ways in order to bring about the result concerned,
it being further maintained that this opseration is something
different from the observable acts ' of the different members of
the concerned causal aggregate, is itself not sox_nething observable,

and is to be inferred from the result concerned. For example,
cooking is an operation as a result of which raw rice becomes

cooked rice, and in the course of it the causal elements like fuel,
cooking-pan, raw rice etc. act in their respective ways; similarly,
cognition is an operation as a result of which a hitherto uncogn-
ized object becomes a cognized object, and in the course of it
the causal elements like eye, light, object etc. act in their respe-
ctive ways, And just as the cooking operation is itself pot some-
thing observable and is to be inferred from the fact that raw
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rice has become cooked rice, similarly the cognitive operation is.
itself not something observable and is to be inferred from the fact.
that a hitherto uncognized object has become a cognized object.
The Kumarilite thesis on operation in general and cognitive opera-
tion in particular Jayanta suspects to be a product of fear against
Buddhist idealism.33 Thus beginning with the position that an
object is cognized,not directly but by way of cognizing a cognition
that bears the form of this object the Buddhist ended with the
position that there is no object apart from cognition; to Jayanta
it seems that the Kumarilite fondly seeks to avoid such a degra-
dation by maintaining that a cognition -is cognized not directly
but by way of drawing an inference from the fact that the ob-
ject concerned has become a cognized .object (it is a fond endea-
vour because an object cannot be cognized as something cognized.
unless the cognition concerned is already cognized). Jayanta.
perhaps correctly fathoms the psychological motivation of the
Kumarilite, but logically the latter’s position seems to be more.
tenable. Thus as was noted above, as a result of ecognizing an
object the cognizer concérned is in a position to deal with this
object beiter than before; it is this property of an object that is.
to be called cognizedness and the ‘cognition concerned is cognized
only to the extent this property is cognized. This is the logical
crux of the Kumarilite contention that a cogmtion is cognized.
not by way of perception but by way of drawing an inference
from object—cognizedness.. The Nyaya authors, on the other hand,
believe that a cognition can be perceived as soon as it is born
in the form of a quality of soul, just as pleasure, pain etc. can
be thus perceived; but such an instantaneous inspection of a
cognition can at thé most consist in the bare realization that .
this cognition has taken place, a realization that is no cognition
of this cognition in any worthwhile sense, Be that as it may,
the present contest is between the Kumarilite position that cogni-
tion is an unobservable operation undertaken by the concerned
causal aggregate with a view to producing the property cognized-
pess in the ebject concerned and the Nyaya position that it is.

3
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an observable quallty produced in the soul " concerned by  the
concemed causal aggregate '

I

Jayanta ‘begins: by arguing that even if cognition be of the
form of an 'operation — that is, action - it should not be
something unobservable because it is the Kumarilite’s own posi-
tion that an action belonging to an observable substance (like.
soul) is something observable; to this it is added that- nf all ac--
tion is ‘of the form of an unobservable operation undertaken by
a causal aggregate then an infinite regress is unavoidable inas-
much as the action of a member of this causal aggregate will -
Tequire another causal aggregate and so on ad infinitum.®* “The opp~
.onent pleads that the members of a causal aggregate, come to-
gether to. bring about something and that this something is the
.operation. concerned; Jayanta replies that these members bring
about nothing save the result Cbncemed 35The opponent insists
that the members of a causual _aggregate come together to bring
 about an action; Jayanta first replies that “~these members do not

come together to bring about something unobservable, the point
" being that they come together to bring about the result itself
which is something observable, but then he goes on to add
that each of these members . does bring about an action which
is specific to it and is something observable, the point being
that these members bring about no action that is something
unobservable 36 Now the opponent submits that -the ‘members of
a causal aggregate bring about somethmg that is over and above
their respective actions and that this somcthmg is the operation
concerned; Jayanta in essence replies by way of posing a
dilemma : if this operation is brought about by these members
acting together then each of them must be inactive unless all
come together - e.g. in that case fuel should not burn unless ijt
is cooking rice, if this operation is brought about by these mem-
bers acting singly then it should be brought by each acting singly
— e.g. in that case rice should be cooked by burning fuel alone.2”
This . reply of Jayanta is based on the consideration that the
members of a causal aggregate are said to bring- about an opera-
tion in the form of something new while he sees there nothing
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. apart from the respective actions of these members themselves;

so when ‘the opponent pleads that fuel burns even taken singly
‘but cooks rice only in the company of other members of the
.concerned causal aggregate Jayanta retorts that even in their com-
.pany fuel does nothing save burning, his point being that the
result concerned is the new thing that is jointly brought about
by the members of a causal aggregate. 38 Then it is the opponent
who poses a dilemma : If the result is something already accom-
plished there is no sense in bringing it about, if it is something
to be accomplished then it must be of the form of an operation;
Jayanta retorts that the result is something to be accomplished
and yet not of the form of an eperation (the opponent is how-
-ever allowed the freedom to define operation as ‘something to be
accomplished’ and then call the result an operation in his own
technical sense).?® 1n desperation the opponent asks : “What then
.constitutes cooking ? Certainly, the verb ‘to cook’ cannot be
meaningless,”” Jayanta replies that the respective actions of the
members of the concerned causal aggregate are themselves 'what
_constitutes cooking but these actions as determined by (= as aimed
at) the result concerned (the reply’is buttressed by the considera-
tion that about each of these members it can be said that it is
undertaking. cooking).*°

Jayanta sums up the above general discussion by examining
the specific case of cognition which he considers to be a quality
of soul and the Kumarilite an operation undertaken by soul. He
begins by .emphasising the established position of his school that
a soul undertakes mo action but just possesses qualities like cog- |
nition, pleasure, pain etc.*! Then ao appeal is wade to the
_circumstance that one is often in a position to say ] cognize
such and such an object’’; his point is that Jcre cognition is
being referred to as something perceived but that since cognition
conceived as an operation is something imperceptible on the
opponent’s own showing cognition here referred to must be a
‘quality rather than operation,*? Jayanta knows that the oppo-
.ment will plead — and not implausibly ~ that here is a case of an
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object being perceived as something cognized, and so he seeks-
support in another direction. For now he quotes the Mimarmsa -
stalwart, Sabara as mentioning cognition and action together,.
which means that according to the latter cognition is pot of the
form of action.4® Now it is,not improbable that to view cogni-
tion as an operation is a post-Sabara development in the history
" of Mimamsa school; but to view it as something. essentially-
unobservable seems to be as old as Sabara. So Jayanta lastly
directs his attack against this latter position itself. His first argu-
ment is that if x is never an object of perception it can also-
never be an objedt of inference.*4 But realizing. the weakness of
such an argument (which should make it impossible for a philo--
sopher to posit -anything imperceptible) he next: submits that an:
<operation’ over and above the respective actions of the. members -
of the concerned causal aggregate is an untenable concept.*? This-
is no new submission, as is confessed. So, lastly is examined the-
argument actually most favourite of the Kumarilite. The argument
is that the fact that an object is found to be something cognized:
remains unaccounted for unless it is posited that the cognition :
concerned has taken place, this being called cognizing this cogni-
tion by way of implication; Jayanta. in essence replies that the-
fact in question can be accounted for ‘even on his supposition -
about the nature of cognition.4® He is correct as we ourselves-
pointed out when he himself argued that this. fact can be ac-
counted for even on his supposition about the nature of cogni--
tion. But the question is which accounting is more tenable~
Jayanta’s or the Kumarilite’s; and viewed thus it seems a better -
course that cognition be treated as an operation which results in
the object concerned being cognized, a result manifested in the
circumstance that the cognizer concerned is in a position to deal:
with the object concerned more effectivety than before. It is this -
course which the Kumariiite in essence recommends and which.
Jayanta rejects in the name of arguing that the Kumarilite con-
cept of object-cognizedness is untenable. Thus on his showing.-
this concept might mean that the object concerned has been made
an object of cognition or that some new property has been pro--
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duced in this objeet; the former alternative is rejected on the
ground that in that case object-cognizedness cannot be cognized
without cognition itself being cognized, the latter on the ground
‘that in that case object—cognizedness should be a public property.*?
As a matter of fact, object-cognizedness is a property not of the
object concerned as such but of it as related to the cognizer con<
cerned; but this alternative is rejected by substituting for the
phrase ‘object—cognizedness’ the phrase ‘object-revealedness’ and
then arguing thét a revealer like lamp must reveal a thing for
.everybody (the fact that cognition, unlike a lamp, is a subjective
type of revealer is just ignored).*¢

"Towards the end of his presenti discussion Jayanta briefly
.criticizes the Prabhakarite Mimarhsaka’s position on the question,
a position which has affinities with- the Buddhist, Kumarilite
as well as Nyaya positions. Thus the Prabhakarites maintain
-that pramanaship belongs to jiiana which is something unobs-
ervable and is to be inferred from the result produced by
it, a position apparently the same as the Kumarilite position
presently under.attack from the side of Jayanta. But the two
‘positions are only apparently ‘the saple', because the Prabhakarite’s
.word foi-.cognition is ‘sarhvedana’ while his word ‘jiana’ means
the operatioh uudertaken by the causal aggregate that produces
-sanvedana. So Jayanta’s only criticism against the Prabhakarite
.is that the operation undertaken by the concerned causal aggregate
is not something unobservable but he also points out that the
-words ‘jiana’ and ‘samavedana’ are in fact synonymous.t° Then
.the Prabhakarite is of the view that cognition is self-cognitive,
. view also 'maintained by the Buddhist who draws from it far-
reaching conclusions not shared by the Prabhakarite. Since accor-
.ding to Jayanta a cognition is perceived not by itself but by an
immediately emerging cognition he criticizes the Buddhist as well
as Prabhakarite theses on self-cognitive cognition; but presently
‘his attack is directed against the Prabhaké.rite alone, Thus he
reminds the Prabhakarite that his theory of error requires that a
memory be cognized but not as memory, a requirement that cannot
ibe fulfilled if all cognition is self-cognitive; again he reminds
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him that since he does not share the Buddhist view that a cogni--
tion hears the form of its object (for that - view ultimately leads-
to idealism) no purpose of his is served by maintaining -that all
cognition is self-cognitive.*° This last lap of Jayanta’s argumen-
tation provokes some re—capitulation. Thus the Buddhist, the’
Kumairilite, the Prabhakarite as well as Jayanta - are basing them--
selves on the consideration that after an object has been cognized
. the cognizer concerned cannot fail to realize that the cognition:
concerned has taken place. Nay, they are also virtually agreed as to
defining the causal aggregate that goes to produce cognition. But
the true position that to cognize a cognition means to. rationally’
understand how the concerned ‘causal aggregate produces this
cognition finds clearest recognition in the Kumarilite way of
looking at things. B

Then Jayanta considers an altogether different a'specg of the-
Kumarilite definition of prgmfma. Thus according to this defini--
tion the object of pramana must be something that was hitherto
uncognized, a stipulation which Jayanta~'ﬁnds untenable.®! Unfor-
tunately, here again the Kumarilite is and- Jayanta is not on the
right track. For it is the very nature of cognition that it must
take note of some new feature in an object so that what takes-
note of some old feature in an ebject is called not cognition but:
recognition. Somewhat aware of all this Jayanta begins by consi--
dering the question as to what is the use of cognizing something.
that has already been cognized; his. first answer is that a cogni--
tion should not cease to be cognition simply because it isuseless,
his second answer is that the repeated cognition of an object
eénables one to handle this object more 'effectively,“ The second:
answer has an implication that goes against Yayanta’s own position
for the repeated cognition of an object enables one to handle this-
object more effectively precisely because on each ‘occasion some
new feature of this object comes to light, an objection noted by
Jayanta.®® But difficulty arose because of an odd case considered
by our logicians. Thus they considered it possible that one might
go on cognizing ore and the same object (meaning one and the
same cbjective featurc) for a long time, and” Jayapta asks the
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‘Kumarilite as to what should be the latter’s explanation for that.5+
Jayanta should have been told that after initial cognition has taken
place the case in question becomes =z case of recognizing amn
earlier cognized object. But then the difficulty was that recognition
itself was treated by the Kumarilite as a case ofpramana and this
difficulty too Jayanta exploits.?5 The Kumarilite suggests that in
recognition an earlier cognized object is cognized in 'a new tem-
‘poral context, but since that goes without saying the suggestion
cuts no ice with Jayanta.®¢ Jayanta should have been frankly told
‘that recognition is. not a case of cognition. But lasily Jayanta is
-himself faced with a difficulty. For his school too refused 10 treat
memory as a case of pramana and he had to find an explanation
for this refusal. Obviously, he could not argue that memory is no
pramana because it cogmzes an already cognized object; so he
argued that i emory is ro pramana because it is pot caused by
what constitutes its object.°” But really speaking, it is only
perceptual cognition that is produced by what constitutes its.
‘object while an inference, verbal testimony or the like might well
have for its object a past or a future thing which can in no way
go to preduce a cognition. Jayanta does consider two cases where
a past feature or a future featuré is cognized in an object, but
since in both cases the objéct itself is a present thing he feels that
they do not invalidate his present contention: thus on his showing,
on finding a river flooded one might validly infer that its upper
reaches had_had rains ip past and, similarly,- one might validly
anticipate that one’s brother would come home rext day, but since
in the first case the river and in the second case one’s brotheér
‘are a present thing both are a case of a cognition being produced
by what - constitutes its object.®® Even granting the validity of
Jayanta’s ‘understanding of his two cases (though the second is of
exfremely doubtful jmport) the fact remains that it is not at all
necessary for the object of a non-perceptual type of cognition to
be something present. which means that Jayanta should find some
other explanation for his school’s refusal to treat memory as a
‘case of pramiana. The simple fact is that the reason why recogni-
tion 'is not a case of cognition is alsc (rather all the more) tht'e'
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. teason why memory is not a case of cognition, never being a case
-of noticing a hitherto uncognized objective feature.

After having thus disposed of the Mimamsa definition of
;pramana Jayanta onc: more grapples with an aspect of the Buddhist
-definition. Thus the Buddhist defines valid cognition as that
-cognition which rg:ceivcs' confirmation in practice, e.g. if a cognition
cidentifies an object as x and if in subsequent -practice this object
is found to behave as x then this cognition is valid cogﬁition. By
'way of clarification it is added that a cogoition can be valid
«ccgnition even in case relevant practice is not actually undertaken,
for the necessary thing is that this cognition should receive confir-
mation in case such practice is actually undertaken.®® All this
seems sound commonsense and yet Jayanta takes exé'eptidn to it
because he feels that the Buddhist in view of his advocacy of
-momentarism and all that has no- right to say all this. The difficulty
is that the Buddhist’s case ctucially depends on the consjderation
‘whether a coguition identifies its object - rightly or otherwise, but
he is also of the view that all ideatification of an object, being a
task performed by thought, is somehow false of this object; and
-against thought as thus understood is pitted perception - that is,
‘bare sensory experience — which is supposed to reveal an object in
all its true particularity. As a result, 'his explanation of how
-perception and inference, the two types of valid cognition admitted
by him, manage to be true of their respective objects is extremely
.cumbersome; this becomes at once clear from Jayanta’s presenta-
tion which is fairly trustworthy. According to this explanation
‘what a perception cognizes now is not what is an object of
practice later oz (for an object is necessarily momentary) but the
‘two belong to the same ‘series” which might be identified by
thought rightly or otherwise, in the former case this identification
‘being confirmed in subsequent practice; again, what an inference
.cognizes is not at all something being perceived but something
identified by thought, but this identificatien can be possibly right
in case the thing identified stands appropriately related to some-
thing that is being psrceived.®® Against this exp lanation, Jayanta’s
simple objection is that if the identification of an object on the
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.part of thought is not true of this object then as here conceived
.an inference is not at all,true of its object while for all practical
purposes a perception too is not true of its object.®T The
‘Buddhist pleads that a distinction be made between a real ulti-
mately speaking and a real practically speaking, so that Jayanta’s
objection ceases to hold in case the ‘series’ here spoken of is
treated as a real practically speaking even if not a real ultimately
speaking; Jayanta dubs this strategem escapist and emphasizes
that what thought reveal is something ultimately real, not some-
thing just practically. real, further adding that if the ‘series’
posited by the Buddhist is something practically real why not
‘universal’ etc., pOsited by the Nyaya philosophy.®* Thereis much
.point in what Jayanta says and vet the fact remains that the
Buddhist’s declaration that a perception is all true of its object
‘while a thought is all false o'f'it is a highly technical proposition;
thus for all practical purposes a perception as here conceived is
neither true nor false of its object in the ordinary sense while a
thought as here conceived is true or false of its object in the
ordinary sense. And then- there is nothing seriously objectionable
about the Buddhist contention that if the identification of its
objsct oa thz part of a cogaition is right this cognition' is valid,
otherwise not. A

Ineidventélly, Jayanta here raises a rtelatively minor - point
‘which however leads to an important discussion. Thus the
Buddhist has spoken of a cognition receiving confirmation in
subsequent practice, Now Jayanta objects that the question of
-practice arises only in case the object concerned happens to be
favourablé or unfavourable but not at all in case it happens to be .
neutral; the suggestion that the categeory ‘neutral’ be included
under the category ‘unfavourable’ is rejected as being akin to the
suggestion that the category ‘neuter’ be included under the cate-
gory ‘female’ (or under the category ‘male’).5% The Buddhist -
pleads that Jayanta’s present objection is not important inasmuch
as a cogaition can well be valid or otherwise even in case relevant
practice is not actually undertaken (an old pomt) Jayanta under-
‘stands it to mean that a cognition is valid without requiring to
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be tested in practice (something like the Mimarsa thesis that all
cognition is Valid), and this gives rise to a controversy.¢* For the-
Buddhist now makes the important distinction that thought arising
in the wake of perception and identifying the object concerned .
might be true, false or just absent; e.g. when a blue particular
object is perceived it is perceived in all its particularity and yet
when the subsequently arising thought identifies this object as
somethig blue it is true thought, when it identifies this object as
.something static (= non-momentary) it is false ihought,-w'hile non—
identification of this object as something moméntary is a case of
absence-of-thought.¢® The Buddhist’s reference to a fundamental
metaphysical point reminds Jayania. of another _fund'amental
metaphysical point, for he says : “But then the idei@tiﬁcation of
several momentary objects as a ‘series’ must be equally a case of
false thought, just like the identification of mirage-sands -as
water’’; Jayanta’s implication is that the question of 'idengiﬁcation
arises only in the case of a “deries’ not in the case of a ‘momen-
tary object, so that if a ‘series’ is som'evthihg unreal all thought
whatsoever must be false.¢¢ Jayanta closes the present discussion
by emphasizing that a definition of pramana should make no
reference to practice which after all depends on the will of the-
cognizer concerned; thus on his showing this dcfinition should.
only say that pramana stands for such and such a type of app-
rehension—of-an-object (as is the case with Jayanta’s own defini-
tion.)¢” However, Jayanta’s own account of the Nyaya Vs
Mimamsa controvercy on whether the validity of cognition is
‘intrinsic or extrinsic will make .it clear that according to bis.
Nyaya school too it is a very important consideration that a valid-
cognition is and an invalid cognition is not confirmed in practice.

Lastly, Jayanta makes a few critical remarks against the
Sankhya definition of pramana, in this connection promising that
a refutation of the whole Sankhya metaphysics will be undertaken
at a future occasion.®® The promise is necessary because barring
an exception or two Jayata nowhere takessa serious gote of the
Sankhya position on a question of logic. Be that as it may, on
the Sankhya view a sense-organ urdergoes tfansformation—beariggu
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the-shape-of-the-ebject-concerned and in its wake the buddhi
undergoes a corresponding transformation while the buddhi thus
undergoing a transformation colours the purusa; here the buddhi
as thus undergoing a transformation is pramana, the purusa as
thus coloured is pramatr.®? Jayanta’s difficulty with this whole
theory is that here the entire cognitive operation of the form of
pramana is attributed to the buddhi which is something uncons-
cious while the purusa (which is something conscious) is declared
to be the pramatr even if it has nothing to do with the cognitive
operation in question.?’® The suggestion that for some reason or
other the buddhi and the purusa share each other’s characteristic
features is rejected on the ground that such sharing must be
something illusory and so can constitute no real explanation of
any sort.”! Lastly, it is pointed out that the thesis on the buddhi
undergoing  transformation-bearing—the—shape—of—the-object—con-
cerned is akin to the Buddhist thesis on ‘formed’ cognition and
is open to similar difficulties; (as a matter of fact, this Sankhya
thesis is too crude to- bear comparlson with that highly refined
Buddhist thesis).” 2

-

(2) On the Buddﬁist Twofold Classification of Pramana

After dealing with the problem of defining pramana Jayanta
‘proceeds to defgnd the Nyaya position that there are just four
praminas-viz. perception, inference, analogy and verbal testimony.
~ This he does by way of criticizing the Buddhist position that
there are just two pramanas-viz. perception ~and inference, the
Kumarilite-cum-Prabhakarite position  that arthapatu is an
“additional pramana, the Kumarilite positien that abhava is a

further -additional pramana. He begins with the Buddhist position
in question. Now this Buddhist position is important not so much
because it rejects verbal testimony, analogy etc. as additional
pramianas as because it conceives the nature of perception and
hence of inference in a radically novel fashion. Thus according to
the Buddhist, perception is the type of cognition that involves no
element of thought whatsoever; and since his word for thought
is kalpana or vikalpa the idea was technically explained by
sayirg that pratyakga is the type of cognition that is kalpana--
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podha or nirvikalpaka (both meaning ‘devoid of thought’). Under
rthe impetus of this Buddhist idea the Nyaya and Mimarmsa
authors too began to posit a sub-type of perception called nirvi-
‘kalpaka pratyaksa but in their logic this remained a virtually
-foreign concept precisely because they had jnothing corresponding
to the full-fledged Buddhist thesis on kalpana; (as a matter - of
-fact, these authors found this Buddhist thesis to be so absurd
~that they felt no need for formulating a rival thesis of their own).
“The Buddhist thesis doubtless had its shortcomings but it was
‘rooted in the recognition of a vital logical distinction. For cogai-
-tion essentially consists in determining the nature of_ ifs ~object
-and this precisely was how the Buddhist defined tho‘iight; but
there arose the question as to what is perception. Pgradoxica]ly,
-the vague realization that perception is not a cognitive process led
-the Buddhist to maintain that perception is a cognitive process
-par excellence. Thus on his shewing pérception results ‘when a
-physical object acts on a 'sense—organ and produces sensory
experience; but instead of admitting thrat perception as thus
-understood is a physiological rather than cognitive (= mental)
~process he declared it to be a distict type of cognitive process
-in addition to thought. And then various attempts were made to
- distinguish perception from thought; for example, sometimes it was
. emphasized that the former grasps its object fully, the latter partly;
-sometimes that the former grasps a particular, the latter a class-
-character; sometimes that the former grasps a .particular that is
‘something real, the latter’ a class-character that is something
-unreal. All these attempts were more or less misguided but it is
-they that loom large in the Buddhist’s controversy with his rivals
on this question, so much so that the fact that he had hit upon
the vital logical distinction that obtains between the physiological
:process called sensory experience on the one hand and the mental
process called thought (=cognition) on the other virtually got lost
sight of. Jayanta’s present polemic against the Buddhist is no
exception to the rule. This polemic is preceded by a fairly detailed
presentation of the Buddhist’s case and here except towards the
end the whole emphasis is on the idea that perception and
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thought have got two destinct types of object to deal with. Let
us see how,

The Buddhist begins by arguing that there are just two typés
of pramipa because there are just two types of object-te—be— -
cognized, his point being that corresponding to a type of pramana
there must be a type of object-to-be-cognized.! That the ob_]ects— .
to-be-cognized are of just two types is sought to be proved -
through a dichotomy alleged to be established on the basis of
percéption itself; -thus it is contended that an object-to—be—
- cognized must be either something sense-cognized or something
not-sense-cognized, either something of the form of a unique
particular or of the form of a class-character, it being further
claimed that both these dichotomies are revealed in perception.
(just like the dichotomy that an object must be either blue or
not-blue).? The idea is that when a colour—patch is perceived as-
blue it is also realized that it is not something not-blue and that.
there can be nothing that is neither blue nor not-blue; similarly, .
when a thing is perceived as something sense-cognized (or something.
of the form of a unique particular) it is also realized that it is-
not something net-sense-cognized (or something of the form of a.
class—chardcter) and that there can be nothing that is neither some--
thing sense~cognized nor something not-sense-cognized (or neither
something of the form of a unique particular nor something of
the form of a class-character).® The difficulty. with this sort of.
argutbent is that on the Buddhist’s own showing an object is
.identified as belonging to a class- not through perception but
through  thought so much so that even to identify a colour—patch as -
blue is an act of thought rather than perception. Hence it is added -
that the identification in question is made not by perceptlon itself
but by thougbt arising in §the wake of perception + However,h
even then the understanding remains that this identification is
made by perception (for that is the whole point of the present.
‘argumentation); so it is next added that when perception has shown
that the objects-to-be-cognized are of just two types, inference too
lends support to the same basing itself on the consideration thag- -
what is x cannot be not-x and that nothing can be neither x nor-
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‘net-x.* Really speaking, the Buddhist has not proved that the
.objects-to~be-cognized are of just two types, what he has proved
is that if they are of just two types and if one of the types is x
‘then the other must be non—x; (that the latter proof is virtually
useless is demonstrated through the consideration that it remains
-valid whatever be the value of x). So he considers the objection
-that ‘nothing prevents the types in question from being more than
" two; his reply amounts to saying that when x is cognized it is
_automatically realized that not-x is its opposite (e.g. existent and
_not—existent, eternal and not-eternal, successive and not-successive
.are ecach a couple of mutually oppesite properties).® But the
..question is what is x supposed to be the type of object cognized
. through perception and why should not-x be cognized through just
.one pramina inference; this question is answered by dogmatically
. asserting that the object which is something sense-co'gnized and
- something of the form of a unique particular is cognized through
-perception, the object which is somethmg not-sense—cognized and
something of the form of a class-character is cognized through
inference, it being further added that verbal testimony etc. cannot
_cognize what is already cognized through inference just as infe-
.rence cannot cognize what is already-cognized through perception.”

We are not yet told why perception” must have for its object
a unique particular and inference a class-character. This question
is answered by submitting that a unique particular stands unre-
jated to everything else and so cannot be grasped by inference
which must be based on a relation of invariable concomitance,
while, on the other hand, perception must grasp a unique parti-
cular because as it is bound to have to do with things real 1t
cannot have anything to do with the class-characters which are
a false imposition of thought®. Thus we are told that unique
particulars which alone are things real are grasped by perception
alone while class—characters in terms of which an inference is
conducted are falsely imposed by thought on things real. Thus is
obscured the correct postion that a particular thing as really
possessed of these and those class-characters produces sensory
experience (= perception) and is truly cognized by thought in
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general and inference in partcular, both possnb]y arising in the
‘wake of senory experience. Certainly, the Buddhist rightly notes
that sensory experience and thought are two fundamentally distinct
‘types of processes, but instead of realizing that the former is a
‘physiological process, the latter a cognitive (= mental) process he
views them as two types of coganitive p‘roc,esses, the former having
for its object unique particulars supposed to be something real,’
‘the latter class-characters supposed to be something unreal. Be that
as it may, the Buddhst closes the present presentation of his
-case by 'emphas‘izing that sensory experience and thought are
two fundamentally distinct types of processes. First is cited an
-analogy where the latter is compared to the light emitted by stars
and the moon, the former ,to that emitted by the sun.® Then it
is pointed out that one lacking a sense—organ cannot have the
‘corresponding sensory experience related to an object but he
can well have verbal knowledge (= thought type of cognition)
about this object.!® Lastly comes the contention that burning
experienced through the torch of fire is one thing, burning learnt
of through the word ‘burning’ is.an altogether different thing,!1 All
this should leave one in no doubt that perception as understood
by the Buddhist 'is the process of bare sensory experience, the
implication being that all that deserves to be called ‘cognijtion’
.comes undcr.w;hat he calls ‘thought’. Jayanta, however, attacks the
Buddhist position from his own angle; to that we trun next.

Jayanta begins by taking exception to the Buddhist’s
-contention that perception itself decides that there are two types
of cognition' with their respective types of object-to-be-cognized.
‘He pertinently remarks that such a decision should in no case be
possible on the part of perception as conceived by the Buddhist,
a perception devoid of all thought; to this is added that the
.decision in question should be possible peither on the part of
thought which on the Buddhist’s showing has nothing to do with
things real.'? Jayanta further concludes that simple perception
might decide whether a thing is blue or not-blue but that it
cannot decide whether it is sense-cognized or not-sense—cognized.!?
In this connection he rejects two alternatives and as follows :



48 INDIAN LOGIC:

\

(1) The alternative that perception reveals that a sense—

- organ has been employed ‘with~ a view to cognizing an object is.
rejected on the ground that such a revelation is the task not of’
the perception itself but of a subsequent inference.

(2) The alternative that perception’ 1 eveals 1hat an object
has been cognized through the perceptual type of cognition is.
rejected on the ground that a cognition while cognizing its object
does not cognize itself as well.!* s L '

The consideration of the second alternative leads to an
independent examination of the famous Buddhist position that
all cognjtion of an object presupposes self- cognition on the part.
of this cognition. Jayanta’s central point is that at the time of
cognizing an object one does not have the feeling that one is
having two cognitions - a cognition of the object qbncerned and.
a cognition of this cognition. itself.15 The alternative -that this.
cognition is cognized by a subsequent cognitioh is rejected on
the ground that that will lead to an infinite regress;the alternative
that this cognition cognizes itself (an alternative actually adopted.
by the Buddhist) is rejected on the ground that nothing that is
cognized cognizes itself just as a physical object does not cognize
itself.1¢ Then is considered a pojnt of fundamental importance.!”
Thus the Buddhist has argued that all menta] state, unless it is
cognized and cognized by itself, is as good as not arisen. Jayanta
on his part distinguishes between cognition on the one hand and
the remaining mental states like pleasure, pain etc. on the other
and argues that the essence of the latter lies in that they are
enjoyed and in order to be enjoyed they must be perceived; '
however, according to him even they are wnot perceived by
themselves but by a subsequent cognition. On the other hand,
on Jayanta’s showing the essence of a cognition lies in apprehe-
nding its object and this essence remains unimpaired even if this
cognition remains uncognized; however, unlike the Kumarilite
Mimamsaka, the concedes that a cognition might be perceived by
a subsequent cogniton just as pleasure, pain etc. are, [That pleasure. !
pain etc. are perceived by a subsequent cognition is conceded
even by the Kumarilite. We have not yet considered the question
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as to how pleasure, ﬁain etc. are enjoyed but we have already
opined that the Kumarilite position that a cognition is cognized
by a subsequent cognition not by way of perception but by way
of implication (or even inference) makes better sense than Jayan-
ta’s present position.] After thus rejecting what the Buddhist
calls the perceptual evidence for a twofold division of objects-to-
be-cognized, Jayanta off-hand dismisses the inferential evidence’
thut follows; for he rightly notes that the latter offers nothing
new'?. Lastly, Jayanta argues that even if the objects-to—be—cog-
nized are of two types it is not necessary that each type must bz
exclusively cogniz:d through justons typz of pramaiana; he is thus
preparing the ground for his owa position that there are all sorts
of objects—to-be-cognized and all sorts of pramapas to cognize
them. a position which has.its own difficulties!®.

The point raised last of all.Jayanta reopens in a somewhat
new context, Thus the Buddhist bas argued that what constitutes
an object of perception cannot also constitute an object of infer-
ence; Jayanta retort that all inference requires the establishment
of a relation of invariable concomitance between the probans and
the probaindum and unless that is do‘ne"with the help of perce-
ption an infinite regress must be the result, his point being that:
logic demand,s. that the probans and the probandum must be a
possible object: of perception as well as inference.?? The Buddhist
virtually concedes Jayanta’s point by attributing the epithet <per-
ccption-l,ike"'to the thought: that arises in the wake of perception
and identifies as belonging to this class or that the object that
was carlier perceived (in brief, post-perceptual thought); thus in-
stead of saying, as Jayanta would, that the probans and the pro-
bandum must at some time be made an object of perception, the
Buddhist says that they must at some time be made an object of
post—perceptual thought (which is something perception-like.)?1
However, the real difficulty lies not with the Buddhist’s nomen-
clature but with his understanding that all thought is somehow
false of things real, a difficulty which Jayanta exploits to the

full. Thus the Buddhist was bound to say that even a true post-
A N .
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perceptual thought and a valid relation of invariable concomitance
established with its help are somehow false of things real, they
being likened to a person mistaking a jewel’s rays for a jewel
inasmuch as this person will get at a jewel in case he proceeds to
get at what he mistakenly considers t>» be a jewel 2% “Jayanta’s
simple point is that if a relation of invariable concomitance
obtains between things rcal and is established with the. help of post-
perceptual thought then this thought must be competent to deal with
things real.?? To this ic added that if perception and thought are so
unlike each other as the Buddhist makes out then no thought can
possibly be perception-like.2¢ Jayanta concludes by posing before
the Buddhist a. dilemma : either the post—perceptual thought that
establishes the relation of invariable concomitance is pramana or
infefence is no pramana; the confession that inference is actually
somehow false of things real is rejected on the.'ground that
in that case the Buddhist should not insist that the relation
of invariable concomitance ‘obtains between things real. 5 As
a matter of fact, the Buddhist’s insistence that all thought is
false of things real is as much half-hearted as his insistence
that inference is  (and post-perceptual -thought is mot) a type
of pramana. Be that as it may, Jayanta next points out that
perception of the probans as seated in the locus-of-inference
so necessary for all inference, "is ,equally impossible on the
Buddhist’s presupposition; his point is that this perception
cannot be the perception of a unique particular but of a parti-
cular possessed of an.appropriate class—character.”¢ Here too the
Buddhist will seek to substitute ‘perception-like post—perceptual
thought’ for Jayanta’s ‘perception’, and here too he will receive
from the latter the same old retort. Clinching his point Jayanta
says that the possibility that the same thing is cognized through
perception as well as inference cannot be denied without denying
the possibility of inference itself.37 Really, in order to vindicate
the possibitity of inference the Buddhist only requires that the
‘same thing is cognized through post-perceptual thought as well
as inference, a requirement his theory well fulfills. On the other
hand, his contention that it is not possible for the same thing
. to be cognized through perception as well' s thought is a highly
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misleading way of saving that perception and thought are two
incommensurate processes inasmuch as the former is a physiolo-
gical prucess, the latter a mental process. This should become
fucther cvident from a perusal of certain things Jayanta says while

concludiag the topic.

The Buddhist maintains that a unique particular to be exclu-
sively graspad through perception is something necessarily sense-
.cognized, a class—character to be exclusively grasped through tho-
ught is somsthing necessarily nor—sense—cognized. As a matter of
fact, a class—character is not something over and above the con-
cerned particular objects but merely a behaviour—pattern of these
objects. But Jayanta subscribes to an ontology according to which
particular substanzes are one typ:s of veals, ‘aniversals’ another
type, qualities a thinl typ2, astion a fourth type, and so on
and so forth. Hence he argues that even if there are two types
of objects—to—be-cognized it should be possible for both to be an
Jobject of perception as well as inference inasmuch as the same
thing might be sense—cognized under one condition, not-sense-
cognized under another. condition,2® Then he recalls that accord-
ing to the Buddhist the thing that is perceived now and the co-
rresponding thing that is made an object of parctice later on are
pot the same thing but two things belonging to the same ‘series’,
this meaning that despite the Buddhist’s insistence to the contrary
‘these twb; things are an object of perception as well as thought
(‘series” being an object of thought).2® Jayanta suspects that the
Buddhist draws a sharp contrast between perception and thought
with a view to dismissing as something thought-cognized and
hence something unreal the Nyaya categories like ‘universal’ etc.;
he considers this endeavour futile inasmuch as according to him
these categories are well established.?® Again, Jayanta finds ungro-
unded the Buddhist’s fear that to cognize the same thing through
two types of cognition should be futile or self-contradictory;  for
according to him it is well possible to cognize something that has
already been cognized, it being further pointed out that two types
of cognition cognizes-a thing in two different manners.3! Lastly,
Jayanta repudiates the Buddhist’s argument that perception and
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thought deal with two different types of object because the per-
ception-type of cognition is so different from the thought—type:
of cognition. In this connection two replies are offered. Thus
according to one, the same thing can be cognized differently when
the means of cognition are different; according to the other,
different means of cognition cognize different aspects of one and
the same thing. [Jayanta promises to examine these two views.
later on, and presently only remarks that even the . second view
stands opposed to the Buddhist position under consideration.]*?
The fact of the matter is that the Buddhist has landed himself
in unnecessary troubles by talking as if - perception and thought
are two types of cognition (the former dealing with one type of”
objects the latter dealing with another type of them); for as con-
ceived by him perception is not at al] a type of cognition but bare:
sensory experience while thought is the only type of qbgnition, both.
having to do with the only type of things there are, viz. the parti-
cular things possessed of theéc or those class-characters. For the-
rest, the Buddhist has correctly distinguished two elements m the
knowledge situation viz. bare sensory expzrience and thought.
Again, he has correctly realized that thought essentially consists.
in bringing a particular thing under an appropriate class, also-
that thought might be aimed either at identifying a present object
(and then called post-perceptual thought) or at inferring an
absent object (and then called inference). Of all these important
aspects of the problem so neatly brought to light by the Budd-
hist the Nyaya authors have very -inadequate. realization. This.
should gradually become evident as we go through Jayanta’s treat.
ment of the various types of pramana posited by his school;
but one thing can be noted even now. Thus - we have found
Jayanta saying that the causal aggregate which produces valid
cognition (and which according to him is what constitutes pra-
mana) includes physical as well as mental factors. In terms of the
Buddhist theory the physical factors in question ought to be the
factors that go to produce sensory experience—i, €. factors such
as a sense-organ, a physical object-to-be-cognized, a’ set of accs
esosries like light etc—while the mental factors in question ought
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‘to be the concerned cognizer’s past stock of knowledge and its pro-
per employment so as to enable thought to determine the nature
of the object—to-be-cognized. But Jayanta’s own list of these factors
‘makes a curious reading; thus here the physical factors are a word,
a probans, a lamp, a sense-organ, the mental factors knowledge-
‘of-the-qualities, knowledge of probans, perception of similarity,
‘hearing of words. Obkusly, Jayanta has in mind his school’s
position that there are four types of pramana, viz. perception, in-
ference, analogy, verbal tesumony, and he has to point out as to
‘what can possibly be a physical factor and what a mental factor in
the case of each type. Butthis theory of fourfold pramapa obscures
the important point that in all knowledge situation two necessary
elements are sense-experience and thought (both to be essentially
conceived after the Buddhist fashion), this obscuration remaining
there even after a subtype of perception called nirvikalpaka-pra-
tyaksa has bzen posited in imitation of the Buddhist. Some idea
of all this can be formed from Jayanta’s consideration of his last
;point. For quoting Vatsyayana he enumerates three cases where
just one pramana is properly appllcable and a case where three
pramanas are- properly applicable, thus seeking to refute the Bu-
.ddhist’s contention that not more than one pramapa can cognize
.one and the- 'samé thing. The three pramapas in question are
perception, inference, verbal testimony and we are told that one’s
knowledge -of one's own two hands can be had through perception
alone, the knowledge of what has caused a cloud-thunder that is
‘heard can be had through inference alone, the knowledge that the
performance: of - Agnihotra sacrifice leads to heaven can be had
‘through verbal testimony alone, the knowledge that there is fire on
ithe yonder mountain can be had through perception, inference as
well as verbal testimony.32 Fortunately, Vatsyayana is silent about
analogy which is the fourth type of pramana posited by his sch-
.00l, but as a matter of fact even verbal testimony,in order to be
a source of valid cognition, must be treated as a case of inference,
So the real question is as to when perception is to be had and
when inference; and the answer is that a thing that is something
;present (i. e. something in contact with a sense-organ) is to be
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cognized through perception not through .inference while in the
case of a thing that is something absent (i. e. something not in
contact with a sense-organ) the opposite is to happen. It is this.
_consideration that makes Vatsyayana’s case of exclusive-perception
and his case of exclusive-inference the cases.as claimed by him,

but this very consideration should convince him that the case
when fire on the yonder mountain is cogngzed through perception
is a case of exclusive—perception, when it is cognized through
inference is a case of exclusive—inference. All this is made
crystal-clear in the Buddhist theory of thought, where, however,
the designation. ‘post-pzrceptual thought’ is given  to. thc process
Vatsyayana is here calling ‘perception.’

(iii) On arthapatti

Jayanta next undertakes a criticism.of the ‘Mimarsa position
that arthapatti is an additional pramana. The criticism is not of
a fundamental importance. simply because’ the position in question
is not a fundamental position of Mimarmsa logic. And it stands.
criticized at so early a stage for the sunple reason that Jayanta
is here settling account with his rivals-who would posit either a.
lesser or greater number of pramanas than his school while arth-
apatti is a pramana which the Mimamsa school posits and his-
school does not. Even so, the present discussion is not altogether
devoid of importance, for in the course of it certain significant
aspects of the problem of inference are brought to light. The fact
was that for our logicians the model of inference was onc where
the concerned relation of invariable concomitance is established.
on the basis of a frequent observation of instances where the
probans and the probandum are present together, there being ob--
served no instance where the probans is present while the proba-
ndum absent. But there occur cases—of-inference where the conce-
rned relation of invariable concomitance is established in virtue-
of some logical principle and it was somewhat unnatural to seek.
to understand these cases after the standard model. One important.
group of cases covered by the Mimarsaka’s Arthépatti were some:
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cases of this sort, and the Nyaya authors criticized him on the
ground that these were but ordinary cases of inference. Obviously,

both the parties were partly right and partly wrong, for the ca-

ses in question were czrtainly cases of inference but no ordinary

cases of inferencs. Again, the Mimamsaka’s arthapatti covered

another greup of cases-of-inference where the probandum was

inherently imperceptible, so that there was no question of estab-

lishing on the basis of observation a relation of invariable con- -
comitance between the probans and the probandum. Even the

Nyaya authors realized that these cases—of-inference were not

provided for by their standard model, but ‘they treated them as

an extraordinary type of cases where the concerned relation of

invariable concomitance was established after the analogyi of an

observation-based such relafion; th: Mimamsakas themselves did

not in principle reject this sort -of explanation but they would

treat as cases of arthapatti rather than inference those of such

cases where this sort of explanation sounded inconvenient (often

indiscriminately treating a case as either a case of arthapatti or

a case of inference). In the light of these preliminary remarks

we can follow Jayanta’s polemic agginét the Mimarhsaka where

he first elaborately presents the Kumarilite case and then critici- -
zes it (incidentally also taking ‘critical note of certain Prabhaka-

rite positions.)

The Kumarilite begias by submitting that a case of arthapa-
tti arises when a piece of knowledge had through any of the six
pramanas (posited by his school) remains unaccounted for unless
another piece of knowledge is posited, this new piece of knowle-
dge being one had-through the - pramana called arthipatti.? As
here illustrated the six subtypes are to be divided into three gro-
ups as follows : (l)b In the case of the first four sub-types a ‘cap-
acity’ is posited by way of accounting for something that is cog-
nized through pzrception, inference, analogy or arthapatti itself. For
example, the perceptual cognition of fire as hot remains unacco-
unted for unless the ‘ecapacity’ to produce hot touch is posited in
fire, the inferential cognition of the sun as moving from place to
place remains unaccounted for unless the ‘capacity’ to undertake
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motion is posited in the sun, and so on and so forth, the point
being that a cause cannot produce the effect concerned unless it
possesses the ‘capacity’ to produce this effect; (that a ‘capacity’
thus posited is not open to perception is understood but from
‘this very understanding it follows that it is not open to inference
either, an inference always requiring an invariable concomitance
established on the basis of perception).? (2). The fifth sub-type is
illustrated by the case where the know]edge that a certain person
(named Caitra, say) is alive and yet absent inside his house rema-
ins unaccounted for unless it is posited that he is present some-
where outside his house; (this is a case where a piece of knowl-
edge had through the pramiana called ‘abhava (=absence)’ remains
unaccounted for unless another piece of knowledgé is posited.)®
(3) The sixth sub-type is illustrated by the case where rhe heard
sentence ‘fat Devadatta does not eat during day time’ neocessitates
the positing of the senteqce. ‘Devadatta eats during night-time’;
(this is a case where a piece of knowlgdge had through verbal
testimony remains unaccounted for unless another piece of know-
ledge is posited).* Of these three groups the first is essentially
described by what has been just said about it, but the remaining
two are further elaborated at considerable length. They might be
taken' up one by one. Thus it is argued in various ways that the
knowledge that Caitra is alive and yet absent inside his house
necessitating the knowledge that he is present somewhere outside
his house is not a case.of inference. First it is contended that in
this case it is impossible to point out as to what can be the
locus-of-inference, what the probans, what the probandum (vari-
ous alternatives are considered and rejected).”? As a matter of
fact, the difficulty thus urged is flimsy; for one can eassily infer :
“x is present somewhere outside his house, because x is alive and
yet absent inside his house.” The real difficulty is that here the
concerned relation of invariable concomitance is not an ordinary
one, that is, not one based on observation but one based on
logical principle; and when the Mimarhsaka comes to “that point
he actually says that he is ready to treat the present case as a
case of inference provided it is conceded that the concerned
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T elation of jnvariable concomitance is established through arth-
apatti.® Then it is argued that the present case is not a case of
inference because here the very knowledge of the alleged probans
includes the knowledge of the alleged probandum, semething that
never happens in a genuine case of inference; the argument rums
as follows : ¢ In this case it is necessary to know that Caitra is
alive (for otherwise the suggested new knowledge will not follow).
But to know that Caitra is alive is to know that he exists some-
‘where. And when to- this knowledge is added the futher knowle-
.dge that Caitra does not exist inside his house the knowledge is
inevitable that he exists outside his house, This is something
that does not happen in a genuine case. of inference; e. g. the
knowledge that the mountain_possesses smoke does not make in-
evitable the knowledge that the mountain possesses fire.”” The Mi-
‘mamsaka is thus confusingly giving utteranceto the true position
that the knowledge that x is alive and yet absent—-inside-his-house
leads to the knowledge that x is present somewhere outside his
house in virtue of a logical principle, not in virtue of a relation
of invariable concomitance estabhshed on the basis of observa-
‘ion; (the logncal principle in questlon is that when a situation
.can obtain in just three ways then the knowledge that it does
not obtain ir two ways implies that it obtains in the third way;
e. g. the knowledge ‘x must be either dead or present inside his
house or present outside his house’ coupled with the knowledge
“x is neither dead nor present inside his house’ implies the know-
ledge ‘x is present outside his house’). The confusion contains in
the Mimamsaka’s further argumcntation. Thus it is submitted that
t he essence’ of arthébatti lies in reconciling two mutually contradi-
ctory pieces of knowledge; e. g. the knowledge that Caitra is
alive and the knowledge that Caitra is not present inside his ho-
use are mutually contradictory and are reconciled by arthapatti
through positing the knowledge that Caitra is present somewhere
outside his house.®* And here comes that earlier quoted conten-
tion that the present case might well become a case of inference
provided it is conceded that here the concerned relation of inva-
riable concomitance is established through arthapatti. Then is
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advanced a curious argument in order to prove that this relation is
not established on the basis of observation.® The Mimamsaka was
expected to consider thic invariable concomitance : “whenever x
is absent inside his house x is present outside his house”, but he
actually considers the reverse invariable concomitance : “whenever
x is present inside his house x is absent outside his house.” For
he was out to prove that there is ‘not a single instance where
the probans and the probandum are found. to be prescnt together
something he hoped to do in the case of the former concomitance
but not in the case of the latter. Thus he argues that one must
be an omniscient to observe together x’s presence inside his house
and x’s absence- everywhere else; (on the other hand,"in case x is-
standing just outside his door one can observe togqtheit-_x’s abse-
nce inside his house and x’s presence somewhere else). In this.
connection too it is pointed out that the present casc is unlike-
that of inferring fire from smhoe, it being easily possibleto come-
across instances when smokec and fire are present together. The-
opponent pleads : ‘““Having observed a place lying near the place:
where Caitra is present and having observed that Caitra is absent
at the former place one can ‘conclude that Caitra is likewise absent
at every other place”; the Kumarilite retorts : ‘*‘About every place
other than the former place you cannot say that Caitra is absent
there, for the place where Caitra is present is also a place other
than the former place.””!°® The whole performance seems so-
frivolous but is° a good specinien of how our logicians were
handlca]’\ped owing to their failure to distinguish between an in-.
variable concomitance established on the basis of observation and
one established on the basis of loglcal (=conceptual) analysis. Thus
the Mimamsaka refuses to concede that the present case is a case
of inference because he rightly feels that the concerned invariable:
concomitance is not established on the basis of observation; on
the other hand, Jayanta will endeavour to prove that this invari-
able concomitance is established on the basis of observation be-
cause he rightly feels that the present case is a case of inference.
In both cases the conclusion is invalid, the premises valid.

Lastly, the Kumarilite elaborates his .sixth sub-type of
arthapatti illustrated by the case when the heard sentence ‘fat
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Devadatta does not eat during daytime’ necessitates the positing
of the sentence ‘Devadatta eats during night-time.” Despite the -
fanfare accompanying this claboration the concept'in question is -
of extremely doubtful validity and is theologically motivated, Thus .
the Kumarilite is not arguing that the knowledge had through
hearing the former sentence necessitates the knowledge had thro-
ugh hearing the lattcr sentence; for then the present case will be
logically similar to the one just considered, so that one can.
submit that the knowledge ‘x must be either lean and thin or eat
during day-time or eat during night-time’ compled with the know-
ledge ‘x is neither lean and thin nof eats during day-time’
implies the knowledge x eats during night-time’. What he is ar-
guing is that on hearing the former sentence onc must posit the -
“latter sentence if one is ‘to have the knowledge had through the
latter sentence, So he first submits that the new knowledge had
here is not a casc of perception, inference or the like but a
case of verbal tesimony.1! To this is added that this knowledge
is not the meaing of the heard sentence ijtself, the point being
that the corresponding sentence must be got from somewhere.!?
Lastly, - it is contended that this ngw ‘sentence cannot be got thro-
ugh per0°p'1on or inference, obviously not through perception but
not through inference either because nothing can act as probans .
for tht (vdrioas suggested alternatives bzing rejected.)!® The con-
clusion-is_that this new sentence is got by way of arthapatti,
with . the, heard sentence acting as the starting point.1¢ It is at this
stage that the suggestion is rejected that here the knowledge had
through the heard sentence necessitates the knowledge had through
the implied sentence, the ground of rejection being that the know-
ledge had through a sentence cannot be true unless the corres-
ponding sentence is there.!® The point is buttressed by arguing
that a situation of the type under coasideration often arises while
interpreting a Vedic sentence which, being incomplete, necessitates.
supplementation but that this supplementation will cease to be
something Vedic in case what is newly posited is not a sentence .
but merely its meaning.1® Really, it is impossible to make head :
or tanl of this whole piece of argumentation. Implicational relat-
tion holds between one piece of knowledge and another where it
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is immaterial as to how the former piece - of knowledge  is got.
But the Kumarilite speaks as if the case where this piece of
knowledge is got through a heard sentence is of a radically dis-
tinct sort inasmuch as here the implied piece of knowledge can-
not be had unless the corresponding sentence is also there before
the mind’s eye, a requirement that makes no sense. The Kumari-
lite felt that on his explanation the implication of a_ Vedic sen~
tence proves to be a sentence and hence something Vedic; it is
difficult to see how. For a Vedic sentence. must be a sentence
actually occurring in Vedas and this description does not .apply
“to the sentence alleged to be implied by a Vedic sentence., There
is, however, no doubt that the present consideration must have
been uppermost in the mind of the Kumarilite when*he propou-
nded his thesis under examination, For taking his stand on it he
could boast to his rivals : “On our explanation even such seaten—
~ces as do not actually occm.in'Vedas be proved Vedic sentences.”
" Be that as it may, here closes Jayanta’s presentation of the Kum-
arilite case on the question of arthapatti, and now begins his re-

futation. of it,

Jayanta begins by submitting that arthapatti is nothiag
different from inference inasmuch as knowlege of x cannot lead
“to knowledge of y unless there obtains between x and p a relation
of invariable concomitance.'” To this is added that here this
relation of invariable concomitance must itself .be known first,
“this is why a newborn babe is in no position to make use of
“this relation.'® Then it is emphasized that even when a relation
_of invariable concomitance is not established between x and p
as such it must be established between X and Y which are such
that x is a sub-class of X and y a corresponding subclass of
Y.I1® Lastly it is argued that to say that x remains unaccounted
for unless y is posited is to say that a concomitance-in-absence
obtains between x and p so that wherever y is absent x is absent,
a concomitance which necessitates a concomitance-in-presence
to the effect that wherever x is present y is present.?? After
these preliminary observations Jayanta specially criticizes those six
subtypes of arthapatti as divided into three groups.
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The first group comprising the four subtypes where a
‘capacity’ is posited are on the whole criticized not on the
basis of some logical consideration but on the ontological consi--
deration that the concept of ‘capacity’ is untenable.?! Jayanta’s
basic contention is thatan effect is produced by a cause accom-
panied by the appropriate accessories but not possessed of adso--
called ‘capacity’ supposed to be something supersensuous.?? The-
Mimamsaka argues that a ‘capacity’ is to be posited for the
following reasons :

(1) Otherwise, any thing might produce any thing inasmuch.
as all things are similar qua a substance;

(2) While under the influence of a spell a thing apparently
remaining the same and remaining accompanied by the appro-:
priate accessories fails to produce the effect concerned, and this
happens  because this thing is now deprived of the ‘capacity’
concerned;

(3) When the same act on the part of a person happens to '
produce different results in the case of different persons the-
Nyaya suthors too posit a supersensuous causal factor in the
torm_.of dharma (= spmtual merit accumulated owing to past
acts) etc., and a ‘capacity’ has to be posited analogically.23

In reply to all this Jayanta first argues that the determination
as to what cause accompanied by what accessories produce what
effect is -made on the basis of an observatloq of concomitance—-
in-presence and concomitance-in-absence, there being nothing
incongruous about . these accessories inclading a supersensuous
factor like dharma etc. but there being no need to posit
‘capacity’"as such a factor.2* As to why under the influence of
a spell a cause even when accompanied by the appropriate
accessories fails to produce the effect concerned, the reason
suggested is that the accessories are now no more appropriate
accessories, for in order to be appropriate they must include a
special factor in the form of ‘absence of an obstructing factor
like spell etc,’*® to this is added that the same ought to be the-
Mimarisaka’s explanation of the inhibiting activity of a spell or-
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the like even if according to him a causal aggregate includes an
-additional factor in the form of ‘capacity’, the point being that
the positing of ‘capacity’ is superfluous. 26 Then Jayanta argues
that the alleged ‘capacity’ cabnnot be ‘something eternal because
that would mean that the cause concerned always goes on prod-
.ucing the eftect concerned; but that it can also not be something

transxent because then it will iwself require a cause ‘and that

-will lead to an infinite regress.?’

The Mimamsaka pleads : ‘A ‘capacxty has to be posited
*because that is unavoidable, and then it has to be conceived
in such a manner that an infinite Tegress is avoided.”?*
_Jayanta retorts : “To posit a ‘capacity’ is not unavoidable, it
rather is an unnecessary duplication.”;2° Lastly, Jayanta recalls
the Mimamsaka’s position that a cause produces the effect
_concerned by way of undertaking an ‘operation’ that.is something
_essentially unobservable, and so he asks : “Why posit an unob-
servable ‘capacity’ and an. unobse_rvable ‘operation’ when elther
should do ?°%°; when the Mimarhsakg ‘pleads that even when
possessed of a ‘capacity’ acause is never found to produce
‘the effect concerned unless it undertakes an ‘operation’ Jayanta
_retorts : “But that means that an “<operation’ is not something
- essentially unobservable31, After this much refutation of the
.concept of ‘capacity’ based on an ontological consideration there
comes a summary criticism based on a logical consideration;
thus it is suggested that even if it becomes necessary to posit
‘a ‘capacity’ in the form of an additional member of the normal
.causal aggregate this positing can well be treated as an ordin-
-ary case of inference.?? The difficulty with this suggestion was
“that our logicians allowed for a case of inference ‘where the con-
cerned relation of invariable concomitance was established on
-the basis of a direct observation as also for a case of inference
when it was established on the basis of an analogous observation,
but the case of inferring a ‘capacity’ was a rather third type
‘of case — something like the modern scientific method of formul-
.atinga hypothCSIS by way of accounting for an observed phenomenon
Yit was this consideration that constituted the strong point of the

‘Mijmagsaka who would plauslbly make out that  the case of
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inferring a *capaf:iiy’ was not an ordinary case of inference and
so not at all a case of inference but a case of arthapatti. But
Jayanta had his own point when he meant that to posit an
unobservable member in a causal aggregate- is a case of inferr-
ing an unobservable cause - that is, a case of inferring something
on the analogy of observable causes.

Jayanta next considers the case when Caitra’s absence inside
‘his house necessitates the positing of Caitra’s presence outside
his house. The Mimarhsaka has argued that this cannot be a case
of inference because here it is impossible to point out as to
what is the locus of inference, what the probans, what the proban-
dum. Jayanta answers him by formulating an inference as follows :
“‘Caitra’s absence—inside-house is charactrised by Caitra’s pre-
seace-outside—-house, because it is a living person’s absence -inside—
house, just like that earlier observed person’s absence-inside—
house”; with a view to emphasizing that here is an ordinary
case of inference it is added that this is exactly like inferring-
in a locus fire from smoke.33 It can easily be seen that an invari-
able concomitance esfablished on the basis of conceptual analy-
sis is here sought to be understood after the manner of an invari-
able ' concomitance established’ on the basis of observation,
an essentially misleading endeavour. Then the Mimamsaka had
argued that since the very kmowledge of Caitra’s absence-inside—-
‘house coupled: with the knowledge that Caitra is alive’ includes
the khow!edge of Caitra’s presence—outside-house, there could be
no’ question of inferring the latter from the former; Jayanta re-
torts that neither the knowledge of Caitra’s absence-inside-house
nor the knowledge that Caitra is alive includes the knowledge
of Caitra’s presence-outside-house, for what happens is that the
former two pieces of knowledge taken together act as probans
for the last piece of knowledge.*+ The Mimiamsaka makes his
point clear by suggesting that the former two pieces of knowledge
taken together constitute the last piece of knowledge; Jayanta
retorts that the knowledge of probans does not constitute the
knowledge of probandum, just as knowledge of smoke does not
constitute knowledge of fire.3% To this is added that on the
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Mimamsaka’s own showing the former two pieces of knowledge
taken together make possible the positing of the last piece of”
knowledge (this being his account of how the present one is a

case of arthapatti), the point being that the difficulty just urged:
against the present oneé being a case of inference also apply to-
- it being a case of arthapatti 36 We have already remarked that

the Mimamsaka is confusingly saying that the present one is a
case of one piece of knowledge leading to another piece in virtue

of a conceptual analysis, not in virtue of an obsesvation; this.
is his intention where he points out to the Nyaya author that

here the former piece of knowledge ‘includes (or is one with) the

latter piecs of knowledr:. Exploiting ths Mimarh;aka?s.confusion

Jayanta submits that if oae piece of knowledge includes (or is.
one with) another piece of knowledge the latter’s me‘hti.on apart

from the former should be an impossibilty. Thus lacking a teér-

minology that should do justice to the phenomenon.df;.concep-

tual analysis, the Mimamsakd and Nyaya authors fought a battle
that was partly just and partly unjust on the part of either. Under
the title ‘Svabhava-anumana’ the Buddhist too was really descri-
bing such cases of inference as are based on a conceptual an-
alysis rather than observation, but like the Mimamsaka he too
was much confused on th: question though in his own manner,

Jayanta, who had no sympathy either with the Mimamsaka thesis

on arthapatti or with the. Buddhist thesis of svabhava-anumana,

reminds the Mimarsiaka that the former thesis is substatially

open to the same charge as the latter thesis.37 .

Incidentally, Jayanta criticizes the Prabhakarite’s understand-
ing of arthapatti in gzaeral and the present case in particular.
Thus on the Prabhakarite’s showing in inference the ‘instrumental
knowledge’ remains unaccouated for unless the ‘resultant know-
ledge’ is posited, in arthapatti the opposite happens.®® For exa-
mple, when fire is inferred from smoke the knowledge of smoke
remains unaccouated for unless the konowledge of fire is posited;
on the other hand, in the present case of arthapatti the knowle-
dge of Caitra’s presence—outside-house remains unaccoﬁnted for
unless the knowledsze of his absence-inside-hous: coupled with
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his being alive is posited.?® Jayanta ridicules this whole under-
standing by pointing ‘out that if the resultant knowledge alleged
to be something unaccounted for is already had, nothing further
temains to be done.*° The opponent suggests that what is already
had is not the resultant knowledge as a particular case but it in its
general nature; Jayanta retorts that that means that this knowledge
is already had as standing in a relation of invariable concomita-
nce, his' point being that in that case arthapatti is nothing differ-
ent from inference,41 Lastly, Jayanta cogitates as follows :
“The knowledge of presence—outside-house remains unaccounted
for unless the knowledge of absence-inside-house coupled with
being alive is posited — what does it mean ? If it means that the
former knowledge nécessitates the latter knowledge it will be an
ordinary case of inference where the knowledge of probans (of
smoke, say) necessitates the knowledge of probandum (of fire, say).
If it means that absence-insidé-house (coupled with being alive)
produces presence-outside-house, that will lead to the absurdity
that for one moment our man will be neither inside house nor
outside (for it will require a moment for him to be produced),
Thus  are refuted those too who make out that in inference
instrumental knowledge necessitates resultant knowledge, in
athapatti the object of the former knowledge produces the object
of the latter . knowledge >*42 jThe fact of the matter is that
cohceptual analysis often yields two equivalent concepts which,
for that very ‘reason, can act as probans for one another;. and
the present case is actually such a case. Then we can say “If x
is alive -and absent-inside-house, x is present—outside-house’ and
also “If x is present-outside-house, x is alive and absent-inside-
house.”” The Prabhiakarite labours under the misconception that
all cases of _arthapatti -are of such a type; and this misleads him
into speaking as if in all cases of arthapatti the resultant know-
ledge can act as the knowledge of probans does in an inference.
As a matter of fact, inference and arthapatti (=implication) are
one and the same logical process, so that what is instrumental
knowledge or resultarnt knowledge in the case of one is also the
ame in the case of the other. Linguistic convention demands

5.
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that the instrumental knowledge be called ‘knowledge of probans’
in the case of inference, ‘knowledge acting as implier (=implier
knowledge) in the case of arthapatti, and that the resultant
knowledge be called ‘knowledge of probandum’ in the case of
inference, ‘knowledge acting as implied (=implied knowledge)’ in the
- case of arthapatt; but it is nothing more than linguistic conven-
ticn. Hence it is that it is wrong for the Prabhakarite to contend
that in inference the instrumental knowledge. remains unaccounted
for unless the resultant knowledge is posited. while. in arthapatti
the opposite happens. What is pbssible. is that there are cases
of inference where the probans and the probandum .can act as
probans to each other; but even in ‘such cases what is probans
for the time being is probans alone, what is proba‘n&pm for the
time being is probandum alone, so that it canndt be said that
the thing which is probans from the standpoint, of inference
becomes probandum from the standpoint of arthapatti or vice
versa, Then a word might be said.about a knowledgevnece’ssitating
another knowledge and the object of the former knowledge pro-
ducing the object of the latter knowledge, the former supposed
to take place in inference, the latter in arthapatti. If we keep
in mind the fact that inference and arthapatti are the identical
processes, then the . Prahhakarite thus appears to be saying that
in inference the knowledge of prébans necessitates the knowledge
of probandum, in arthapatti the probans produces the probandum.
Really, the cases of inference where the probans happens to be the
cause of the probandum are a class not clearly recognized by our
logicians whose standard case had an effect (viz. smoke) for the
probans and its cause (viz. fire) for the probandum. But this class
is an ordinary class of inference provided care is taken to specify
that a cause in order to act as probans must be a total cause
(a cause acting as probandum can well be a part-cause). Even so,
the inferences based on a causal consideration are precisely those
where the concerned relation of invariable concomitance is esta-
blished by way of making an observation, and they have to be
distinguished from those where it is established by way of making
a conceptual analysis. Thus even if it is granted that an inference
where the probans is a cause and the prob}l;xdum its effect is to
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be called arthapattf,'the fact reamins that to infer Caitra’s
;presence—outside-~house from Caitra’s absence—inside~house (coupled
with his beiﬁg alive) is not at all an inference based on a causal
consideration but one based on a conceptual analysis. But the
Prabhakarite speaks as if this inference is a case of arthapatti
and that for the reason that Caitra’s presence—outside is produ-
ced by Caitra’s absence-inside-hous€. Jayanta has taken pains
to show how . Cairra’s absence-inside-house cannot go to
produce Caitra’s presence—outside-house, but that is some-
thing self-obvious. What is noteworthy is that Jayanta himself
.does not realise. that the concerned relation of invariable concom-
itance is here arrived at by way of a conceptual analysis; for we
have already found him arguing that it is arrived at by way of
frequent observation. But.the method of frequent observation
is solely the method of establishing causal relationship so that
in a way the Prabhakarite’s mistake is Jayanta’s mistake also,
‘The anomaly ramains hidden from Jayanta because he is under
-the mistaken 1mpress1on that all sorts of relatnonshlp (all involv-
ing an invariable concomitance) can be established on the
basis of frequent observation.. For the.rest, the most important
valid point of Jayanta’s present ctiticism of the Prabhskarite
position is that arthapatti is nothing different from inference,

After th'us“ incidentally disposing of the Prabhakarite under-
standing of the arthapatti-case under consideration, Jayanta
resumes his criticism of the corresponding Kumarilite understanding,
Thus the Kumarilite has argued that the invariable concomitance
‘between absenceqnsxde-—house and presence-outside-house cannot
be established on the basis of observation, but in this connection.
he has actually considered not this invariable—concomitance but
one between presence-inside-house and absence-outside-house, .
‘We have already noted this anomaly and Jayanta makes a skilful
use of it. Thus he submits that the needed invariable concomi- -
tance can well be established with the help of observation.+s
Not that - it can actually be so established, but it can certainly -
'be established in the sense in Wthh this Kumarilite understands:-
it. So Jayanta first argues that by directing his criticism nog
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against the invariable concomitance that is actually -needed but
on one that is not needed the Kumarailite has virtually deserted
the arthapatti sub-type under consideration.¢* And again he says
that the criticism in question is in any case perverted. Jayanta’s
line of attack is revealing in its own way. Thus he points out
that in the case of a non-ubiquitous subtance its presence at a
particular place establishes without effort (aklesena) its absence
at every place other than this place.*® By using the phrase ‘with-
out effort’ Jayanta in effect concedes that what is thus ,established.
is a finding of conceptual analysis rather than of frequent obser-
vation. But his conscious understanding nevertheless remains that
here too invariable concomitance is established on the basis of
observation. Thus he asks the Kumarilite : “If a thing’s absence
at every place other than the place of its actual location cannot
be grasped through observation, what about the absence of smoke-
at every place where fire is absent?’4¢ Jayanta’s point’ is that the
latter absence must be grasped throqgh observation or all infer-
ence becomes impossible. The Kumarilite pleads that on having:
observed that x is accompanied by p in so many cases and
unaccompanied by p in not a single case .one concludes that x
is a valid probans for y ; Jayanta retorts : “But the requirement
of a valid probans is that x must be unaccompanied by y in
not a single case observed or otherwise.”’*” Jayanta promises
to develop his point at a later stage but his meaning must be
that even without observing all cases where x occurs it should
be somehow possible to say that "x never occurs unaccompan-
ied by y. Really speaking, all establishment of a relation of
invariable concomitance is aimed at rendering unnecessary all
further observation, but the question is whether this, establishment
itself does or does not necessarily require observation. Under the:
title ‘arthapatti’ the Kumarilite is in fact drawing our attention
to such cases of inference where the concerned relation of
jnvariable concomitance is estabieshed not through observation
but through conceptual analysis, As a matter of fact, it is this.
peculiarity of these cases that misleads him into thinking that
these are cases not of inference but of arthapatti. Jayanta, on
his part, is right when he treats these cases as cases of inference,.
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but essentially miscénceived is his endeavour to show that here
too the concerned relation of invariable concomitance is established
through observation rather than conceptual analysis. So far as
observation-based invariable concomitances are concerned the
Kumarilite and Jayanta understand them in an essentially
identical fashion, and on this guestion they both rather markedly
differ fiom the Buddhist who insists that the obtaining of such
‘an invariable concomitance between the two things must necess-
arily mean the obtaining -of a causal relationship between them.
'So the question above posed by Jayanta before the Kumarilite
should be answered in a radically new way not by the latter but
by the Buddhist who would say: ¢ When x and y are proved to
‘be causally related then and then alone does it become possible
‘to say that x never occurs unaccompanied by y.”

Lastly. Jayanta criticizes the sixth subtype of arthapatti
‘posited by the Kumarilite and one where a sentence is alleged
to imply another sentence, Jayanta’s . general contention is that
like all sub-typ:s of arthapatti it too is a case of inference, but
he particularly objects to the suggestion that here it becomes
necessary to posit first a .sentence ‘and then its meaning; his
simple point is that in all inference the knowledge of probans
necessitates the knowledge of probandum, and a case like the
present one where the former knowledge is had through  verbal
.testimony . poses Rno new problem, so that it should not be
impossiblz here to have the latter knowledge without having
“‘before ‘the mind’s eye a correspon'ding sentence.*® The Kumarilite
pleads that the sentence concerned, being incomplete, must be
.completed . first -and then the meaning of the supplemented
‘sentence must be added to that of the original sentence; Jayanta
retorts : “There is nothing incomplete about the original sen-
:ten ce. What has to be done is to understand its meaning and
‘then draw the inference that might be mnecessary. And even
.granting that the original sentence is incomplete there is no need
to add a further sentence to it, it being sufficient to add to the
meaning of this sentence whatever new meaning that might seem
necessary.”’4® Then is dismissed as unfounded the fear that adding a
mew meaning without adding the corresponding sentence should turn
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this new meaning into something non-Vedic; thus Jayanta says :
“The new meaning should be something non-Vedic rather in case
a new sentence is also posited, for this senitence must obviously
be absent in Vedas. And if it is pleaded that a sentence implied
by a Vedic sentence must itself be something Vedic, then why
not grant that the meaning implied by the meaning of a Vedic
sentence must jtself be something Vedic, thus -avoiding an unne-
cessary step in the form of positing a new sentence.’”’*%. What
. Jayanta says obviously makes sense, but he’ goes on 10 report
that the present Kumarilite position has been criticized by the
Prabhakarite also, though in his own manner; (at the close of
his enquiry Jayanta even confesses that this manner of solving.
the problem is as worthwhile as his own.®1) The Prabhakante
begins by submitting that the meaning 1mp11ed by .the ‘neaning
of a sentence is also to be treated as a meaning yielded by this
sentence on the ground that this implied meaning is yielded never
except in the presence of the sentence in question®?, In this con-
nection he bases himself on the consideration that the practical
exigencies of priestly ritualism often réquire that a word not
present in a Vedic sentence be treated as .present there, a word
present there be treated as not present there, a word present there
in one form be treated as present there in another form; and.
his argument is that if despite all this the resultant meaning is
treated as a meaning yielded by this sentence itself then the
meaning implied by this resultant meaning should likewise be
treated as a meaning yielded by - this sentence- itself, it being
immaterial that the words expressing this implied meaning are
not present there in this sentence; (in this connection a passing
reference is made to the Prabhakarite theory that the meaning of
a sentence is yielded by this sentence as a whole so that it should
not be much emphasized as to what words are used ina sentence,
what words not used, what words used in this way rather than
that).®® Then a dig is made of the Kumarilite by adding that
this way even the implied meaning becomes a direct meaning of
the sentence concerned, and not an indirect meaning (as-it should:
be on the showing of the Kumarilite who derives the implied mean-
ing only after having first posited the corrcsponding sentence.)s¢
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The Kumairilite pleads that a meaning cannot to posited unless
the corresponding word is somehow present there; the Prabha-
karite retorts “that even when a word is present there in a Vedic
sentence it is given only such mecaning as suits the total senten-
tial meaning required by the concerned ritual context, his point
being that a sentence yields the necessary meaning irrespective
of whether the corresponding word is present there or not.®*®
The Kumarilite argues that on the opponent’s understanding all
meaning yielded by a word should have the same status, so that
there should be, for example no difference between the literal
and the flguratlve meamng of a word; the point is supported by
referring to the circumstance that the Mimamsa rules of Vedic
interpretation require that a sentence yielding its meaning in
one manner is more authoritative than one yielding its meaning in
another, which rules should lose all sense on the opponent’s
understanding according to which all meaning yielded by a word
has the same status.®6 The Prabhakarite replies that even if a
word can yield’ all sorts of mzaning dependmg -on the sentential
context it does have a nuclear meaning comparing with which
differentiation and classnflcatlon can be made among the mean-
ings yielded by this word in different qontexts, e.g. the word ‘lion’
(possessed of a nuclear meamng) means one thing when referring
to the beast called by this name, another thing when referring
to a brave man.57 Thls explanation allows the Prabhakarite to do
justice to those Mimarhsa rules of Vedic interpretation appealed
to by the Kumacilite; for the former too can now distinguish
between a Vedic sentence yielding meaning in one manner
and the same yielding meaning in another manner.5® This Kumari-
llte—versus—Prabhakarxte controversy should make it clear that
the sixth sub_—type of arthapatti posited by the Kumarilite is in
the main theologically motivated.

Here closes Jayanta’s consideration of the Mimarsa thesis
on the pramana called arthapatti; now he proceeds to undertake
a similar eonsideration of the Kumarilite thesis on the pramiana
called abhava.
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(iv) On Abhava -

Jayanta’s consideration of the pramana called abhava (mean-
ing absence, also called anupalabdhi meaning non-cognition) which
~ the Kumarilite alone posits is important because in this conne-
ction certain such issues have been raised ‘as were a topic of
animated controversy among our philosophers. Thus the Kumari-
lite and the Naiyayika were of the view that ‘absences’ constitute
a group of independent reals existing by the side of positive
reals, but they differed among themselves as to how the direct
cognition of an ‘absence’ takes place. That an ‘absence’ can be
indirectly cognized through inference was conceded-by both, but
while the Naiyayaka held that an ‘absence’, just like .a positive
real, is directly cognized through perception the. Mimarhsaka
held that an ‘absence’, unlike a positive real,is directly cogﬁized
never through perception and always through an independent
pramana called abhava. This difference of opinion 1s at the centre
of Jayanta’s attention in the present part of his text, but he
also incidentally considers at due lengh the corresponding posit-
ions maintained by the Buddhist and the Prabhakarite. Thus both
the Buddist and the Prabhakarite denied that ‘absences’ constitute
a group of indepencent reals and the former developed an ela-
borate theory as to how an ‘absence’ as understood. by him is
cognized directly and 'how it is cognized indirectly. All this Jay-
anta subjects to criticism after having disposed of the Kumarilite
thesis on the pramana called <abhava’. [The criticism of Kumari-
lite and the Buddhist is preceded by a lengthy presentation of
their respective cases, the criticism of the Prabhakarite case is

pretty brief.] '

The Kumarilite submits that when no pramana is found to
operate with a view to cognizing x we have a case of cognizing
‘absence of x* through the pramiana called ‘abhiava (i. e,
absence of all pramana)’.T Then realizing that a pramana must
be a state of the concerned cognizing soul (preferably, a positive
such state) it is given out that abhava as thus understood is
of the form of ‘non-production of a corresponding transfor-
mation in the concerned cognizing soul’ or ‘cognition pertaining
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to something else’; the meaning of the former expression is

understandable, that of the latter is ‘cognition pertaining to the locus
of the absence concerned’ (Jayanta is wrong when he explains the
latter as ‘cognition of the absence concerned’).? The Kumarilite’s

point is that when x is not cognizéd while the locus concerned

is cognized we have a case of cognizing ‘absence of x’ through
abhava. And such an odd type of pramana is posited by him

because he is convinced that an ‘absence’ cannot be grasped

through perception; this he seeks to demonstrate by arguing that

no sort of contact can take place between a sense—organ and an

sabsence’.? The demonstration, in fact, amounts to arguing that no

sort of relation obtains between an ‘absence’ and its locus; for

according to the standard ‘Nyaya formula (not as such rejected by
the: Kumarilite) it should always be possible to tell as to what

sort of contact takes place between a sense—organ and an object

of preception once it is found out as to what sort of relation

obtains between this object and its locus. As-a general rule (to

which there is an above exception) an object—of-perception is

either a physical substance or something inhering in a physical

substance or something inhering in a thing that inheres in a

physxcal substance, and the Kumzrlllte is in essence saying that

an ‘absence’ belongs to none of these three categories. The

Naiyayika-, with a view to coining a new category, submits that

an ‘absencg’ qualifies its locus, so that ‘something qualifying a

physical substance’ should be the description of an ‘absence’ in

its capacity as an object-of-perception. The Kumarilite poeh-—
poohs thisg stratagem by insisting that x cannot qualify y unless x

stands ré]at‘ed to. y. either through the relation called conjunction
or through the relation called inherence, and an ‘absence’ stands

related to its locus through neither of these relations, nor does

he himself posit any relation between an ‘absence’ and its locus.

However, from all this the Kumarilite does not draw the conclusion

that an ‘absence’ is no independent real but just that it is not

an object of perception.

The Kumarilite does not deny that the locus of an ‘absence’
must be made an object of perception, but this precisely is why
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he refuses to concede that this ‘absence’ itself is an object of
perception; thus he argues that the locus of an ‘absence’ is
an object of perception but not this ‘absence’ itself
just as the colour of a distant column of fire is an object of
perception but not its touch.* It is admitted that in the cited
illustration the touch of fire is an object of inference,5 but the
implication is net that an ‘absence’ is cognized through inference.
For a little later on it is argued that an ‘absence’ cannot be cognized
through inference because in this case it cannot be ascertained as
to what acts as the locus—of-inference, what as the probans, what
as the probandum, also because here it is impossible to formulate
the needed relation of invariable concomitance (which formulation
requires that at some stage an ‘absence’  .must have been
made an object of perception).® Let us recall that somewhat
similar ‘was the Kumarilite’s mode of arguing wi;én he was
out to demonstrate that a case of arthapatti is not a-case of
inference. But this time the spgg'estion.that an ‘absence’ is cognized
through arthapatti is rejected even without being given a moment’s
thought.” And yet what actually happens is that if x and y are such
that they are either ‘both cognized together or both not-cognized
together then in case x is cognized but not y this cognition-of-
x implies the cognition-of-‘absence of 3’. This in essence is.
how the Buddhist puts the - matter when he would submit that
here ‘absence of y’ is cognized through an inference of the
svabhava-anumana type where ‘cogaition of x’ acts as probans;
(svabhava-anumana essentially covers the same ground as the
Mimamsa’s arthipatti and the Buddhist is also of the view that
an ‘absence’ is no independent real, so that what is here inferred
is not an ‘absence’ as such but an usage as to absence). In any
case, we have thus seen how on the Kumarilite’s showing the
cognition of an ‘absence’ is not a case of perception and not a
case of inference. In the meantime he has considered a case
which to him appears to clinch the matter decisively. Thus when
one observes a place without particularly noticing whether x
is present there or not, one can later on rightly say thiat x was
absent there at that earlier occasion; the Kumarilite argues that
this later cognition of ‘absence of x’ is obviously not had
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through perception but nor is it had through memory or inference
both necessarily requiring a prior perception which here obviously
did not take place.® As a matter of fact, here the place concerned
and x are such that if cognized together they must be recalled-
together, so that the fact that the place is recalled but not x-
implies that x was not cognized along with the place; (really,
the possibility is not ruled out that x was present there but was.
not noticed, but let us ignore that possibility.) Thus this case is
essentially of the same type as the case whena floor is perceived -
and ‘absence of jar’ on-this floor is cognized through implication,
a cognition which according to the Kumarilite is had neither
through perception nor through inference but through a new
pramana called abhava.

Jayanta begins his refutation of -the Kumarilite case by
arguing that the perceptual cognition ‘the jar is absent on the -
floor’ is of the same type as the perceptual cognition c‘curd is
present in the bowl’, so that just as both curd and bowl are an
object of perception both ‘absence of jar’ and floor are an
object of perception.® His point is that here an employment of -
eyes at once reveals both floor and 'qbsénce of jar’, this unlike
the case of inferring fire from smoke where smoke is revealed to
eyes but not fire.:@ To this is added that the present case is also -
unlike the case*where the colour of a distant fire is perceptually
cognized through eyes but not its touch, the point being that it
is impossjble for eyes to cognize teuch but not to cognize an
<absence’.!! Really, Jayanta is simply taking for granted that an
‘absence’ is an independent real and that it is an object of~
perception; in point"ot_‘,fact‘, the first proposition which is basic
is of cxt'reme'ly doubtful validity. However, he does consider the
objection that an ‘absence’ which is devoid of colour should not
be an object of visual perception; his answer is that an atom
even while possessed of colour is not an object of perception.'?
Similarly, the objection that an ‘absence’ which does not come in
contact with an eye should not be an object of perception is
answered by saying that sky even while coming in contact with
an eye is not an object of perception.!3 Both these answers are
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invalid and the simple fact is that the normal mode of a sense-
organ producing perceptual cognition just makes no sense in the
alleged case of the perceptual cognition of an ‘absence’. In any
-case, Jayanta next frankly admits that the rule that a sense-organ
must come in contact with the concerned object—of—pefception
holds true only when the object happens to be a positive entity
‘and not when it happens to be an ‘zbsence’.!* The objection
~ that in that case an ‘absence’ existing anywhere in ‘the world
should become an object of perception is rejected on the ground
that an ‘absence’ in order to become an object of perception
must reside in a locus which is jtself'such an object.?® ‘To this
is added that the needed contact too can be well conceived if it
is granted that an ‘absence’ is related to its locus by way of the
relation called qualifier-and-qualificand, it being promlsed that
the reality of this relation as something distict from the famous
relation conjunction and inherence will be demonstrated not much
later on.16 At this stage the Mimarmsaka objects that the contact-
types in question posited by the Naiyay¥ka are all fictitious, it
being his point that all that a sense-organ requires is the ability
to perceive its appropnate object; Jayanta rephes first by saying
that a sense-organ can well have the ability to perceive an
“absence’ and then by saying that the contact-types in question '
~are but a detailed description of a $ense—organ’s ability to
perceive its appropriate object.!? Really, an ‘absence’ conceived
as an independent real is a highly untenable concept and so
Jayanta’s position that am ‘absence’ thus understood is a possible
object of perception is as much misconceived as the Kumarilite’s
. counterposition that it is not a possible. object of perception.
However, interesting is Jayanta’s consideration of that case where
having perceived a vacant place one later on rightly says that x
was absent there at that earlier occasion; on Jayanta’s showing,
all ‘absences’ existing at the place in question were perceptually
cognized through a mixed—coguition that also perceptually cognized
this place itself, so that the later cognition of one of these
e«absences’ is a case of memory plain and simple.!8 In this
.connection the Kumarilite is reminded that since he too grants that
the place in question is cognized as a vacant place he in effect
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grants that all the <absences’ occurring at this place are cognized
when this place is cognized (for ‘a vacant place’ meaning ‘a place
accompanied by all the <absences’ that occur at this place’).

However, the Kumarilite has a a point when he insists that the
case in question is not a case of simple memory; for to-
cognize ‘absence of x’ is to cognize it consciously (just as to cog-
nize x is to cognize it consciously) while it is admitted on all hands-
that in this case ‘absence of x’ was not cognized consciously at the
time when the place was cognized, so that in this case there can.
take place at a later occasion no simple memory of ‘absence-of-x’,
This is not to say that the Kumarilite is also right when he insists.
that in this case ‘absence of x’ is cognized through a new pramana
called adhava; for as has already' been shown, here the earlier
‘absence of x’ is an implication of the fact that at a later occasion x
is not recalled even while the place is being recalled.

Having thus disposed of the Kumarilite case on the question
of the alleged new pramana abhava, Jayanta directs his attention
towards the corresponding Buddbist case. The peculiarity of the
Buddhist case is that here “absences’ are not posited as a group-
of independent reals existing by the side of positive entites; even.
so, a view is here formulated as to What is meant when one says-
that one is cognnzmg an ‘absence’, These two aspects of the Bu-
ddhist case Ja.yanta presents one by one and then criticizes them:
both from his own standpoint.

The Buddhist begins by submitting that an ‘absence’ is not
something real, so ‘that it is pointless to consider whether it is an
object of this type of pramana or an object of that type of it.1®
It is then argued that .an ‘absence’ is doubtless not cognized
independently - as a positive entity, nor is it cognized as
related to the place concerned, the time concerned, the
counterpositive concerned.?® The suggestion that the relation of"
quahfler—-and—-quahflcand obtains between an ‘absence’ and its.
locus is rejected on the - ground that y cannot act as qualifier
to x unless there already obtains between y and x either the relation:
called conjunction or that called inherence, it being further added:
that all relation of qualifier-and-qualificand is a subjective im-
position on things rather than an objective property of things.*
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The Buddhist is somchow referring to his famous position that
_the properties of a thing are nothing over and above this thing,
so that even if an ‘absence’ is a qualifying property of the thing
_acting as its locus it can be nothing over and above this thing;
(however, this important point is here developed just in passing
.and not in a clear-cut fashion). Then is considered the question
“whether a relation can possibly obtain between an ‘absence’ and
| its counterpositive. The suggestion that an _ordinary posmve
‘relation obtains between the two is rejected on the obvious ground
~that the two do not exist simultaneously, but ¢n the same ground
is rejected the suggestion that there obtains between the two the
-relation called ‘opposition’, that is, the type of relation that ob-
“tains between a jar and the stick that breaks up this jar.2? Thus
-it is argued that <absence of a jar’, sinceit is something incapa-
‘ble of performing a function, cannot break up a jar. 93'The Budd-
rhist’s point here is that an ‘absence , since it is not an indepen-
dent real cannot act as a cause, but he soon goes on to argue
‘his famous position that even a p0s1t1Vc' thing supposed to be a
.cause of destruction is never actually such a cause inasmuch as
-all thing automatically undergoes destruction as soon as it is
born.2+ However, even this position is in a way relevant for the
~present discussion, for destruction is supposed to be an important
type of ‘absence’ (so-called ‘postericr absence’) and the Buddhist
is here telling us as to how destruction is nothing over and above
the concerned positive things. Thus on his showing the stick
falling on a jar does not bring about an ‘absence’ called ‘destru-
ction of jar’ but the positive entities called ‘potsherds’, his point
“being that if ‘destruction of jar’ is somcthing apart from this
jar then this jar should be visible there even after ‘destruction
.of jar’ has been brought about.?® The opponent pleads that the
potsherds are themselves what constitutes ‘absence of jar’; the
Buddhist retorts that in that case the destruction of these potsh-
‘erds, being a destruction of ‘absence of jar’, must mean re-emer-
gence of the jar.?¢ The opponent’s plea is based on the consider-

ation that <absence of jar’ occurs precisely at the place where
the potsherds occur, the "Buddhist’s retort is based on the
consideration that ‘absence of jar’ is nothimg apart from the
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potsherds. The Buddhist buttresses his point by saying that if
the potsherds, even while doing nothing to the jar, are to be
called ‘absence of jar’ they might as well be called ‘absence of
cloth’.?2? Then 1he opponent is asked whether an ‘absence’ is
somethihg of the form of being or something of the form of non—
‘being; in the former case it becomes absolutely akin te a positive
entity, in the latter case it becomes something eternal and some-
thing lacking all reason why it should be an absence of this thing
rather than that.28 The opponent pleads that two different things
should become identical with each other unless it is conceded that
they are characterized by each other’s ‘absence’; the Buddhist retorts
that on this logic another series of ‘absences’ will be required to
distinguish a positive entity from an ‘absence‘, a third series to
-distinguish one ‘absence’ J‘rom another, nothing of the sort being
actually posited by the opponent 29 Lastly, the opponent asks
the Buddhist as to what according to the latter is the meaning
of the word ‘not’; the Buddhist first submits that in any case
this meanmg is not an ‘absence’ conceived as something indepen-
dently real, and then says : “When added to a noun it means a
thing different from the thing denoted by this noun, when added
to a verb it means non-occurrénce of the act denoted by
this verb; (e. g. ‘not-house’. means a thing other than a house,
‘not-gomg means not undertaking the act of going).””39

At t.hts stage a somewhat new topic is introduced. For the
opponent argues that if ‘an ‘absence’ is nothing real then the
eleven types of ‘non-cognition’ posited by the Buddhist logicians
ought to be devoid of a proper object®!. In this connection the
eleven types of non-cognition are enumerated as follows (each .
being supposed to make possible the cogition of ‘absence of x’) :

(1) nen-cognition of x

(2) non-cognition of a cause-of-x

(3) non-cognition of a-superimplicant-of—x

(4) non-cognition of an effect-of-x

(5) cognition of a contradictory—-of-x

(6) cognition of an effect-of-a-contradictory-of-x

{7) cognition of a subimplicant-of-a-contradictory-of-x
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(8) cognition of a contradictory-of-an -effect-of-x '
" (9) cognition of a contradictory-of-a-subimplicant-of-x
(10) cognition of a-contradictory—of—a-cause—of-x

(11) cognition of an effect-of-a—contradictory-of-a-cause-

 of-x3? '

. The Buddhist replies that the eleven types of non-cognition:
make possible not a cognition-concerning-absence but a dealing—
concerning—absence.?? His point is that when a non-cognition
takes place there arises a case of practically treating as “absent
the thing not-cognized, not a case of cognizing as an independent
real the ‘absence’ of this thing. The opponent reminds the Budd-
hist shat according to the latter a non-cognition leadinig_ to a
dealing-concerning-absence is a case of svabhava-anumana. while
in such an anumina (=inference) the probans and the ,prob‘aﬁddm
are one with each other, which is not the case with the probans
and the probandum in question; the Buddhist replies that what
a non-cognition leads to is not actual dealing-concerning-absence
but the ability for such dealing while this ability is certainly one
with this non-cognition.®¢ But then the opponent objects that a
non—cognition which must be something negativé cannot be one
with an ability which must be something positive; the Buddhist
replies that a non—cognition is not a mere absence of cognition
but a cognition of something else, that is, it being something
positive.?® To this is added that thus is also answered the objec-
tion that a non—cognition, being itself of the form of an ‘absence’,
will require for its own cognition another non-cognition and
that will lead to an infinite regress (for a non-cognition is now
of the form of a positive cognition).®® These questions—and—
answers constitute the essence of the Buddhist’s case on the
question as to how an ‘absence’is cognized, butthey are couched
in a highly technical terminology and one which is partly mis-
leading. For otherwise what the Buddhist is saying is very much
tenable. Put in plain language, his contention is that a case of
non—cognition of x is a case of absence-of-x, so that wherever
one fails to cognize x one has the right to say that x is absent.
So, we here have an equation whose two sides represent two
equivalent /(equiextensi\{e) concepts, something which always  happ--
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ens when one concept is defined in terms of another. And the
cases of svabhava-afiumana are cases of inference where the pro-
bans and the probandum are two such concepts that the former
implies the latter or the two imply ecach other. This means that
the cases of one concept being defined in terms of another are
cases of svabhava—anumana where the probans and the probandum
are two such concepts that they imply each other (for
two eqivalent concepts do imply each other). Hence it is that
according to the Buddhist the case of a non-cognition making
possible dealing-concerning—absence is a case of svabhava-anu-
mana where this nqn—cognition is the probans and this dealing
the probandumi (here by speaking of ‘dealing—concerning—absence’
instead of ‘cognition—cocerning—absence’ it is emphasized that the

present is a case of just defining the concept ‘absence’ and not
of asserting that an ‘absence’ is an independent real). Lastly, by

emphasizing that a non—cogmtlon here spoken of is not a mere
absence of cognition but a positive cognition it is made out that
an ‘absence’ is noticed mnever except in a noticed locus. As put
thus all this sounds quite plausible, but the Buddhist’s technical
terminology — partly misleagding - considerably obscures all this.
Thus it is difficult to see what he means by saying that in a
case of svabhava—-anumana the probaps and the probandum are one
with eac'1 other and how in the present case this identity is not
retained when the probandum is ‘dealing—concerning-absence’ but
retained when it 1s cability for dealing-concerning-absence’. So
we must remcmber "that the fact that a svabhava-anumana is a
case of one concept implying another is expressed by the Budd-
hist by saying that in a svabhava-anumana the probans and the
probandum are one with each other. Again, it is realized that
even when tweo concepts are actually equivalent they are so treated
only by one to whom the equivalence concerned is evident; hence
it is contended that a case of non-cognition is not actually but
only potentially a case of dealing-concerning absence.

Lastly, the Buddhist raises a point which isin fact a common
point of all logicians. Thus, it is. stressed that the non-cogaition. .
of a thmg for whose cognition conditions are not available wxll

6
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" not mean an absence of this thing; (in vJayanta’s-presentatioh
th: distinction is made bztwoen things inhereatly imperceptible
and things otherwise, but even a thing not inherently impercep-
tible might at times be in no position to be cognized even when
present).37 In this connection an exception is made in the case of
cabsence of identity’; thus the fact that x is different of y is not-
iced as soon as x is noticed irrespective of whether y is some-
thing inherently imperceptible or otherwise.38 ‘

Then begins Jayanta’s refutation of the above Buddhist' case.
Thus he submits that the cognition “x is present’ is absolutely on
a par with the cognition ‘x is absent’, so that the Buddhist should
either treat both as genuine or dismiss both as illusory “but he
should not treat the former as genuine and dismiss the ‘]étter as
illusory ¢ What Jayanta here has in mind is the Buddhist position
that all deterimnation of the nmature of a thing on the part of .
thought is something illusory, and his point is that on this logic
a positive determination should Be as much illusory s a negative
determination.*® But the Buddhist is also of the V_iew that there
exist only positive things and no ‘absences’. So, directing his criti-
cism against this view Jayanta argues that when a jar is present on
the floor we say ‘jar exists on the floor’, when a jar is absent on
the floor we say ¢ ‘absence of jar’ exists on the floor’’’; the Buddhi-
st’s plea that in the latter case we observe floor-devoid-of-jar is
rejected on the ground that.‘being devoid of jar’ can mean no-
thing but ‘being possessed of “absence of jar’’.*! The Buddhist’s
point is that when we cognize x and not p we say ‘x is present
and y is absent’ or ‘x is characterised by “absemce of p”* but
that there do not then exist two things, viz. x and ‘absence of y’;
thus on his showing ‘absence of y’ is just an aspect of the mature
of x as determined by the appropriate thought-activity. With
this sort of argumentation Jayanta’s difficulty is that he readily
grants that more than one thing might exist at one place at one
time; e. g where a jar exists there also exist its colour, its touch,
its action, its ‘universal’, and so on and so forth, so that here there
might also exist ‘absence of cloth’ ‘absence of cow”and so-on and
so forth. These so many things co—existing with the jar are for
Jayanta so many independent reals, for the Buddhist they are so
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many aspects of the jar’s nature as revealed by thought,
However, the Buddhist also somehow distinguish between a thing’s
positive feature of the form of quality, action etc. and its negative
feature of the form of ‘absence’ and suggests that the latter is
even less independent than the former; it is this distinction that
Jayanta doggedly refuses to grant. Thus the Buddhist submits that
the cogniticn of abscnce’ is a mere thought-born cognition, his
point being that it is not a cognition rooted in a perception (i. e
a physical encounter with things real); Jayanta retorts that this
cognition arises in the wake of perception exactly as does a
positive type of thought-born cognition.42 The Buddhist seeks to
~wriggle out of thé difficulty by suggesting that a thought-born cogni-
tion is after all not of the form of pramana; Jayanta reminds him
that on- the latter’s own showmg a perception is Pramana preci-
sely to the extent that the coneerned post-perceptual thought is
authentic, Jayanta’s point being - that this consideration applies
irrespective of whether the thought concerned is positive or nega-
tive.*3 The Buddhist pleads that acting in accordance with a
positive thought one gets at a real positive thing; Jayanta retorts
that acting in accordance with negative thought one gets at a real
<absence’, particularly emphasizing that, on the Buddhist’s own show-
ing ‘to be x° itself means ‘not to be not-x’.%* In this connection
Jayanta quotes several instances where an ‘absence’ is of practical
significance. in dur everyday life, his point being that it will not
do to dismiss ‘absence as a phenomenon of no consequence.*
It can eas1ly be seen that the Buddhist is denying that an ‘absence’
is an mdcpendent thing, he is admitting that it is an aspect of
the nature of an mdependent thing. Now for him it is the very
definiton of an -mdependent real thing that it produces perceptual
cognitivn concerning itself, and so he argues that an ‘absence’ is
not something mdependent real because it does not produce perce-
ptual cognition concerning itself.*¢ To this Jayanta first replies that -
since the Buddhist’s momentarism would not allow that a thing
should become object of a perceptual cognition through producing
this cogaition, the latter can only say that this thing somehoyw
becomes object of this cognition, something that can be said
about an ‘absence’ as about a positive thing; and then he goes on
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to add that according to his Nyaya school an ‘absence’, just like
a positive thing, is well capable of producing a perceptual coghi-
tion coneerning itself.¥7 As a matter of fact, the Buddhist is
very particular about insisting that a real, independent, physical
produces a perceptual cognition
h acting is not pessible on the part
hing he avers that such

thing acting on a sense-organ
concerning itself, and since suc
of a feature positive or otherwise of this t
a feature.is not a real, independent, physical thing; on the other

hand, Jayanta’s theory of ‘contact’ allows all sorts of features of a
thing to become an independent object-of-perception. But here-again

one noteworthy point is that Jayanta would not let the Buddhist
make a fundamental distinction between a positive feature .and a
negative one. Thus the Buddhist argues that if an ‘absence’ too can
produce a perceptual cognition concerning itself .then _nothing
should distinguish an ‘absence’ from a positive thing;" Jayanta
retorts that an ‘absence’ produces one sort of perceptual cognition,
a positive thing another sort of it, just-as a colour produces -one
sort of perceptual cognition, a taste another sort of it.*s In this
connection an incidental anomaly of the Buddhist’s stand deserves
notice. Thus according to him a physical thing is in fact a con-
glommerate of its five sensory features so that when he speaks
of a physical thing acting on a sense-organ he thinks of the colour,
taste etc. of this thing acting on an appropriate sense-organ; as for
the rest of this thing’s features, positive or otherwise, they, according
to him, are but different aspects of this thing’s nature. So when
he argues that unlike a positive thing an ‘absence’ does not produce
a perceptual cognition concering itself he wishes to emphasize that
an ‘absence’ is not an independent thing; Jayanta understands
him to argue that a positive feature of a thing does and an ‘absence’
does not produce a perceptual cognition concering itself because
the two are so unlike each other, and retorts that both do so just
as both colour and taste do so even if colour and taste are so
unlike each other. On his own presuppositions, the Buddhist should
plead that a colour or a taste can produce a perceptual cognition
concerning itself because it is an independent thing but that neither
a positive feature nor an ‘absence’ charactersing this colour or
this taste should produce a perceptual cognition concerning
jtsclf because neither is an independent thing. Not that this way
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of putting things will convince Jayanta that a feature positive or
otherwise of a thing cannot be an independent object of perceptual
cognition (for he has his own view of the matter), but it will
make the Buddhist’s position clearer. Actually, Jayanta concludes
by saying that an ‘absence’ has its own way of producing a per-
ceptual cognition concerning itself just as a positive thing has its
own,*? it bzing his further understanding that a positive thing might
be of the form of a substance, a quality, an action, a universal,
or what not. '

Jayanta next considers the Buddhist’s objection that no conce-
ivable relation obtains between an ‘absence’ and its locus, it being
the latter’s point that the proposed relation called qualifier-and—
qualificand presupposes either of the recognized relations con-
junction and inherence. As a ‘matter of fact, the Nyaya school
came to posit ‘absence’ as an independent real rather late; and
when it was posited no particular thought was given to the ques-
tion as to how it should stand related to its locus. Otherwise,
inherence was the school’s. standard relation supposed to relate
things belonging to all sorts of categories (an exception being the »
relation’ conjunction supposed to relate two substances), and so it
could bz easily maintained that an ‘absence’ resides in its locus
by way of,_ii,ihereqce. Hence it was that the later Nyaya authors
began to.say that an ‘absence‘ resides in its locus by way of the
relation (ca‘ll'ed qualifier-and—qualificand. But since wherever x and
y stand related x can be called a qualifier and y a qualificand {or
vice versa) the opponents objected that the relation in question,
unless st.ricily defined; is no particular relation. It is this objection °
as raised by the Buddhist that Jayanta is considering preséntly.
Thus he begins by pleading that the rule that the relation quali-
fier-and-qualificand presupposes another recognized relation does not
hold good when one relatum happens to be an cabsence’ . *° To
this is added that the rule does not necessarily hold good even
in case both the relata are something positive, the point being
that x and y might be related without one being a qualifier and
the other a qualificand while, on the other hand, x might be a
qualifizr to y without any other relation obtaining between x and
y; th: form:r aspesiis illustrated by saying that one is not cailed
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‘a staff-holder (=one qualified by a staff) in case one tramples a
staff under foot or places a staff on one’s head, the latter by
saying that the relation samavaya qualifies its locus and is not
yet related to this locus by any other relation.®1 Then it is argued
that the relation qualifier-and—qualificand does not presuppose
another relation just as the relation jnvariable concomitance or
the relation denoter-and-denoted does not.5? Lastly, it is con- .
tended that the relation quahﬁer—and-quahﬁcand can ohtain bet-
ween x and y even if the two relata are such that either can be.
called a qualifier and the other a qualificand.®? Thus is concluded
that the relation obtaining between an ‘absence’ and its spatial locus,
as also between it and the time-of-its—occurrence, is to be called
‘qualifier-and-qualificand’.** The jissue is reopened by referring
to two cases where the relation concerned has to be given the-
name ‘qualifier-and-qualificand’, there 'being no other conycgjvable
relation in picture; thus an action is related to the agent-of-action
as also to the object-of-action by way of the relation thus named
(for this action is related by way of inherence to the bodily
organs of the agent but not to this agent himself who must be
the soul concerned, nor to the object-of-action).®> The whole
discussion is a clear proof of the ad hoc character of the Nyaya
thesis under defence. The sub-topi¢ is closed by contending
that the relation between -an ‘absence’ and its counter—positive
is one called ‘opposition’ which consists in the fact that the two
do not exist together (the Buddhist had demanded that in all
relation the relata concerned must exist simultaneously).?¢

Jayanta next considers the Buddhist’s objection that an ‘absence’
can be neither something of the form of being rior something
of the form of non-being. He begins by contending that it is some-
thing of the form of non-being,37 his point being that its essence
lies in the fact that the counterpositive concerned does not exist,
But soon it is argued thai an ‘absence’ is of the form of being
because it requires a cause, it being emphasized that it  does not
thereby turn into a positive entity,®® This occasions a considera-
tion of the famous Buddhist thesis that the destruction of all
thing is uncaused. Thus on Jayanta’s showing the destruction
of a jar requires a cause like stick etc. just as "its production
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requires a cause like lump-of-clay ete.5® The Buddhist pleads
that ths stick ciuses not destruction of the jar but production
of the potsh:rds; Jayanta retorts that evea in that case the stick
must cause dastruction of the capacity—to-produce-jar (for other-
wise, the jar must bz szen to exist alongside the potsherds).®®
Th: Buddhist pleads that the jar possesses the capacity to produce
both jar and potsherds; Jayanta retorts that even in that case
the services of the stick are after all required (for otherwise both
jar and potsherds should be seen to exist there from the very
beginning or potsherds should not be seen to exist there even
after the stick has been applied).®! The Buddhist pleads that the
jar possesses the capacity to produce patsherds; Jayanta retorts
that in that case the role of the stick remains enigmatic (for the
fact is that th: jar is replaced by potsherds never except after
the stick has been applied).®? The Buddhist pleads that after the
stick has been applied the jar ceases to be there; Jayanta retorts
that the statement ‘jar ceases to be there’ is absolutely equivalent
to the statement ‘absence—~of-jar has come about’.¢® The Buddhist
protests: ‘At that time nothing happens to the jar, what happens
is that the jar is not there’; Jayantd retorts: “To say that the
jar is not there is to say that the absence—of-jar is there’’.6% The
Buddhist denies the validity of the equation in question; Jayanta
retorts: “In the statement ‘the jar is not there’ there occurs the
word ‘jar’ 'and the word ‘not’; we know what the former word
means, the latter word means cabsence’.®5 Here again the crux
of the controversy lies -in the circumstance that according to
the Buddhist a causal relationship obtains only between indepen-
dent things, not between their features positive or otherwise,
while according to Jayanta it might obtain between all sorts of
things and all sorts of features-of—a—thing. Thus when a stick
applied to a jar breaks it into potsherds there does come into
existnce ‘absence of jar’ according to the Buddhist as well as
Jayanta; but the former will say that this ‘absence’ is just a
negative feature of the potsherds which are what has been really
caused, the latter will say that this cabsence’ is what has been
really caused while the potsherds just happen to be the locus
of this ‘absence.” [The important question as to why according
to the Buddhist the ‘absence’ of a thing must come about as
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soon as this thing is born is left unconsidered here, though
Jayanta promises a consideration of it t00.6¢]

‘Jayanta closes his consideration of the Buddhist’s case
with a brief critical reference to the latter’s contention that
non-cognition of . x leading to a congnition -of “absence-
of-x is a case of svabhava-anumana. The - Buddhist has
argued that an <absence’ being no independent real what
the othars call ‘cognition-of-absence’ he calls dealing-conce--
rning-absence, and this dcaling—copccrning—absencc’ (rather ability
for such dealing) is nothing different from the non-cognition

" concerned, that being the reason why this non-cognition making
possible this dealing-concerning-absence (rather ability for such
dealing) is a case of svabhava-anumana. Jayanta’s: refutation of
all this is hinged on his understanding that an ‘abSence?’is an
independent real.” He would not mind if ten out of the
eleven types of non-cognition spoken of. by the Buddhist in
this connection are a case of an ‘absence’ being inferred rather-

" than perceived, but he is emphastic that the first type, viz. the
‘bare non-cognition of x makiag possible the cognition of ‘absence-
of-x’ is a case of an ‘absence’ being perceived rather than inferred¢®.
Really, it is the cases covered by his first type of non-cognition
that the Buddhist treats as cases of svabhava—anumana, and it
will be useful to recall that it is these very cases which the
Kumarilite treats as cases of the pramana called abhava; for this
way we can clearly see where the three parties in dispute stand
vis-a—vis each other. ‘

At this stage Jayanta briefly considers the Prabhakarite under-
standing of the matter, and the consideration is revealing in its
own manner. Like the Buddhist the Prabhakarite too is of the
view that an ‘absence’ is no independent real, a situation Jayanta
finds so shocking, it being his belief that this view goes counter
to an established Mimarhsa position.®® Jayanta’s puzzlement is
somewhat understandable, for as in the case of his thesis on
self-cognitive cognition here too the Prabhakarite has borrowed
a position from the Buddhist. without any intention of drawing
from-it the so many far-reaching conclusions the latter has drawn, -
And in both cases Jayanta seeks to press home to the Prabha-
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karite just-this point. Thus the Prabhakarite shares with the
Naijyayika and the Kumarilite a basic framework of thought
according to which the various categories represent so many types
of independent real; to put it concretely, they all would say that
subtances are a type of independent real but that so also are
qualities, actions, ‘universals’ etc. But then the Prabhakarite
makes an exception in the case of ‘absences’ and declares in a
Buddhist-like fashion that they are no independent real, an
attitude which Jayarita proceeds to criticize. He first takes exception
to the Prabhakarite saying “What happens is that a jar is not
cognized, not that ‘absence of jar’ is cognized”, the latter’s point
being that in such a case to speak of cabseace of jar’ is a mere
manner of speaking; Jay.anta retorts that by arguing this way the
Prabhakarite is suggesting that whenever x is not cognized ‘absen-
ce of x’ is posited, a suggestion which is untenable in the cases
where x happens to be something inherently imperceptible or
something imperceptible for the time being, even if it is tenable
in the cases where x happens to be something utterly unreal.”®
The difficulty .is that the ‘point thus urged by Jayanta was a
common point of Indian  logicians and has nothing to do with
whether an ‘ab‘sence’ is or is not an independent real; (we have
actually found the Buddhist making this point all right, and yet
according_to him an ‘absence’ is not independent real). Jayanta
next argués‘ that to say' that ‘absence of x’ is unreal is to say
that x is something everlasting, but since he soon goes on to add
<After all, you do not subscribe to the view that a thing lasts
for oné moment only’ it is difficult to see his point.’! For
dissociating oneself from the Buddhist’s momentarism one might’

concede that a thing perishes only when a cause-of-destruction
is available, and yet one might share the Buddhist’s view that an
‘absence’ is no independent real. So keeping in mind some such
defence from the Prabhakarite’s side Jayanta asks: “When a stick
falls on the jar, what is produced ?°, the answer that potsherds
are then produced is dismissed by saying: * But then the jar
should be available there as before.”’”? Jayanta’s point is that’
unless the answer asked for is that ‘absence of jar’ is thus pro-
duced the contingency cannot be avoided that the jar should
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be available there as b:fore. Jayanta thus refuses to concede
that ‘absence of jar’ is not something indzpendently real but
just an aspect of the nature of potsherds, but to be fair to him
it must be admitted that this mode of arguing is something
natural to a Buddhist, something foreign to a  Prabhakarite.
Lastly, Jayanta raised a point basing himself on the consi-
deration that the meaning of a word must represent something
real, a consideration broadly valid in the eyes of a Prabhi-
karite, a Kumarilite, a Naiyayika even if not so in the eyes of
a Buddhist; thus the Prabhakarite js asked: “Since °unlike
the Buddhist you do not hold that a word represents ‘a mere
idea, please tell what according to you is ‘the -meaning
of the word ‘not.’’% Here again, Jayanta will receive an answer
where the mode of arguing followed will be something natural
to a Buddhist, something foreign to "a ‘Prabhékarite;‘ for - 'this
answer will consist in contending that the word ‘not’ does possess
a meaning but that this meaning represerits nothing that is
independently real. ‘

Jayanta closes the topic by reporting as to how ‘absence’ was
classified into types variously by various authorities, a point not
of much fundamental importance. For the really fundamental
question was as to whether an ‘absence’ is or is not an indepen-
dent real existing by the side of the thing characterised by this
‘absence’, a question answered in the negative by " the. Buddhist
and the Prabhakarite, in the affirmative by the _Naiyéyika and
the Kumarilite. Even so, let it be noted that the types here spoken
of are six in all and as follows : '

(1) “prior absence’ or absence before coming into existence
(2) ‘posterior absence’ or absence after going out of existence
(3) ‘mutual absence’ or absence of identity

(4) ‘absolute absence’ or utter absence

(5) ‘relative absence’ or temporary absence .

(6) ‘absence of a capacity’

(the sixth type is obscure and might cover those cases where
the Mimamsaka would speak of ‘destruction of a capacity’)
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Towards the fag end of this chapter Jayanta refers to the
view which considers Sambhava and Aitihya to be independent

pramanas. But Jayanta contends that Sambhava is not different.
from Anumana (Inference) and that Aitihyais but Agama (Verbal

Testimony). He rejects Carvaka view that it is impossible to deter-
mine the number of pramanas. All this Jayanta has done within-
a very short space of hardly a page.
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APPENDIX

ON THE PROBLEMS OF KNOWLEDGE
IN GENERAL

The question as to how we can know reality is of the utmost
importance. Are there any means with whose help we can know
reality ? If there are, how many are they and on what ground
can we consider them to be valid ? In what way can we know
knowledge itself and especnally its validity (pramanya) ? These
are some of the. problems regarding knowledge. We present in
brief the various views adopted by the different systems of Indian
philosophy on the problems of knowledge in general,

Definition of valid knowledge (pramina = prami) : Kapada
considers only that cognition to be valid whose cause is free
from defects.! Vatsyayana’s word for cognition is upalabdhi and -
he defines pramana as the means of ypalubdhi ® But he is not
unmindful of the fact that not every cognition but only that
which presents an object. as it is, is valid (arthavar pramanam).
Vacaspati explains the word ‘grthavar’ as ‘non—contradictory to
the nature of the object concerned’’ (arthavyabhicari). Vacaspati
clearly explains what he means-by the non- contradictory character
of valid knowlenge: * He puts this characteristic in the very
definition of valid knowledge.¢* The later Naiyayikas follow him
and observe that the cognition that presents an - object with a
character which it really has is valid, Nor would the Naiyayikas
hesitate to regard the coherence between the cognitive and
conative activities as one of the characteristics of valid knowledge.s
Thus with the” Naiyayikas the presentativeness, the non-contradi-
ctoriness (i. e the correspondence between a cognition and its
object) and the coherence between the cognitive and the conative
activities are the essential defining characteristics of valid cognition.
The Prabhakaras define valid knowledge as immediate experience
(anubh%ti).® The Bhattas, under the influence of the Buddhists, hold
that valid cognmon invariably pertains to a novel object, 7 They
follow Kanada when they maintain that valid cognition is that
cognition which originates fiom a non-defectijve cause f It was
perhaps Din1aga who for the first time pointed out that valid
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cognition is self-revelatory. In addition, he observed that valid
cognition should represent the form of the object concerned
(visayakara).® Dharmakirti defines true knowledge as harmonious
or nondiscrepant (avisamvadi) in the sense that there is- no con-
flict between the cognition of an object and the practical activity
meant to obtain it.1® Some may point out that aécord_ing to
Buddhism things being momentary an object in‘dicé;ed (apprehe-
nded) by a piece of cognition and an object attained (reached or
determined) by us in the wake of this cognition could never be
the same; thus therc would arise the impossibility of there being
a harmony between the cognitive and conative activities and
consequently no knowledge would be considered to be valid.
Dharmottara solves the difficulty by suggesting that while
defining valid knowledge Dharmakirti has kept before his eyes
the object-cantinuum and not the’ momentary members of this
continuum., He has tackled the problefn of wvalid cognition
from the empirical or worldly viewpoint that accepts a thing as
durable. Moreover, for Dharmakirti valid cognition is a  new
cognition, the cognition of an object not yet cognised.'? It
:night be urged that on this definition-even the cognition of the
universal (samdnyavijiiana) arising in the wakg of the cognition of
the unique particular would become valid because the former
cognises an object not yet cognised by a previous cognition 1?
But Dharmakirti in this connection declares that what he means
is that the cognition grasping the ungrasped unique particulari*
is valid For, by means of valid knowledge people seek to
acquire unique particulars only, because none but they lead to
successful purposive activity.1® Inasmuch as things, according to
Buddhism, are momentary, two cognitions can never arise with
regard to one and the same object. And so, to be consistent
with the prime doctrine of momentarism Dharmakirti deems it
proper to put down ‘grasping-the-hitherto~ungrasped-object’ as a
differentiating mark of valid cegnition. In the Jaina tradition
Siddhasena Divakara and Ac. Samantabhadra define valid cognition
by pointing out that it is its nature to reveal itself as well as its
object.1® Akalanka, although he accepts this as one of the defin-
ing characteristics of valid cognition '¥ considers harmery or
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non-discrepancy (avi.samvada) to be the true mark of valid cogn-
ition.1® For him non-discrepancy of cognition means its not being
sublated bynothcr valid cognitions as also its self-ceonsistence.!?
By noun-discrepancy he also means the correspondence of cogni-
tion with the nature of its object.?® Sometimes he also means by
non-discrepancy the coherence between the cognitive and conative
activities. In addition to non-discrepancy, definiteness or determ-
inateness is regarded by him as one of the essential characteristics
of valid cognition.2' He observes that even non-discrepancy of
cognition is impossible without its possessing a determinate nature.? 2
He has also introduced in his definition of valid cognition the
adjectival phrase — ‘grasping—the-hitherto-ungrasped’ in order to
qualify valid cognition ** The influence of Dharmakirti is evident
here. Tt might be said that for the Buddhists who are momenta-
rists it is alright to consider valid cognition to be a cognition
pértaining to quite a new object. But for the Jainas reality is relati-
vely permanent. Hence it is not proper for Akalanka to insert the
adjectival phrase "pertaining to a novel ebject’ in his definition of
vat:d cognition. Akalanka replies that reality, since it is relatively
.permanen’, possesses innumerable modes. Hence even if two or
more cognitions ‘could operate in refation to one and the same
thirg, they would always determine the mode or an aspect of it,
not determined by the other. So, for us, says Akalanka, the
phrase ‘graspi}ig-the-hilherto-ungrasped’ means ‘determining—the-
hither'to-undé_termined—modg”4 Akalanka seems to relax this con-
dition in the case of memory.2% Thus he is not serious about this
condition. So, it ultimately boils down to this that the essential cha-
racteristics of valid cognition, according to Akalanka, are its non—
discrepancii;, its ability' to enable us to attain the object capable
of purposive. activity, and its determinate nature, It is interesting
to note that to be .consistent with the doctrine of non-absolutism
Akalanka considers all .empirical cognitions to be valid as well
as invalid. No empirical cognition is absolutely valid or absolu-
tely invalid. Yet we call a cognition valid if it by far corresponds
with the concerned external object and we call it invalid if it is
mostly not in consonanc: with the form of the concerned external
object.?® Th= realisation that the powers of the sense-organs are
limited seems to have led Akalanka to formulate such a view.
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But Akalznka would not deny the absolute validity of the highest
transcendental perception called Keyala-jiiana which requires no
media of sense-organs and mind to grasp its object. This suggests
that the theory of nomn-absolutism is not to be "applied without
discrimination, For if it were so applied even the perfect knowl-.
edge of an omniscient being would have to be regarded as
partly valid and partly invalid. But here the operation of non-
absolutism ceases, Hence, it is said that even Anekanta itself is
anekanta, that is, in certain spheres it operates’ and in certam
others it does not.27

Nature of the source of valid knowledge : We have dis"g‘ussed
the definitions of valid cognition. But what is the i'nstrurpérit-_or
source of valid cognition ? It is said by Vatsyayana that tke
cause of valid cognition (upalabdhi-hetu) is its instrument.”* But
can any cause of such a cognitior be its instrument ? Not ahy
cause but the one which is the most efficient (karana) is its ins-
trument. But how can we know that a particular cause out of -
many is the most efficient ? Some Naiyayikas consider sense-
organs to be the instrument of valid perceptual cognition. From
this it becomes clear that for them the thing possessed of a
function (vpaparavar) is the most efficient cause. Function here .
means the action which is immediately and “invariably followed
by the effect concerned. Some other Naiyayikas consider the
sense-object contact (sannikarsa) to be the instrument of valid
perceptual cognition. So, for them the function itself is the
efficient cause. For Jayanta Bhatta neither the thing possessed of
a function nor this function itself is the efficient cause. He
emphatically holds cthat it is the aggregate (.uimagﬁ) of al
conditions— physical as well as psychological—that is the most
efficieat cause of a valid cognition.?® The aggregate is devoid of
a function.3° Jt is the most efficient in comparison to the
particular factors (viz. subject, object, sensec-organ etc.) included
in it.3! It is noteworthy that Kumairila, in his Slokavartika, has
for the first time hinted at this view while enumerating all the
possible views as regards the instrument of knowledge.®?

As for the question of identity or difference . between the
resultant cognition and its instrument, the Nyaya-Vaisesikas
consider the two to be absolutely different. This view of theirs
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seems to be a corollary of their fundamental position according
to which an effect is quite different from its cause (drambhavada).
One thing to be noted here is that they regard each stage in the
process of cognition as an instrument as well as a resultant
cognition—an instrument with respect to the succeeding stage that
is generated by it and a resultant cognition with respect to the
preceding stage whose result it is.??®

Dharmakirti maintains that nothing but cognition ( jfidna)
deserves to be called an instrument of valid cognition because
it is the most efficient cause required to generate valid cognition,
This is so for two reasons: (i) Sense-organs being non-conscious,
it is impossible for them to generate cognition. (ii) It is mainly
coguition that can enable us to attain the desirable and to avoid
the undesirable.>* From this it can be deduced that out of the
four causal conditions (pratyaya) it is the samanantara pratyaya
(the immediately preceding cognition-moment) that is considered
by him to be the main or the most efficient cause of valid ceg-
nition. Here by the word pramana he means the main or the
most efficient cause required te generate the resultant cognition.
But clSewhere he goes even a step further and considers the
formal similarity obtaining between a piece of valid cognition
and its obje’ct to be the instrument of this piece of valid know-
ledge. Thus h_é observes that because a particular piece of know-
ledge is determined to be (say) ‘knowledge of the blue’ or ‘know-
ledge of the yellow’ ‘on the basis of the form it bears, it is this
form that should be regarded as a pramana (an instrument)® *
Here he seems to have given up the idea of calling the main or
the most efficient cause of a particular piece of valid cognition
its pramana (its mstrument) In its stead he now deems it quite
proper to call the form that determines a particular piece of -
knowledge to be ‘knowledge of the blue’ or ‘knowledge of the
y'ellow’ its pramana (its instrument). And a particular piece of
knowledge and ite form being absolutely identical, he regards the
resultant cognition and its instrument as identical. As a Vijiianavadin
he observes that the capacity of cognition to cognise itself is the
instrument. and its "actual cognition of itself (syasamvedana) is
the resultant cognition.?*

3 .
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~ Even Akalanka agrees with Dharmakirti in so far as he holds

that it is a cognition that should be regarded as pramana (inst}u- '
ment). The reasons why he upholds this view are the same as those

advanced by Dharmakirti.3” But this view of his means that the

quality called knowledge is the main or the most efficient cause of
a particular mode of this quality knowledge. Here by pramana he
‘means the main or the most efficient cause of the resultant cog-

nition, And because particular piece of valid cogmuon is a mcde

of the quality knowledge (a quality which belongs to the- substance

soulj, the two are regarded by him as identical as well as diffe-

rent.3® It is interesting to note that Akalanka for the first time '
takes clear note of and endorses the relativistic Nyaya-Vaiéesika

position according to which the intermediary links in the.causal

chain of a cognitive process are, each of them, a pramapa as well-
as an effect of pramana.*® Later on, a Jain logician like Hemaca-
ndra goes one step further and observes that because knowledge

is determined to be ‘knowledge of the blue’ or ‘knowledge of the

yellow’ on the basis of its mode it is this mode that should be
 regarded as the pramana and the knowledge as a whole of that

particular time as the resultant cognition. Here the word ‘pramand
" means the determinant of a particular piece of valid cognition,

The influence of Dharmakirti is evident here. Ac. Hemacandra
follows Dharmakirti in positing the relation. of the determinant

and the determined (vyavasthapya-vyavasthdpakabhava) between the

instrument and the resultant cognition.4® But prior to Ac. Hema-~

candra, the Jaina loglclans have crmcnsed Dharmakgrtn for having

done so.
How do we know knowledge ? : The Buddhists, be they realists

or idealists, consider cognition to be self-revelatory.*! The Jainas,
the Prabhakaras¢® and the Vedantins agree with the Buddhists;
but the Bhattas and the Naiyayikas uphold some peculiar views.
According to the Bhattas a cognition is not only not self-revela-
tory but is not even perceptible. It is inferred from the result of
cognition, that is, from the cognisedness or manifestness ( jhatatd)
produced by cognition in the object cognised. For example, when

we know a jar we have an apprchension that the jar is cognised
by us; and from this eognisedaess of the object we infer the

existence of cognition; a cogn tion is inferred from the cognised-
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aess of its object.*®-The Naiyayikas are of the epinion that tho-
ugh every cognition is perceptible it is perceived by a cognition
other than itself which is called ‘after—cognition’ (aququvas&ya).“ '
Dharmakirti and Akalanka both criticise this peculiar Nyaya
view.*® They observe that if cognition is not self-revelatory but
requires another cognition te reveal itself, it would involve us in*
an ‘infinite regress. Akalanka has refuted the Bhaga view also.**:
Thus all phllosophers except the Bhatta and the Nyaya—Vaigegikas -
“‘are unanimoaus in holdmg that cognition as such is self-perce-
ptible (svaprakasa), that is, that all cognition, whether acquired
through perception (pratyaksa), inference (anymana), verbal testimony '
(sabda) or memory (smrti), notices its own nature by way of.
direct observation [(saksarkara) while it is called cinferential,’
‘verbal,” ‘mnemic’ etc. owing to the nature of the object grasped
(grahya). In other words, even’ though "differing as regards their"
respective generatmg conditions’ (samagr?) and pertaining to obje-
cts that are differently characterised ‘as capable of being perceived®,
‘capable of being inferred’, ‘capable of being recalled’ etc., the
various types of cognition.like perception, inference, memory ete.
are, all of them, perceptually cognisant of their own nature (i. e,.
of themselves). 747 .

How do we know the valldlty of knowledge ?: For the Bhatgas
the validity of cognition is self-evident.*® Its invalidity is known
only when it is contradicted by some other strong cognition.¢?
The Naiyayikas maintain that neither the validity nor invalidity of
cognition is self-evident. The two are inferred from its capacity or
non-capacxty to ‘produce successful activity.®® The extant Sa khya:
texts give no indication as to what stand it takes on the questlon
under coumderatlon, but the statements of its critics suggest that
according to the Sankhyas both the validity and invalidity of cogni-
tion are self-evident.5T Dharmakirti holds that cognition is alone
selfcognised, Its validity is known through the subsequent successful.
activity.®® Manoratha commenting on this observes that the valij-
dity of cognition is self-evident in the case of repeated acquain-
tance (abhyasa) but that in the case of first acquaintance (anabhy-
asa) it is known through the subsequent successful activity (a;’d;a—
];,,ya_,ﬁa-nena) 53 In the Pramianavartika or in the Manoratha
nothing is said regarding the question as to how one knows the
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invalidity of cognition. éintarak;ita maintains that both the vali-
dity and invalidity of cognition are self-evident in the case. of
repeated acquaintance while they are known through subsequent
successful volitional experiences in the case of first acquaintance,
This view is termed by him the gniyamapaksa.** Th. Stcherbatsky®*®
and Prof. S. C. Chatterjee*$ record the Buddhist view which is
quite different from the one given by Santarakgita, According to
this view the invalidity of cognition is self-evident while its
validity is known by the subsequent successful activity. Both
these scholars seem to have before them the Sarvadarganasahgraha
where this view is ascribed to the Buddhists.57 May be this view -
was held by a section of the Buddhist philosdphcrc‘ Or, may be
it is a misrepresentation of the Buddhist view on the part of the
author of the Sarvadar§éanasangraha. :

It seems that Akalanka has bodily taken, of. course w1th a
slight change, a quarter of a verse - pramanyam vyavaharaddhi®® -
from the Pramanavartika, Akalanka, with Dharmakirti, holds: that
validity of cognition is known through subsequent successful activ-
‘fties. Like Dharmakirti, he says nothing regarding the question as
to how the invalidity of cognition is known, The later Jaina logic--
jans maintain that both the validity and invalidity of cognition
are self-evident in the case of repeated acquintance while they are
known through subsequent successful activities in the case of first
acquaintance,®® Thus the Jaina view exactly’tallies with the Buddh-
ist view recorded by Santaraksita,

~ Number of the sources of knowledge accepted by the different
systems of Indian philosophy : In the West logicians generally
recognise only two sources of knowledge - perception and inference.
But Indian philosophy presents a variety of views on the question,
The Carvikas admit only one source of valid knowledge viz. per-
ception, The Buddhists and the Vaidegikas recognise only two such
sources—viz. perception and inference. To these the Sankhyas add a
third one-viz, authority or verbal testimony. The Naiyayikas admit
a fourth way of knowing—viz. analogy (upamana) - in addition to
these three. The Prabhiakaras, again, add to these four sources a fifth
one - viz, implication (arthapatti). The Bhagtas and monistic Vedan-
tins, however, recognise six sources of knowledge, adding non-cog-
q‘ition (abkava--anupalabdhi) to the five already mentioned. The

TR
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Paurinikas.add two more — viz. sambhava (probability) and aitihya
(tradition) — to those six. In the Manimekhalai it is said that acco-
rding to Vedavyasa, Krtakoti and Jaimini there are ten sources of
knowledge. Here we get two new designations, namely, svabhdva
and pariSesa.*® These two independent pramanas recognised by these
authors seem to be what others have treated as two particular types of
anumana-viz. syabhavanumana and Sesavat anumana. Th. Stcherbatsky
notes that the followers of Caraka increase the number of the
sources of knowledge upto eleven. ¢! The Jaina logicians accept
only two sources of knowledge-viz. direct and indirect. 62

Principles that deter mine the different numbers of the types of
the sources of knowledge : Here the question naturally arises as
to what are the different ‘principles that determine the different
numbers of the types of the .sources. of knowledge. Dinniga,
Dharmakirti and their followers declare that as many are the
types of the sources of knowledge as are the types of the objects
of knowledge.¢® For these Buddhists there are only two types of
objects viz, the unique particular (svalaksana) and the universal
(samanyalaksana). The Mimarhsakas seem to hold that not only
the types of objects but also the types of the causal aggregates
of knowledgé determine the number of the types of the sources
of knowledge.6* To this position the Naiyayikas add that the
types of the results of knowledge also determine the number of
the types of-the sources of knowledge.6® The Jainas are of the
opinion' that it is only the different natures of knowledge that
determine the number of the types of the sources of knowledge.
The knowledge possesses either of the two natures—vividness
and blurrednéss. Hencé even the sources of knowledge are two -
direct and indirect.¢® _ ' '

Rejection or inclusion of the sources not independently accepted :
Those who accept a lesser number of the types of the sources of
knowledge than the one accepted by others will have to answer
two questions : (i) as to whether for them those other types of
sources arée no sources at all aad (ii) if they are sources but not
independent ones they are to be brought under which accepted
type.

For the Carvakas perception alone is an independent source
of knowledge, All other sources are no sources at all. The Budd+



i INDIAN LOGIC

hist logicians consider verbal testimony (¢abda) to be a form of in-
ference. As for analogy (upamana) they identify it with memory and
memory being not a source of valid knowledge according to them,
they do not at all regard upamana as a source of knowledge.®’
“Again, implication®® (arthapatti) and non-cognition (anupalabdhi)
are reduced to inference by them. The Vaisegikas also recognise only
two indepedent sources of knowledge-viz. perception and inference.,
They reduce analogy (upamana), implication and verbal testimony to
inference, They consider even non-cognition to be a case of infe-
rence.®® The Sankhyas reduce analogy (upamana) either to percep-
tion or to verbal testimony.”® Again, according to them implicat<
jon is a form of inference.”! And they regard non-cognition as a
form of perception.”® The Naiyayikasreduce implication to infer-
ence’® and non-cognition to perception.”* The Prébhikaras too
regard non-cognition as a case of perception.”’ For the Jainas
inference and testimony are two species of the indirect source.
Again, according to them analogy (upamana) is a form of recogn-
ition (pratyabhijiia)” ¢ which is a species of the indirect source of
knowledge. Similarly, they consider cogitation (tarka) to be one
of the species of the indirect source of knowledge.”? As for non-
cognition and implication they are both reduced to inference by
them, ’ T '
Pramana-Sarhplava Vs. Pramana-Viplava : There arises the
question as to whether more than one organs of knowledge ope-
rate with regard to one -and the same object or each organ has
its own specific object. As the Buddhists uphold the doctrine of
momentarism and reject the substance as unreal, there is no
possibility, on their view, of object being grasped even by two
perceptions, This being the case no question arises of there tak-
ing place a co-operation of two quite different organs of knowl-
edge—perception and inference—in the cognition of one and the
same object. Again, they hold that perception and inference have
their own special fields of action inasmuch as the former grasps
the particulars only and the latter universals only.7*~And there
is no third type of object that might be supposed to be common
to both. So, perception can never grasp what is grasped by infer-
“‘ence. The co-operation of different organs of our knowledge in
- the cognition of one and the same object is impossible. .=
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As agamst ‘this none of those who repudlated inomentarism
and believed in the reality of the substance could rule out the
possibility of the co-operation of the different organs of knowl-
edge in the cognit‘ion of one and the same object (pramana-sar-
playva). Thus Gautama, the author of the Nyayasiitra, seems to
concede the possibility of pramana-saaplava. This is suggested by
the term pramanatah used in the sitra pramanatas ca arthapratipa-
tteh.7® Vatsyayana clearly states that there are objects that could
be grasped by all the organs of knowledge while there are other
objects that could be grasped by some one organ only. As insta-
nces of the objects of the first type are cited Amman and fire;
they are cognised by the verbal aﬁthority,_inference and perception
successively. Then he gives instances of the objects in whose case
only one organ can operate. The knovi{ledge of Heaven could be
acquired through verbal testimdny only; the knowledge of clouds,
after having heard the rumblmg sound, could be had through
inference only and the knowledge of one’s own hand could be
had through perception -only.®° Uddyotakara too accepts both
pramana-vyavastha and pramana-samplava. To give an illustration,
he says that only visual sense  organ grasps the quality colour,
only auditory sense organ grasps the quality sound and so on
yet all the sense—organs grasp the Universal Being and the Univ-
ersal Quality. Again he observes that though only visual sense
oi'gan‘ coghises colour and only tactual organ cognises touch, yet
both these.organs cognise the solid body pot. 8!

Someone might urge that if all the organs were to grasp one
and the same object then there would be no need of all these
organs ‘except one, Uddyotakara replies that though all organs co-
operate in the cognition of one and the same object, they grasp
this object differently, that is, in their own way; and what is to
be borne in mind is that even if all the organs of knowledge
operate in the cognition of the same object not one of them does
so with reference to that entire object.®?2

The Jainas too accept both pramana-samplava and pramana-
viplava. They accept momentarism from the point of view of
modes. From this point of view a thing changes perpetually and
hence no source of knowledge grasps what is grapsed by another
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source. Thus according to the Jainas pramana-viplava is self-evid-
ent. But they are not absolutists. They give equal importance to
the point of view of substance, So, the Jainas accept even pramé-
na-samplava. From the point of view of substance things are per-
manent, Hence it is possible for several different sburccs of
knowledge to co-operate in the cognition of one and the same
object, But to the Jainas, pramdzza—samplavd is acceptable only in
case a newly utilised source of knowledge adds something to the
previously- acquired knowledge of the object concerned. To illust-
rate, having known that there is fire there on the mountain thro-
ugh the statement of a passerby, if a person desires to know the
same fire through inference he can do so, but the " distinction of
this inferential cognition of fire from the verbal cognitf‘on of it
would be that in the latter case the person knows merely the
general nature of fire while in the former case he knows it as
connected with smoke. And if * this person wants to know this
fire through perception after havmg known - it through inference;
he may go to the place where the fire is actually present, The
special feature of this perceptual cognition would be that the
person grasps the specific characteristic of that fire viz, whether
it is produced by hay or leaves etc. Thus even if these so many
sources of knowledge co-operate in the coghition of one and the
same thing fire each of them has its special sphere; this shows
that pramana-samplava and pramana-viplava are not mutually
contradictory as it would at first sight seem.83

Thus we finish our rapid survey of the different views addp-
ted by the different systems of Indian Philosophy,
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